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President Shamann Walton 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal of Mitigated Negative Declaration of 1525 Pine Street 
Development 

Dear Supervisor Walton: 

On behalf of Ms. Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street 
(the "Appellants"), we are appealing the grossly inadequate environmental review of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (the "MND") for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street (the " 
Project"). The MND ignores its required legal obligations under the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") by failing to acknowledge and analyze the most obvious potential 
significant environmental impacts ---those impacts that negatively impact the actual lives of the 
residents of San Francisco. The impacts were considerable, in and of themselves, and should 
require an Environmental Impact Report ("BIR") but the severity of those impacts was increased 
by the addition of two floors above the existing height limit through the auth01ization of the State 
Density Bonus. 

History of the Hearing Process 

Patricia and Claire Rose filed an appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative 
Declaration on Febrnary 6, 2021 and raised the issues stated below. On May 6, 2021 the 
Planning Commission heard the Appeal and additional comments from multiple other neighbors 
and after considerable discussion between the Planning Commissioners the Appeal was denied 
and the MND was approved. 

After consideration of the multiple significant environmental impacts, paiiicularly those 
impacts related to shadow impacts on adjacent neighbors, a Motion was made to approve the 
Project. That Motion to Approve failed by a vote of 4-3 thereby disapproving the Project. 
[Planning Code Section 306.5 prevents the Planning Code from reconsidering the application 
that was disapproved that is the "same or substantially the same as that which was disapproved" 
for one year.] The Commission then moved to continue the Project Application to June 22, 2021 
with direction to the Project Sponsor to address the concerns of the shadow impacts on the 
adjacent neighbors. 
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The Project Sponsor did not reach out to the adjacent neighbors about any possible 
mitigations to the shadow impacts but instead chose to supplement its earlier shadow impacts 
analysis and so requested to continue the June 22 Hearing to July 22, 2021. The supplemental 
shadow analysis was completed and presented to the Commission and the public approximately a 
week before the July 22 Hearing. That supplemental analysis suggested that new lights being 
added to the Project directed at the adjacent residents of 1545 Pine Street would mitigate the 
shadow impacts on the adjacent neighbors. 

Prior to the scheduled hearing of July 22, the Appellants requested additional time in 
order to present the Appellants' shadow analysis and respond to and rebut the shadow impact 
analysis prepared by the Project Sponsor. Additional time was denied by the Commission. 
Appellants were given directions to have speakers use the one-minute allocation that the 
Commission granted for each speaker in opposition to present incremental facts of the 
Appellants' shadow analysis to describe the opposing shadow data. This process did not permit a 
full presentation by the Appellants of the data and analysis of the shadow impacts on the adjacent 
neighbors at 1545 Pine Street. 

While substantial evidence had been delivered to the Department and the Commission 
creating a fair argument that significant environmental effects existed, the Appellants were not 
permitted the necessary opportunity to present that evidence to the Commission. 

The Conditional Use Permit Application, which incorporated a State Density Bonus that 
added two additional floors to the Project, was approved on July 22, 2021 (the vote was 4-2). 
This Appeal of the MND is filed pursuant to the provisions of San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31. 16( d)(2). 

Shadow Impacts Beyond Public Spaces Must Be Analyzed for CEQA As They Are 
Foreseeable and Negative to Sensitive Receptors 

The response by the Planning Department staff regarding the potential negative shadow 
impacts to adjacent neighbors/ sensitive receptors/ humans is that the only analysis required is to 
study impacts on publicly accessible open spaces. They claim that is all that is required under 
CEQA. There is no citation in CEQA that says there should not be analysis of shadow impacts 
on humans. CEQA guidelines specifically require that there be a mandatory finding of 
significance when there is a significant environmental impact on humans. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15065. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (a) A lead 
agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require 
an EIR to be prepared for the project where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, 
that any of the following conditions may occur: 
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{4} The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly 

We have prepared substantial evidence for the record and, with adequate time to present 
it, there is a compelling case for the significant environmental impact on humans and mandatory 
finding of significance must be found and an EIR must be required. 

The MND neglected to analyze the impacts of shadows on other sensitive receptors, 
including seniors and other neighbors to the development. In order to appropriately analyze the 
shadow impacts of the Project, additional analysis must be prepared to review the impacts to the 
seniors at the Leland- Polk Senior Community Housing as well as those residents of 1545 Pine 
Street whose only natural light will be lost due to the additional height allowed by the State 
Density Bonus for the development of the Project at 1525 Pine Street. To repeat, these are 
foreseeable and potentially significant environmental impacts and must be undertaken through 
the EIR process. 

By just reviewing the history of this Project, it is unquestionable that there are significant 
shadow impacts that require an EIR. First, a shadow study was prepared for the PMND; then 
widespread testimony at the hearing causes the Commission to disapprove the Project and ask for 
improvements to address the shadow impacts; then the Project Sponsor prepares a supplemental 
shadow analysis to attempt to minimize the shadow impacts; then, even after a minimal 
presentation of additional data on shadow impacts by the Appellants; the Commission barely 
approves the Project with one Commissioner voting for approval "reluctantly" because he 
believes the State Density Bonus Law requires the City to do so. Can there be any doubt that the 
shadow impacts are significant enough to require further analysis through the EIR process? 

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures Are Inadequate To Insure Preservation and 
Restoration of the Grubstake 

It should be understood that the Appellants do not disagree with the findings of the MND 
that the Grubstake is a historical resource. Quite the contrary! The Appellants believe that the 
mitigation measures in the MND do not require enough measures to insure that the Grubstake is 
preserved and restored in the manner required of a significant legacy historic resource. 

The MND, beginning with the Historic Resource Evaluation Report, takes the positive 
step of identifying the Grubstake diner as a historic resource as it is a contributor to the Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and is eligible for listing in the California Register. The 
PMND also cites the CEQA Guidelines and states that a historical resource is materially 
impaired when a project "demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that conveys its historical significance." 
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Then, inexplicably, the MND says the demolition of the Grubstake" would not cause a 
substantial change in the significance of [the] historical resource" so the demolition of the 
Grubstake is "Less than Significant". Adding even more confusion to its findings, the MND then 
states that the existing building. even though it has undergone major alterations, has retained its 
integrity and continues to convey its significance as a contributor to the historic district. 

To summarize, the Grubstake is a historic resource and a contributor to a historic district, 
its building has retained its integrity to the historic district and the total demolition of the 
building is "less than significant". This is inconsistent with the CEQA guidelines and the 
prevailing law of CEQA. 

It is noted that there are proposals within the proposed project that attempt to replicate the 
Grubstake within the proposed new building by removing and reincoworating specific features 
in the new project. Curiously, though, these specific efforts are not mitigation measures. These 
effmis are insufficient to mitigate the loss of the histmic resource. There is not sufficient 
discussion in the HRER that could help determine what measures would actually be sufficient to 
retain some of the key features that would reduce this loss to "less than significant" More 
importantly though, these are not identified as" mitigation measures"; there is no guarantee that 
these efforts would actually occur. Further, if these are not "mitigation measures", then the loss 
of a significant historic resource to the historic district has not reduced this demolition of the 
resource to "less than significant". 

The treatment of this historic resource is embarrassingly inadequate. In order to 
overcome the demolition of this resource a minimum amount of protections must be present in 
the MND and would more appropriately be contained in an Environmental Impact Report. First, 
specific, detailed mitigation measures must be included in order to either preserve or replicate 
the integrity of the resource. In any case, the Planning Commission would also need to find 
"overriding circumstances" to approve the project before pe1mitting the demolition of this 
historic resource. 

The discussion of Cultural Resources is wholly inadequate and an EIR must be prepared. 

Transportation and Circulation 

The MND completely ignores the potential significant environmental impact when it fails 
to provide any substantive analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of all the development 
that it has identified in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 
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Cumulative Impacts are Potentially Devastating 

The MND identifies that within a quarter-mile of the proposed project there are 
developments which are either under construction or being processed by the Department for 522 
dwelling units, 155,770 square feet of medical office, commercial or office uses. It should also 
be noted that only about 300 parking spaces will be added with all this cumulative development. 
The MND then concludes without any detailed analysis of the potential impacts of all this 
development in this neighborhood that there will be no significant impacts to transportation 
or circulation. This becomes obviously incredible when the MND states that the mere 21 units 
and 2,800 square feet of commercial space of the proposed project at 1525 Pine will generate 
112 vehicle trips, 429 walking trips, 213 transit trips, and 70 trips by other modes (e.g., bicycle, 
motorcycle, taxi). 

That would mean that cumulative development, within a quarter-mile of the project, 
conservatively would be in excess of 3,000 vehicle trips; 6,000 walking trips; 700 transit trips; 
and 2000 other modes of trips. Yet, the MND has done no significant analysis to dete1mine this 
would create significant environmental impacts. Public Transit Must be Impacted 
Significantly 

More specifically, the MND concludes that there would be no significant impacts and no 
mitigation measures are necessary for mitigating the potential impacts on Public Transit. 

There is Public Transit on Pine, Polk and Sutter Streets and Van Ness Avenue. Only 
about 300 parking spaces will be added within all the cumulative development projects. So 
public transit must bear the burden of accommodating all the transp01iation needs of this 
cumulative development. It is beyond credibility to imagine how many vehicles will be circling 
these few blocks in this neighborhood while trying to find parking to go home or those looking 
for parking before their doctor' s appointments. It is incomprehensible that this traffic would not 
delay or interrupt Public Transit. Yet no analysis of any intersections was done in the MND. 
Further, no analysis of the impacts on pedestrians along Polk Street, the narrow.one-way Austin 
Alley, Pine Street or Van Ness will be impacted. Again, there would only be 27 vehicle trips 
generated by the Project during the P.M. peak hours for a 21-unit development. How many 
vehicle trips would be generated by over 522 units and 155,700 square feet of commercial uses? 
The PMND does not provide this calculation. This is seriously deficient. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis is Grossly Inadequate 

The MND focuses its analysis of Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") solely on the impacts 
within Transportation Analysis Zone 327 (T AZ 327). [See the attached drawing showing the 
TAZ 327.] It concludes then that there would be no significant impacts and no mitigation 
measures would be necessary. When reviewing this carefully, it is obvious that the analysis is 
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remarkably deficient when considering cumulative impacts. The size ofTAZ 327 is 
approximately 4 blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth. Of the 522 dwelling units and 
155,700 square feet of commercial space of cumulative development only 5 new dwelling units 
are within TAZ 327. To repeat, in addition to the Project, only 5 new units are in TAZ 327. So 
517 dwelling units and 155, 700 square feet of commercial space are entirely ignored. Of course 
there would not be any significant impacts if only considering the Project plus 5 new dwelling 
units. Yet, the analysis completely ignores the cumulative impacts of the remaining 517 dwelling 
units and 155,700 square feet of medical offices and commercial space. Yet the MND concludes 
that no significant impact will occur and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The MND makes 3 conclusions that are just not supported by the evidence and analysis 
provided in the document: 

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

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

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would 
not substantially delay public transit. (Less than Significant) 

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

It just takes common sense to realize that this requires much more and much better 
analysis of the cumulative transportation and circulation impacts because the potential impacts to 
this neighborhood are overwhelming. 

Wind Analysis is Limited and Incomplete 

The wind impacts from the proposed project have not been adequately analyzed. It is 
clear that there are sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to the proposed development at 1545 
Pine Street. We have previously identified the senior housing facilities and medical facilities in 
the neighborhood whose residents would be particularly impacted by the wind conditions 
immediately adjacent to the Project and such wind impacts should be considered in light of frail 
elderly and medical patients. Further, the RWDI analysis has reviewed some of the impacts on 
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pedestrian and sensitive receptors at the ground level, there is an obvious omission to the 
analysis by not considering the wind impacts to the deck areas of the adjacent building which are 
22 feet wide. This condition is quite likely to create a dangerous wind tunnel at the higher levels 
which could then create dangers to pedestrians below. 

This potential negative impact is foreseeable and significant and should be analyzed 
before this MND could be considered complete and adequate. It should be noted that this 
potential wind impact at the higher levels could be a direct result of the additional height being 
proposed through the State Density Bonus. An additional 18 feet plus a 17-foot mechanical 
penthouse create an unusual and potentially harmful environmental impact. Only after such a 
complete wind analysis of both the impacts on senior citizens and on the upper levels of the 
adjacent building could the MND determine that there are no significant wind impacts. 

Summary 

The MND for the 1525 Pine Street is completely inadequate, incomplete and without 
proper supportive documentation for its findings and conclusions. 

The feeble analysis of shadow impacts are the most glaring omission in the MND as it 
did not take into consideration the substantial and significant loss of natural sunlight to residents 
of the adjacent property at 1545 Pine Street. After the weak and apologetic supplemental analysis 
by the Project Sponsor and its offering of useless inadequate lighting improvements can it still be 
a question that further analysis is necessary as a minimum. The additional date provided by the 
Appellants will show the unhealthy conditions these impacts force on humans. 

Further, the demolition of the Grubstake diner which is an identified historic resource, 
contributor to a historic district and is eligible for inclusion to the California Register, has 
inexplicably not been treated as a historic resource. There are no specific, detailed mitigation 
measures to mitigate the loss of the historic resource. Moreover, there are no identifiable 
overriding circumstances that have been prepared to justify the loss of the historic resource. 

The Traffic and Circulation analysis completely ignores the cumulative impacts to 
pedestrians, vehicle trips and public transit. We have pointed out the omission to review the 
cumulative development projects in the immediate vicinity for their impacts on the 
neighborhood. 

Finally, we have identified the limited analysis of wind impacts as the MND only 
analyzed the pedestrian impacts when there are clearly other foreseeable and potentially 
significant impacts which should be considered in order to protect sensitive receptors within the 
vicinity of the Project. 
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To repeat, CEQA requires mandatory findings of significance and requires an EIR 
when it can be shown there are environmental impacts on humans. CEQA doesn't say the 
humans have to be in parks or on sidewalks to experience negative environmental impacts. 

In closing, it should be noted that many, if not all, of the impacts we have identified 
which are potentially significant negative impacts appear to be a direct result of the increased 
height being proposed for the Project through the State Density Bonus. An EIR should show the 
differences in the impacts to Traffic, Wind and Shadow for a project without the State Density 
Bonus. This would be more appropriately reviewed as an Alternative Project in an 
Environmental Impact Report. There are ten exceptions identified in the PMND that are being 
sought through the State Density Bonus--- height, bulk, rear yard, usable open space, permitted 
obstructions, dwelling unit exposure, setbacks on narrow streets, ground-floor ceiling height, 
ground floor transparency and fenestration. It was never contemplated that the State Density 
Bonus would be used to grant so many exceptions particularly when the resulting project would 
create so many significant environmental impacts. 

We urge you to require the further analysis of an Environmental Impact Report to 
adequately review the significant environmental impacts and the Alternatives for the proposed 
Project. Thank you for your attention. 

Very truly yours, 

J)S;>~ 

DPC/lw 
Enclosures 

cc: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Michael Li 

DAVID P. CINCOTTA 
Law Offices of David P. Cincotta 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION NO. 20909 
HEARING DATE: MAYG, 2021 

Case No.: 2015-009955ENV 

Project Address: 1525 PINE STREET 

Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial Distr ict 

65-A Height and Bulk District 

0667/020 

Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 

c/o Toby Morris- Kerman Morris Architects LLP 

139 Noe Street 

San Francisco,CA94114 

Property Owner: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 

1555 Pacific Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

Staff Contact: Michael Li 
628.652.7538, michael. Lli@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF THE PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, FILE 
NUMBER 2015-009955ENV, FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT THAT WOULD DEMOLISH A ONE-STORY 
RESTAURANT AND CONSTRUCT A NEW EIGHT-STORY, 83-FOOT-TALL BUILDING CONTAINING 21 DWELLING UNITS 
AND APPROXIMATELY 2,855 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE ("PROJECT") AT 1525 PINE STREET, ON 
ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 0667, LOT 020, IN THE POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT AND A 65-A 
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

MOVED, thatthe San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter"Commission") hereby AFFIRMS the decision to 
issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, based on the following findings: 

1. On May 9, 2016, pursuantto the provisions of the Ca lifornia Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the San Francisco Planning 
Department ("Department") received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for the Project, in 
order that it might conduct an initial evaluation to determine whether the Project might have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

Para informaci6n en Espanol Hamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa 628.652.7550 
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2. On January 27, 2021, the Department determined that the Project, as proposed, could not have a 

significant effect on the environment. 

3. On January 27, 2021, a notice of determination that a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PM ND) 

would be issued forthe Project was duly published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City, and 

the PMNDwas posted on the Department website and distributed in accordance with law. 

4. On February 16, 2021, an appeal of the decision to issue a PMND was timely filed by David Cincotta on 

behalf of Patricia Rose, Claire Rose, and other neighbors. 

5. A staff memorandum, dated April 29, 2021, addressesand responds to all points raised by appellant inthe 
appeal letter. That memorandum is attached as ExhibitA and staff's findings regarding those points are 

incorporated by reference herein as the Commission's own findings. Copies of that memorandum have 
been delivered to the Commission, and a copy of that memorandum is on file and available for public 

review at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 

6. On May6, 2021, amendments were made to the PMNDto update two footnotes in the project description 

in which the project plans were cited and to replace the plans dated July 31,2020 with plans dated 
April 20, 2021 (AttachmentA). Such amendments do not include new, undisclosed environmental impacts 

and do not change the conclusions reached in the PMND. The changes do not require "substantial 

revision" of the PMND, and therefore recirculation of the PMNDwould not be required. 

7. On May6,2021, the Commission held a duly noticed and advertised public hearing on the appeal of 
the PMND, at which testimony on the merits of the appeal, both in favor of and in opposition to, was 

received. 

8. All points raised in the appeal of the PMNDatthe May6, 2021 hearing have been addressed eitherin the 

memorandum or orally at the public hearing. 

9. After consideration of the points raised by appellant, both in writing and at the May 6, 2021 hearing, the 

Department reaffirms its conclusion thatthe proposed project could not have a significant effect upon the 

environment. 

10. In reviewing the PMND issued for the Project, the Commission has had available for its review and 

consideration all information pertaining to the Project in the Department's case file. 

11. The Commission finds that Department's determination on the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the 
Department's independentjudgmentand analysis. 

12. The Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2015-009955ENV is located 

at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
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DECISION 

CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 

1525 Pine Street 

The Commission HEREBY DOES FIND that the proposed Project could not have a significant effect on the 
environment, as shown in the analysis of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and HEREBY DOES AFFIRM the 
decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, as prepared by the Department. 

ify that the Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May6, 2021. 

Jonas P ~·=:~,::.,~0 
lonin ~~~:~~2.!~~1 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

Tanner, Chan, Diamond, Fung, Koppel 

Imperial, Moore 

None 

May6, 2021 
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49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 
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www.sfplanning.org 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE TO APPEAL OF 
PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

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

Background 

The project sponsor subm itted an application, 2015-009955ENV, for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street on 

May 9, 2016 for a proposal to demolish a one-story resta urant and construct a new eight-story, 83-foot-tal l building 

conta ining 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet (sf) of commercial space. The project site is within the 

Po lk Street Neighborhood Commercial use district and a 65-A height and bu lk district. The proposed project wou ld require 

conditional use authorization from the Plann in g Commission (Commission). 

The Planning Department (Department) issued a preliminary mitigated negative declaration (PMND) for the proposed 

project on January 27, 2021. On February 16, 2021, the appel lant filed an appea l of the PMND. A copy of the appeal letter 

is included with th is appea l response packet. 

Appeal Filed 

David Cincotta submitted the appeal on February 16, 2021. 

A copy of the appeal letter is included with this appeal response packet. 

Planning Department Responses 

The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below. 

Response 1: The PMND ana lyzes the project-level and cumu lative transportation im pacts associated with the proposed 

project, and that ana lysis was conducted in accordance with the methodology estab lished in the Department's 

2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Gu idelines (TIA Guidelines). The proposed project would generate 12 vehicle trips 

during the p.m. peak hour, and the Department's transportat ion planners determined that an in-depth study was not 

required. 

The appea l does not provide any substantia l evidence su pporting a fair argument to refute the Department's 

determin ation that the proposed project wou ld not combine with other projects to resu lt in significant cumulative 

transportation impacts other than to state the estimated number of vehicle trips that wou ld be generated by the 

Para informaci6n e n Esp a n ol Il a m a r a l Para sa impormasyon sa Taga log tum awag sa 628.652.7550 
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cumulative projects. Congestion in and of itself is not an impact under CEQA. The appeal does not demonstrate how 

congestion would create hazardous conditions, interfere with emergency access, or delay public transit. 

Impacts C-TR-2, C-TR-3, and C-TR-4 (PMND pp. 38-39) discuss how the proposed project would not combine with 

cumulative projects to create hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or for public transit 

operations (C-TR-2), interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling or result in inadequate emergency access (C

TR-3), or substantially delay public transit (C-TR-4). Impact C-TR-2 states that the proposed project and five of the seven 

cumulative projectsl would not include garages. Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles entering and 

exiting off-street garages at the respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or bicycling 

or with public transit operations. The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101 Sutter Street and 1200 Van Ness 

Avenue, are each located on a site with three street frontages. Each of these projects could be designed in such a way that 

the garage fronts on a street that does not include a bicycle lane or public transit service. Impact C-TR-3 discusses how the 

proposed project and the cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, degrade or permanently close 

any streets or sidewalks, eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes, or preclude or restrict emergency vehicle 

access to the project sites and surrounding areas. Impact C-TR-4 states that operation of the proposed project and 

cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles on the local roadway network. The cumulative 

projects are geographically dispersed thmughout the project vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be 

distributed along the local street network instead of being concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit 

operates. In addition, the proposed project and six of the seven cumulative projects would also not result in relocation or 

removal of any existing bus stops or other changes that would alter transit service; the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project 

is a cumulative pmject that would implement right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long segment of Van Ness 

Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit service. The PMND concluded that for 

all three topics discussed above, the cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No further analysis is required 

under CEQA. 

In accordance with the methodology established in the TIA Guidelines, the analysis of the proposed project's 

transportation impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was based on VMT estimates for the Transportation Analysis 

Zone (TAZ) in which the project site is located; TAZ 327 covers four blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth Street 

between Pine and Bush streets. 

As discussed under Impact TR-5 (PMND p. 39), the future 2040 average daily VMT per capita for residential uses and 

future 2040 average daily VMT per employee for office uses in TAZ 327 are more than 15 percent below the future 2040 

regional VMT estimates. Thus, the PMND concluded that the proposed project would not combine with cumulative 

projects to cause substantial additional VMT. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required 

underCEQA. 

The appellant contends that the VMT analysis for the cumulative scenario should have considered other TAZs in the 

project vicinity. The surrounding TAZs (322, 330, 332, 334, 734, and 760) all exhibit similar future 2040 VMT estimates for 

residential and retail uses as TAZ 327 (i.e., the VMT estimates are all more than 15 percent below the regional 

VMT estimates). 

The VMT methodology established in the TIA Guidelines is consistent with technical advisories published by the California 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research in January 2016 and December 2018. The use ofVMT estimates at the TAZ level 

is appropriate for the proposed project as it is an infill development in an established neighborhood that is well-served by 

l The seven cumulative projects are 1567 California Street, 1240 Bush Street, 1101 Sutter Street, 955 Post Street, 1200 Van Ness Avenue, 1033 Polk 
Street, and the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project. 
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public transit. Furthermore, the appeal does not provide any evidence to refute the Department's determination that the 
VMT methodology, significance threshold, approach to analysis, and impact conclusion are based on substantial evidence. 

Response 2: The appellant argues that the project's potential impacts on historic resources warrant a higher level of 
environmental review under CEQA. The appellant does not dispute the Department's finding that the existing building on 
the project site is not individually eligible as a historic resource or that the existing building is a contributor to the 
California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District (District). The appellant disputes the Department's finding 
that the proposed project would not result in a significant effect on a historic resource. The Department determined that 
the proposed demolition of a district contributor would not result in a significant effect on the District, which is the historic 
resource. The appellant argues that the district contributor is individually an historic resource but does not substantiate 
this claim. 

The Department has determined that the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the 
historic resource for reasons outlined below: 

A. The existing building is a district contributor and not on individually eligible historic resource. 

The appellant does not dispute the Department's findings that the subject property is not an individually eligible historic 
resource. The information included below is a summary of the Department's evaluation process and it provides context for 
the Department's findings, based on the Department's records and the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part I filed with 
the Department. 

The project site is a through lot located on the south side of Pine Street with a secondary frontage on Austin Street. The 
surrounding neighborhood consists of mixed-use commercial and residential uses representing a variety of architectural 
styles and types including Renaissance Revival, Edwardian, Art Deco/Eclectic, post-war Modern, and contemporary. The 
existing building at 1525 Pine Street is a raised, one-story lunch wagon-style diner that houses Grubstake, a restaurant that 
has operated at the site since the 1960s. From the 1960s and well into the 1980s and 1990s, Grubstake became well known 
and loved as a welcoming and open establishment to the LGBTQ community during a time when other businesses did not 
open their doors to them. The restaurant catered mostly to after-hours crowds searching for late-night meals after a night 
out and eventually became frequented by transgender women and artists who would perform and participate in drag 
shows at nearby venues. 

The rectilinear plan building covers two-thirds of the frontmost portion of the parcel and includes a large paved space at 
the rear. The building is comprised of two volumes: a lunch wagon originally constructed before 1916 by an unknown 
manufacturer/designer that features a sheet metal curved roof and four metal sash, single lite casement windows with 
awning toplites; and a main wood-frame rectangular volume that was added to the lunch wagon in 1975 and consists of a 
flat roof, vertical wood siding, two aluminum sliding windows and a partially glazed wood door. To supplement the HRE, 
an oral history conducted by Page & Turnbull was submitted to the Department which consisted of interviews with local 
residents and patrons of Grubstake who discussed the history of and their experiences at the restaurant. Based on 
Department records and the findings of the HRE and oral history, Department staff determined that the existing building at 
1525 Pine Street is not individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register. For a property to be considered eligible 
for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant under one or more of these four criteria: Criterion 1 
(Events); Criterion 2 (People); Criterion 3 (Architecture); Criterion 4 (Information Potential). As outlined in the Department's 
HRER Part I, Department staff determined that the subject property is not individually eligible under any of the four criteria, 
as it is not directly associated with any qualifying events or persons, does not possess a high degree of architectural 
interest, and is not a significant example of the work of a master architect. Criterion 4 applies mostly to archeological sites, 
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and that review was comp leted by the Department's archeo logica l staff. As such, the proposed project would not result in 

a sign ificant impact to an individua l historic resource. 

B. The Department determined that the existing building is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 

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

The appellant disputes the Department's finding that the proposed project would not result in a signifi cant impact to a 

historic resource. The appe llant misunderstands that the historic district, not 1525 Pine Street ind ividually, is the historic 

resource. Under CEQA, a "project with an effect that may cause a substantia l adverse change in the significance of an 

historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment." (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5(b)). In this case, the "historic resource" is the Ca lifornia Register-eligible Polk Gu lch LGBTQ Histo ric District. The 

existing bu ilding on the project site was determined to be a contributor to the District, but not individ ually eli gible for 

inclusion in the Ca lifornia Register. Therefore, the Department appropri ate ly analyzed whether the project wou ld cause a 

substantial adverse change to the Ca li forn ia Register-eligible Polk Gu lch LGBTQ Histo ri c District. 

The Cal iforn ia Register-eligible Polk Gu lch LGBTQ Historic District was initially identified and discussed in the Department's 

Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco (adopted October 2015), which discussed the Po lk 

Gu lch neighborhood as a potentially significant LG BTQ neighborhood. The District was eva luated in the Historic Resource 

Eva luation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull (March 13, 2019) and confirmed in the HRER and found to be sign ifi cant 

under Criterion 1 for its association w ith the development of early LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood 

beginning in the 1960s through the 1990s. 

Although not formally surveyed by t he Department, t he boundaries of the California Register-el igible Polk Gu lch LGBTQ 

Historic District are genera lly Wash ington Street to the north, Geary Street to the south, Hyde Street to the east, and 

Fra nkli n Street to the west. The district consists of properties associated w ith LGBTQ businesses and socia l groups during 

Po lk Gu lch's development as a queer enclave during the 1960s and 1970s. The period of significance for the Polk Gu lch 

historic district is identified as approximately 1960 to the 1990s. This peri od begins w ith the estab lish ment of t he first 

LGBTQ-associated business in the neighborhood and ends w ith a period that is associated with t he relevant themes 

identified in the LGBTQ Historic Context Statement. The HRE identified 15 properties that are considered contributors to 

the Polk Gu lch historic district; there is a potential for more properties to be identified upon further research. These 

properties are not located immediate ly adjacent to one another, but rather form a noncontiguous physical pattern of 

development. 

Character-defi ning features associated with the Ca lifornia Register-eligible District include: 

• Polk Street commercial corridor "spine" with clusters of contributing properties 

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

• Commercial uses of contributing resources, which historically included a variety of LGBTQ-associated busi nesses 

such as bars, nightclubs, restaurants, clothing stores, record stores, bathhouses, and theaters. 

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

o One- to four-story massing 

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

o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 

o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 

o Flat roofs 
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According to the HRER Part I, staff determined that 1525 Pine Street is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk 

Gulch LGBTQ Historic District as an early business established in the Polk Gulch neighborhood that accepted and catered 

to the growing LGBTQ community beginning in the 1960s. The business gained a reputation for being an open and 

welcoming establishment to the LGBTQ community during a time when businesses often did not open their doors to 

them. 

After reviewing the proposed project and the character-defining features of the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch 

LGBTQ Historic District identified above, the Department determined that, for the purposes of CEQA, the proposed 

demolition and new construction would not result in a significant impact to the California Register-eligible District. The 

proposed project includes the reuse or replication of many of the contributor's character-defining features, including but 

not limited to: signage, windows, and lighting.2 Additionally, the demolition of one contributor would not result in the 

District's inability to continue to convey its significance as the District would continue to retain its character-defining 

features after project implementation. 

A substantial adverse change is defined as: "physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 

immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historic resource would be materially impaired." (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5(b)(l).) The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project "demolishes or 

materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 

significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in" a local register of historical resources pursuant to 

local ordinance or resolution. Thus, a project may cause a change in a historic resource, but still not have a significant 

adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA, as long as the impact of the change on the historic resource is 

determined to be less than significant. Where the historic resource is a historic district, as here, a significant impact would 

exist if the project would result in a substantial adverse change to the historic district. After project completion, the 

California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District would consist of 14 identified contributing properties, with a 

potential for more to be identified through further research. The proposed project for the subject property at 1525 Pine 

Street will incorporate a substantial amount of salvage and reuse of historic materials such that the new construction was 

found to be compatible with the existing district. Therefore, the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 

District would remain eligible for the California Register for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves 

in the Polk Gulch neighborhood beginning in the 1960s through the 1990s. 

C. The Department determined that the project would not cause a significant impact to a historic resource and 

therefore determined that no mitigation measures are required. 

The appellant states that the Department should have considered mitigation measures in order to reduce the impact to 

historical resources. As discussed above, the Department determined that the project would not result in a significant 

impact to the historic district. CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(3) clearly states that "Mitigation measures are not required for 

effects which are not found to be significant." 

Response 3: As discussed under Impact Wl-1 (PMND p. 67), the CEQA significance criterion for wind focuses on whether a 

project would create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use. The wind analysis was based 

on an assessment prepared by a wind consultant with extensive experience in evaluating wind effects from proposed 

development projects. The wind analysis concluded that the adjacent 12-story, 130-foot-tall building to the west, The 

Austin, would largely shelter the proposed project from prevailing westerly winds. Due to this sheltering effect, the 

proposed project would have little to no potential to intercept overhead winds and redirect them downward to the Pine 

2 For a complete list of features to be reused or replicated, see Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Port II, 1525 Pine Street, October 22, 2020, 
pp. 1-2. 
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Street sidewalk. The proposed project wou ld not create wind hazards in publicly accessib le areas of substa ntia l pedestrian 

use. This impact would be less than significant, and no further ana lysis is required under CEQA. 

A project's wind impact on privately accessible spaces does not fall under the scope of CEQA. The appellant's concerns 
regarding the proposed project's wind effect on the private decks ofThe Austin may be addressed through the design 

review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by t he Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 

proposed project. 

Response 4: As discussed under Impact SH-1 (PMND pp. 68-69), the CEQA significance criterion for shadow focuses on 

whether a project would create new shadow in a manner that substantia lly and adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 

publicly accessible open spaces. A shadow ana lysis prepared by a shadow consultant confirmed that shadow from the 

proposed project would not reach any nearby publicly accessib le open spaces at any time during the year. This impact 

would be less than significant, and no further analys is is required under CEQA. 

A project's shadow impact on private properties, including privately accessib le spaces like decks, does not fa ll under the 

scope of CEQA. The PMND acknowledges that although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow 

as undesirable, the limited increase in shadi ng of private properties as a resu lt of the proposed project wou ld not be 

considered a sign ifi cant impact under CEQA. The appellant's concerns regarding the proposed project's shadow effect on 

the private decks and units of The Austin with east-facing windows may be addressed through the design 

review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 

proposed project. 

Comment Letters on the PMND, in Addition to Appeal 

In addition to the appea l described above, five comment letters were received on the PMND. These letters, which are 

attached, 1·a ise several issues regarding the ana lyses contained in the PMND. The concerns raised in the comment letters 

are addressed in the responses below. 

Response 1: Some of the comment letters raise issues that are the same or simi lar to the issues raised in the appea l. These 

issues include concerns about traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, the historic significance of Grubstake, wind, and 

shadow/sun light. These issues are not addressed separately here. Please see the previous discussions of these issues 

earlier in this appeal response. 

Response 2: As discussed under Impact AQ-1 (PMND pp. 55-57), the proposed project's construction activities are subject 

to the provisions of the Construct ion Dust Control Ordinance. Required comp liance with this ordinance wou ld reduce the 

quantity of dust generated by the proposed project's construction activities. This impact wou ld be less than significant, 

and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

Land use projects typically result in em issions of criteria air pollutants (CAPs) and toxic air contaminants (TACs), primarily 

from an increase in motor vehicle trips. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 (PMND p. 61), the Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District (air district) has developed screen ing criteria to determine whether a project requires an ana lysis of 

project-generated CAPs. If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant 

does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment, and it is presumed that such a project wou ld generate CAPs at 

leve ls that would not exceed the ai r district's CEQA sign ificance thresholds. With 21 dwelling units and approximately 

2,855 sf of commercial space, the proposed project is expected to generate 97 daily veh icle trips to and from the project 

site. The proposed project would be 24 times below the screening criterion for the "apartment, high-rise" land use type 

(510 dwelling units) and 16 times below the screening criterion for the "qua lity restaurant" land use type (47,000 sf). A 
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detailed air quality assessment is not required, and the proposed project would not exceed any of the significance 

thresholds for CAPs. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

As discussed under Impact AQ-4 (PMND pp. 61-62), individual projects result in emissions ofTACs, primarily from an 

increase in vehicle trips. The air district considers roads with fewer than 10,000 vehicles per day "minor, low-impact" 

sources that do not pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and recommends that 

these sources be excluded from the environmental analysis. The proposed project's 97 daily vehicle trips would be 

103 times below the 10,000-vehicles-per-day threshold. Therefore, a detailed air quality assessment is not required, and 

the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive 

receptors. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

The restaurant would have exhaust vents located on the roof of the proposed building. It may be possible to reorient the 

exhaust vents so that they do not face the existing units at The Austin. This concern may be addressed through the design 

review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 

proposed project. 

Response 3: As discussed under Impact N0-1 (PMND pp. 40-42), the proposed project's construction activities would result 

in temporary and intermittent increases in noise levels. As shown in Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project 

Construction Equipment (PMND p. 41), the noise levels generated by the anticipated construction equipment would not 

exceed the limits established in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The increases in noise levels are not expected to be 

substantially greater than ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, which are already high (greater than 70 dBA during a 

typical 24-hour period). The proposed project's construction activities would not expose individuals to temporary 

increases in noise levels that are substantially greaterthan ambient noise levels. This impact would be less than 

significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 

Response 4: Loss of privacy due to the proximity between new and existing buildings is not an issue that falls under the 

scope of CEQA. Comments regarding loss of privacy may be addressed through the design review/entitlement process 

and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project. 

Response-5: The additional building height proposed under state density bonus law would obstruct views from some of 

the units at The Austin. Loss of private views from private properties is not an issue that falls under the scope of CEQA. 

Comments regarding the loss of views from some of the units at The Austin may be addressed through the design 

review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 

proposed project. 

Response 6: CEQA focuses on the physical environmental effects that may result from a proposed development project. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 1513l(a), "economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 

effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 

anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or 

social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 

trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes." 

The proposed project's perceived economic effect on the property values of some of the units at The Austin or other 

adjacent or nearby properties is not a physical effect on the environment that must be analyzed under CEQA. Comments 

1·egarding this issue may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed 

project. 
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For the reasons provided in this appeal response, Department staff recommends that the Commission deny the appeal of 

the CEQA determination. The appellant has not provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project 

would have significant impacts on the environment with implementation offeasible mitigation measures identified in the 

PMND that would warrant preparation of an environmental impact report. 
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Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board received the following supplemental information from David P.
Cincotta, on behalf of the appellants Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors of 1545 Pine
Street regarding the appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the proposed 1525
Pine Street project. 
 
               Appellant Supplemental Information  – September 30, 2021
             
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 210901
 
Best regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
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Re: Appeal of Mitigated Negative Declaration of 1525 Pine Street 
Development/ Board of Supervisors File No. 210901 

Dear Supervisor Walton: 

On behalf of Ms. Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street 
(the "Appellants"), we are appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration (the "MND") for the 
proposed project at 1525 Pine Street (the "Project"). The MND ignores its required legal 
obligations under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") by failing to 
acknowledge and analyze the potential significant environmental impacts to the adjacent 
neighbors to the Project. The responses to this Appeal from the Planning Depru1ment and the 
Project Sponsor provide more evidence of the inadequacy of the analysis and the improper 
interpretation of the standru·ds of review under the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA"). The significant environmental impacts of the Project definitively require the fin1her 
ru1alysis of an Environmental Impact Repo11 ("EIR") to dete1mine the proper mitigation 
measures for this project to be able to go f01wru·d. 

Shadow and Light Impacts on Adjacent Neighbors Has Not Been Adequately Analyzed 

Both the Planning Depruiment and the Project Sponsor have cited the same CEQA 
guideline to a ludicrous conclusion. They both say that the shadow and light impacts do not have 
to be analyzed for impacts on "individuals" but must be analyzed on "persons in general". Yet, 
they both agree with our citation that CEQA requires "a mandatory finding of a significant 
impact when "the effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly". The question then ru·ises how many "individuals" do we have to 
assemble together before they can become "human beings" or "persons in general"? We believe 
the residents of 20 or more units negatively impacted by the loss of light and increased shadow 
on their homes should be enough to characterize them as human beings. 

The Planning Deprutment also states that potential negative shadow impacts to adjacent 
neighbors/ sensitive receptors/ humans is not required. The only analysis required, according to 
the Planning Depruiment is to study impacts on publicly accessible open spaces. The Depruiment 
claims that is all that is required under CEQA. There is no citation in CEQA that says there 
should not be analysis of shadow or light impacts on humans. CEQA guidelines specifically 
require that there be a mandatory finding of significance when there is a significant 
environmental impact on humans. 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15065. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
(a) A lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment 
and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where there is substantial 
evidence, in light of the whole record, that any of the following conditions may occur: 

(4) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly 

The Project Sponsors and the Planning Department also state that the Appellants have not 
provided any evidence or standards by which to determine an appropriate measure of adequate 
light and shadow impacts. We submitted substantial evidence for the record at the second 
Planning Commission hearing on the Project in response to the Project Sponsor's supplemental 
shadow analysis. The Appellants' evidence was to show the actual impact of the loss of light 
within their homes by using Lux measures and the materials it could appropriate from the Project 
Sponsor's analysis. The Project Sponsor's shadow analysis only bolstered its position that no 
further mitigation measures were necessaiy. The Appellants were not given adequate time to 
present its evidence at that heai·ing by being limited to one (1) minute increments of testimony, 
which forced multiple residents to try and distill a 45-page report of charts and graphs in one 
( 1) minute increments. 

While the Project Sponsor claims no substantial evidence was submitted to supp01t the 
argument that there is sufficient controversy over the analysis, the Project Sponsor had its 
shadow consultant prepare a seven-page response as to why the Appellants' rep01t was not 
substantial. The shadow consultant for the Project Sponsor did try to refute the Appellai1ts' 
analysis by saying that the analysis was mixing two different types of measures, that ce1tain 
measures such as LUX measures used by the Appellant may not have been accurate where they 
had been taken and that ce1tain methodologies may not be c01Tect. However, it should be noted 
that the Appellants asked the Project Sponsor to share the base materials in its initial shadow 
analysis so we may be more accurate in determining potential light and shadow impacts and the 
Project Sponsor categorically denied any access to those materials. For the record, the major 
differences in the approaches to determine light and shadow impacts on the adjacent neighbors 
was that the Project Sponsor's study focused on the shadow that would hit the exterior of the 
Austin building while the Appellants' study focused on the light that would be experienced 
inside the dwelling units. Clearly, these are different standards and measures and by establishing 
these differences it is the ultimate justification for requiring an EIR to further understand and 
resolve the differences. In that way, appropriate mitigation measures may be fashioned to 
address the Project's negative impacts but still go forward with a Project. 
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The Planning Department also states that the Appellants do not present any measures for 
potential mitigation measures. However, if it had examined the report even in a cursory manner, 
it would have noticed that it presented various light and shadow impacts based on different 
heights for the proposed Project building. Examples of the amount oflight and shadow for the 
adjacent neighbors was given at the existing height, a 65-foot height building and a 4-story 
building. 

To repeat my statement from the original appeal letter, by just reviewing the history of 
this Project, it is unquestionable that there is significant legitimate controversy over the shadow 
impacts that require an EIR. First, a shadow study was prepared for the PMND; then widespread 
testimony at the hearing caused the Commission to disapprove the Project and ask for 
improvements to address the shadow impacts; then the Project Sponsor prepared a supplemental 
shadow analysis to attempt to minimize the shadow impacts; then, even after a minimal 
presentation of additional data on shadow impacts by the Appellants; the Commission barely 
approves the Project with one Commissioner voting for approval "reluctantly" because he 
believes the State Density Bonus Law required the City to do so. Can there be any doubt that the 
shadow impacts are significant enough to require further analysis through the EIR process? 

• We Have Always Supported Saving the Grubstake 

The Appellants from the ve1y beginning of this process was that the Grubstake was a 
significant historic resource and that stronger conditions, i.e., detailed mitigation measures 
should be imposed on the Project to guarantee that it be saved in the best condition to reflect its 
storied hist01y. The Project Sponsor is being disingenuous when it says the Appellants are t1ying 
to stop the Grubstake from being saved. It helps with their marketing campaign against the 
Appellants, but nothing could be farther from the truth. 

The Appellants have said that the Grubstake should be considered a historic resource in, 
and of, itself, not just because it is a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District, as it 
is eligible for listing in the California Register. The PMND cited the CEQA Guidelines that a 
historical resource is materially impaired when a project "demolishes or materially alters in an 
adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that conveys its historical 
significance." 

However, the MND says the demolition of the Grubstake" would not cause a substantial 
change in the significance of [the] historical resource" so the demolition of the Grubstake is 
"Less than Significant". 
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To summarize, the Grnbstake is a historic resource and a contributor to a historic district, 
its building has retained its integrity to the historic district and the total demolition of the 
building is "less than significant". We believe this is inconsistent with the CEQA guidelines and 
CEQA. 

However, the Project Sponsor says our appeal is threatening the saving of the Grubstake. 
Yet, in the Project Sponsor's response and the Planning Department response to our Appeal, both 
parties insist no further assurances are necessary, the building is only a contributor and it can be 
demolished without any specific mitigation measures. (It is noted that there are conditions in the 
Planning Commission Motion that attempts to require that features of the Grubstake be 
replicated within the proposed new building by removing and reincorporating specific features in 
the new project. We just don't believe it's enough; there is no guarantee that these effo1ts would 
occur.) The Planning Department and the Project Sponsor have written exhaustive arguments in 
response to our appeal that nothing further needs to be done to ensure the protections of restoring 
the Grubstake. We hope they are right! 

If an EIR is prepared, detailed mitigation measures would be possible to guarantee is 
preserved as the community would want it to be. 

Cumulative Impacts of Transportation and Circulation 

The MND identifies that within a quarter-mile of the proposed project there are 
developments which are either under construction or being processed by the Depaitment for 522 
dwelling units, 155,770 square feet of medical office, commercial or office uses. It should also 
be noted that only about 300 parking spaces will be added with all this cumulative development. 
The MND does not make any reference to the negative environmental impacts on traffic created 
by the COVID-19 pandemic of 2 yeai·s. Public transit is down dramatically, Uber and Lyft usage 
is up drainatically but there is not a word of this in the MND. No other segment of our society 
believes it will be going back to the ways things were done but we ai·e to assume that there will 
be no changes to traffic and circulation either now in the midst of the pandemic or after it. 

The MND then concludes without any detailed analysis of COVID or the potential 
impacts of all this development in this neighborhood that there will be no significant impacts to 
transportation or circulation. We can agree that the Project itself will not have a Signiant traffic 
or circulation impact. 

However, it's the cumulative impact of all this development and COVID which would 
mean that cumulative development, within a quarter-mile of the project, conservatively would be 
in excess of 3,000 vehicle trips; 6,000 walking trips; 700 transit trips; and 2000 other modes of . 
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trips. Yet, the MND has done no significant analysis to determine this would create significant 
enviromnental impacts. Public Transit Must be Impacted Significantly 

More specifically, the MND concludes that no mitigation measures are necessary for 
mitigating the potential impacts on Public Transit. 

There is Public Transit on Pine, Polk and Sutter Streets and Van Ness Avenue. Only 
about 300 parking spaces will be added within all the cumulative development projects. So 
public transit must bear the burden of accommodating all the transportation needs of this 
cumulative development. How many vehicles will be circling these few blocks in this 
neighborhood while trying to find parking to go home or those looking for parking before their 
doctor's appointments? None of this traffic would delay or intenupt Public Transit? No analysis 
of any intersections was done in the MND. Further, no analysis of the impacts on pedestrians 
along Polk Street, Austin Alley, Pine Street or Van Ness will be impacted. This is seriously 
deficient. 

The MND focuses its analysis of Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") solely on the impacts 
within Transportation Analysis Zone 327 (T AZ 327). It concludes that there would be no 
significant impacts and no mitigation measures would be necessary. The size ofTAZ 327 is 
approximately 4 blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth. Of the 522 dwelling units and 
155,700 square feet of commercial space of cumulative development only 5 new dwelling units 
are within TAZ 327. To repeat, in addition to the Project, only 5 new units are in TAZ 327--- 517 
dwelling units and 155,700 square feet of commercial space are entirely ignored. We agree there 
would not be any significant impacts if only considering the Project plus 5 new dwelling units. 
Yet, the analysis completely ignores the cumulative impacts of the remaining 517 dwelling units 
and 155,700 square feet of medical offices and commercial space. Yet the MND concludes that 
no significant impact will occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Wind Analysis 

The wind impacts from the proposed project have not been adequately analyzed. It is 
clear that there are sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to the proposed development at 
1545 Pine Street. We have previously identified the senior housing facilities and medical 
facilities in the neighborhood whose residents would be particularly impacted by the wind 
conditions immediately adjacent to the Project and such wind impacts should be considered in 
light of frail elderly and medical patients . 

This potential negative impact is foreseeable and significant and should be analyzed 
before this MND could be considered complete and adequate. 
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Key Events in the History of the Project 

I add this section only to give a complete picture of the discussions surrounding this 
Project during the approval process. Patricia and Claire Rose filed an appeal of the Preliminary 
Mitigated Negative Declaration on Febmary 6, 2021. On May 6, 2021 the Planning Commission 
heard the Appeal and additional comments from multiple other neighbors and after considerable 
discussion between the Planning Commissioners the Appeal was denied and the MND was 
approved. 

After considerable discussion by the Commissioners of the considerable light and shadow 
impacts, a Motion was made to approve the Project. That Motion to Approve failed by a vote of 
4-3 thereby disapproving the Project. [Planning Code Section 306.5 prevents the Planning Code 
fi·om reconsidering the application that was disapproved that is the "same or substantially the 
same as that which was disapproved" for one year.] The Commission then moved to continue 
the Project Application to June 22, 2021 with direction to the Project Sponsor to address the 
concerns of the shadow impacts on the adjacent neighbors. The Commission did not rescind its 
first vote; the Commission did not say there would be a "substitute" motion to continue. {The 
Project Sponsor, and possibly the Planning Commission, attempts to argue that there was no 
disapproval of the project by refening to the Planning Commission's Procedures. These 
Procedures are not part of the Planning Code and while they do reference a possible mmmer to 
rescind a vote and continue the matter, the Procedures also specifically states that a Motion to 
Approve a Conditional Use with less than 4 votes is a disapproval.} 

The Project Sponsor did not reach out to the adjacent neighbors about any possible 
mitigations to the shadow impacts but instead chose to supplement its em·lier shadow impacts 
analysis and so requested to continue the June 22 Hearing to July 22, 2021. The supplemental 
shadow analysis was completed and presented to the Commission and the public approximately a 
week before the July 22 Hearing. That supplemental analysis suggested that new lights being 
added to the Project directed at the adjacent residents of 1545 Pine Street would mitigate the 
light and shadow impacts on the adjacent neighbors. As mentioned previously, the neighbors 
were not given adequate time to present their analysis of the light impacts on their homes. 

The Planning Commission deliberated extensively over what their authority was related 
to the State Density Bonus Law that added two additional floors to the Project. They sought 
advice from the Planning Department and the City Attorney's Office about the authority the 
Commission might have in rejecting some of the exceptions and conditions granted through the 
State Density Bonus Law. They were advised that they had no authority to ovenule the State 
Density Bonus Law unless they found direct, significant, objective health reasons to overturn the 
State Density Bonus Law. When the final vote was taken, the vote was 4-2. One of the 
Commissioners said he was voting in favor of approval reluctantly. It is my opinion, and that of 
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others, that he interpretation given to the Commissioners is not the prevailing interpretation of 
the State Density Bonus Law. I refer you to the comments of Assemblyman David Chiu during a 
housing conference on September 19, 2021. 

Conclusion: At a Minimum an EIR should be Required for Further Review and Mitigation 
Measures for Shadow Impacts and Preserving the Grubstake 

The Appellants have never spoken in opposition to this Project going forward. The 
primary goals have been to protect the light and air to their homes and preserve the histmy of 
their great neighbor, The Grubstake. 

The lack of a true analysis of the loss of light and the shadow impacts are the most 
glaring omission in the MND as it did not take into consideration the substantial and significant 
loss of natural sunlight to residents of the adjacent property at 1545 Pine Street. The Project 
Sponsor, without any consultation with the neighbors at 1545 Pine Street, made the meager 
offering of useless inadequate lighting on their building directed at the lightwell of 1545 Pine 
Street. The Appellants' analysis shows that the loss of light to their homes will create unhealthy 
dark and pitch-black conditions. These conditions do not have to be forced on the adjacent 
neighbors to the Project. 

Further, the demolition of the Grubstake diner which is an identified historic resource, 
contributor to a historic district and is eligible for inclusion to the California Register, has 
inexplicably not been treated as a historic resource. There are no specific, detailed mitigation 
measures to mitigate the loss of the historic resource. Moreover, there are no identifiable 
oven-iding circumstances that have been prepared to justify the loss of the historic resource. 

To repeat, CEQA requires mandatmy findings of significance and requires an EIR when 
it can be shown there are environmental impacts on humans. CEQA doesn't say the humans have 
to be in parks or on sidewalks to experience negative environmental impacts. 

In closing, it should be noted that many, if not all, of the impacts we have identified 
which are potentially significant negative impacts appear to be a direct result of the increased 
height being proposed for the Project through the State Density Bonus. An EIR should show the 
differences in the impacts to Traffic, Wind and Shadow for a project without the State Density 
Bonus. This would be more appropriately reviewed as an Alternative Project in an 
Environmental Impact Repmi. There are ten exceptions identified in the MND that are being 
sought through the State Density Bonus--- height, bulk, rear yard, usable open space, permitted 
obstructions, dwelling unit exposure, setbacks on nan·ow streets, ground-floor ceiling height, 
ground floor transparency and fenestration. It was never contemplated that the State Density 
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Bonus would be used to grant so many exceptions paiiicularly when the resulting project would 
create so many significant environmental impacts. 

We urge you to require the finiher analysis of an Environmental Impact Report to 
adequately review the significant environmental impacts and the Alternatives for the proposed 
Project. Thank you for your attention. 

Very truly yours, 

J)~~ 
DAVID P. CINCOTTA 
Law Offices of David P. Cincotta 

DPC/lw 
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Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board received the following response from the Planning Department
regarding the appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the proposed 1525 Pine
Street project. 
 
               Planning Department Response – September 27, 2021
             
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 210901
 
Best regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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From: Li, Michael (CPC)
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Cc: Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); RUIZ-ESQUIDE, ANDREA (CAT)
Subject: FMND Appeal Response - 1525 Pine Street
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 11:05:26 AM
Attachments: FMND Appeal Response 1525 Pine Street Final.pdf

Good Morning.
 
The Planning Department’s FMND appeal response for the October 5 hearing is attached.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.
 
Thank you.
 
Michael Li, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7538 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

 
Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here. 
 



 

 

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Appeal 
1525 PINE STREET 

 
Date:  September 27, 2021 
To:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
From:  Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer – (628) 652-7571 
  Michael Li, michael.j.li@sfgov.org, (628) 652-7538 
 
RE:  Planning Case No. 2015-009955ENV 
  Appeal of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for 1525 Pine Street 
 
Hearing Date:  October 5, 2021 
Attachment(s):  Exhibit A – PMND Appeal Response 
 
Project Sponsor:  Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects LLP, (415) 749-0302 
Appellant:  David Cincotta 
 
 

Introduction 
This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the board of 
supervisors (the board) regarding the issuance of a final mitigated negative declaration (FMND) under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for 1525 Pine Street (the proposed project). The planning 
commission (the commission) adopted the FMND on May 6, 2021. On August 20, 2021, David Cincotta filed 
an appeal of the planning commission’s action on the FMND to the board on behalf of Patricia Rose, Claire 
Rose, and other neighbors. 
 
The FMND was provided to the clerk of the board on September 15, 2021. 
 
The decision before the board is whether to uphold the adoption of the FMND by the commission and 
deny the appeal, or to overturn the commission’s decision to adopt the FMND and return the project to 
the planning department (the department) for additional review. 

Site Description and Existing Use 
The project site (Assessor’s Block 0667, Lot 020) is a 3,000-square-foot rectangular parcel on the south 
side of Pine Street between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street in San Francisco’s Nob Hill neighborhood. 
The project site is a through lot with one frontage on Pine Street and one frontage on Austin Street, and it 
is occupied by a one-story restaurant called Grubstake. The project site slopes up gradually from east to 
west (Polk Street to Van Ness Avenue) and from south to north (Austin Street to Pine Street). 
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Project Description 
The proposed project consists of demolishing the existing one-story restaurant and constructing an eight-
story, 83-foot-tall building (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse) containing 21 dwelling 
units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space. The existing restaurant, Grubstake, 
would vacate the premises during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the 
basement, ground floor, and mezzanine of the new building and will include reuse or replication of many 
of Grubstake’s existing features. The dwelling units would be on the second through eighth floors. The 
proposed project would not include any automobile parking, and the existing curb cut on Austin Street 
would be removed. 

Background 
On May 9,2016, Toby Morris (project sponsor) filed an application for the proposed project with the 
department to demolish the existing restaurant and construct a new six-story mixed-use building. The 
application was subsequently modified to utilize state density bonus law to construct an eight-story 
mixed-use building. 
 
On January 27, 2021, the department published a preliminary mitigated negative declaration (PMND) 
with an initial study, analyzing the potential environmental impacts of the project. On February 16, 2021, 
David Cincotta (Appellant) filed a letter appealing the PMND. The appeal concerns were addressed in the 
department’s April 29, 2021 response to appeal, attached as Exhibit A. On May 6, 2021, the commission 
held a public hearing on the merits of the appeal and adopted Motion No. 20909 affirming the decision to 
adopt a mitigated negative declaration. 
 
The FMND was published on May 6, 2021. David Cincotta filed an appeal of the FMND on August 20, 2021. 
The appeal letter and attached FMND are included in Board File No. 210901. The approval action for this 
project occurred on July 22, 2021. 

Planning Department Responses 
The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response 1: The FMND adequately analyzed the proposed project’s shadow impacts. 
 
As discussed under Impact SH-1 (FMND pp. 68-69), the CEQA significance criterion for shadow focuses on 
whether a project would create new shadow in a manner that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces. A shadow analysis prepared by a shadow consultant 
confirmed that shadow from the proposed project would not reach any nearby publicly accessible open 
spaces at any time during the year. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is 
required under CEQA. 
 
A project’s shadow impact on private properties, including privately accessible spaces like decks, does not 
fall under the scope of CEQA. The PMND acknowledges that although occupants of nearby properties may 
regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a 
result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. Appellant’s 
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concerns regarding the proposed project’s shadow effect on the private decks and units of the adjacent 
building with east-facing windows may be addressed through the design review/entitlement process 
and/or may be considered by the City decision-makers during their deliberations on the merits of the 
proposed project. 
 
As discussed above, the CEQA significance criterion for shadow does not address impacts on private 
residences or individuals. Under CEQA, the question is whether a project will affect the environment of 
persons in general, not whether a project will affect particular individuals. CEQA Guidelines section 15065 
requires a mandatory finding of a significant impact when “the environmental effects of a project will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.” For topics such as noise, 
air quality, and hazards and hazardous materials, lead agencies can rely upon quantitative standards 
adopted by federal, state, and local government agencies to determine if human exposure to noise, air 
pollutant emissions, or hazardous materials would result in substantial adverse effects on human beings. 
There is no such government-adopted quantitative standard for shadow. In the absence of a standard 
that establishes what amount of shadow would result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, a 
lead agency has discretion to rely on its own significance criteria and methodologies to determine 
whether an impact has occurred under CEQA Guidelines section 15065. Appellant has not provided or 
suggested a standard that should be used to make such a determination. 
 
Response 2: The proposed project would not result in a significant impact to a historic resource that 
warrants preparation of an environmental impact report. 
 
Appellant argues that the project’s potential impact to a historic resource warrants a higher level of 
environmental review under CEQA (i.e., an environmental impact report). Appellant does not dispute the 
department’s finding that the existing building is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District (District). Appellant disputes the department’s finding that the proposed 
project would not result in a significant effect on a historic resource. The department determined that the 
proposed demolition of a district contributor would not result in a significant effect on the District, which 
is the historic resource. Appellant argues that the proposed project would result in a significant effect on 
a historic resource, the on-site district contributor. 
 
The department determined that the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of the historic resource for reasons outlined below: 
 

A. The existing building is a district contributor and not an individually eligible historic resource. 
 

Appellant does not dispute the department’s findings that the subject property is not an individually 
eligible historic resource. The information included below is a summary of the department’s 
evaluation process and it provides context for the department’s findings, based on the department’s 
records and the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part I prepared by Page & Turnbull 
(March 13, 2019) and filed with the department. 
 
The existing building at 1525 Pine Street is a raised, one-story lunch wagon-style diner that houses 
Grubstake, a restaurant that has operated at the site since the 1960s. From the 1960s and well into the 
1980s and 1990s, Grubstake became well known and loved as a welcoming and open establishment 
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to the LGBTQ community during a time when other businesses did not open their doors to them. The 
restaurant catered mostly to after-hours crowds searching for late-night meals after a night out and 
eventually became frequented by transgender women and artists who would perform and participate 
in drag shows at nearby venues. 
 
The building is comprised of two volumes: a lunch wagon originally constructed before 1916 by an 
unknown manufacturer/designer that features a sheet metal curved roof and four metal sash, single 
lite casement windows with awning toplites; and a main wood-frame rectangular volume that was 
added to the lunch wagon in 1975 and consists of a flat roof, vertical wood siding, two aluminum 
sliding windows and a partially glazed wood door. 
 
To supplement the HRE, an oral history conducted by Page & Turnbull was submitted to the 
department. The oral history consisted of interviews with local residents and patrons of Grubstake 
who discussed the history of and their experiences at the restaurant. Based on department records 
and the findings of the HRE and oral history, department staff determined that the existing building at 
1525 Pine Street is not individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register. For a property to be 
considered eligible for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant under one or more 
of these four criteria: Criterion 1 (Events); Criterion 2 (People); Criterion 3 (Architecture); Criterion 4 
(Information Potential). As outlined in the department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
(HRER) Part I, department staff determined that the subject property is not individually eligible under 
any of the four criteria, as it did not appear to have individually made any significant contributions to 
the early development of the Polk Gulch neighborhood. It was not one of the first LGBTQ-associated 
businesses to open in the Polk Gulch neighborhood, and no significant events that influenced local, 
regional, or national trends related to LGBTQ history took place at this establishment. Additionally, 
the subject property is not directly associated with any qualifying persons, does not possess a high 
degree of architectural interest, and is not a significant example of the work of a master architect. 
Criterion 4 applies mostly to archeological sites, and that review was completed by the department’s 
archeological staff. As such, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to an 
individual historic resource. 
 
The department further determined that the subject property is a contributor to the identified-
eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District, which is significant under Criterion 1 (Events) for its 
association with the establishment and development of LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch 
neighborhood in the 1960s and 1970s. The historic district is not significant under Criterion 2 (People), 
Criterion 3 (Architecture), or Criterion 4 (Information Potential).  

 
B. The department determined that the existing on-site building is a contributor to the California 

Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and that the project, with its proposed 
demolition and new construction on-site, would not cause a significant impact to the District. 

 
Appellant disputes the department’s finding that the proposed project would not result in a 
significant impact to a historic resource. Appellant misunderstands that the historic district, not 1525 
Pine Street individually, is the historic resource. Under CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause 
a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)). In this case, the “historic 
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resource” is the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District. The existing building 
on the project site was determined to be a contributor to the District, but not individually eligible for 
inclusion in the California Register. Therefore, the department appropriately analyzed whether the 
project would cause a substantial adverse change to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 
Historic District. 
 
The California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District was initially identified and 
discussed in the department’s Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco 
(adopted October 2015), which discussed the Polk Gulch neighborhood as a potentially significant 
LGBTQ neighborhood. The District was evaluated in the HRE and confirmed in the HRER and found to 
be significant under Criterion 1 for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves in 
the Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s through the 1990s. 
 
The district consists of properties associated with LGBTQ businesses and social groups during Polk 
Gulch’s development as a queer enclave during the 1960s and 1970s. The period of significance for 
the Polk Gulch historic district is identified as approximately 1960 to the 1990s. This period begins 
with the establishment of the first LGBTQ-associated business in the neighborhood and ends with a 
period that is associated with the relevant themes identified in the LGBTQ Historic Context Statement. 
The HRE identified 15 properties that are considered contributors to the Polk Gulch historic district; 
there is a potential for more properties to be identified upon further research. These properties are 
not located immediately adjacent to one another, but rather form a discontiguous physical pattern of 
development. 
 
Character-defining features associated with the California Register-eligible District include: 
 
• Polk Street commercial corridor “spine” with clusters of contributing properties 
• Dense urban fabric with one- and two-way streets, paved sidewalks, and minimal street trees 
• Commercial uses of contributing resources, which historically included a variety of LGBTQ-

associated businesses such as bars, nightclubs, restaurants, clothing stores, record stores, 
bathhouses, and theaters. 

• Twentieth century commercial blocks and residential-over-commercial buildings (most built 
between 1907 and 1921) with: 
o One- to four-story massing 
o Classical Revival (Edwardian era), Eclectic, and altered styles 
o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 
o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 
o Flat roofs 

 
According to the HRER Part I, staff determined that 1525 Pine Street is a contributor to the California 
Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District. 
 
After reviewing the proposed project and the character-defining features of the California Register-
eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District identified above, the department determined that, for the 
purposes of CEQA, the proposed demolition and new construction on-site would not result in a 
significant impact to the California Register-eligible District. The proposed project includes the reuse 
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or replication of many of the contributor’s character-defining features, including but not limited to: 
metal barrel vault ceiling, train car façade, murals, the wooden bar, interior features such as tile floor, 
chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools, menu, signage, windows, and lighting.1 Along 
with the substantial reuse or replication, the proposed project will also include public interpretation 
of Grubstake and the historic district. 
 
Additionally, the demolition of one contributor would not result in the District’s inability to continue 
to convey its significance as the District would continue to retain its character-defining features after 
project implementation. 
 
A substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration 
of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historic resource would 
be materially impaired.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(1).) The significance of a historical 
resource is materially impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner 
those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that 
justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in” a local register of historical resources pursuant to 
local ordinance or resolution. Thus, a project may cause a change in a historic resource, but still not 
have a significant adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA, as long as the impact of the 
change on the historic resource is determined to be less than significant. Where the historic resource 
is a historic district, as here, a significant impact would exist if the project would result in a substantial 
adverse change to the historic district. After project completion, the California Register-eligible Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District would consist of 14 identified contributing properties, with a potential 
for more to be identified through further research. The proposed project for the subject property at 
1525 Pine Street will incorporate a substantial amount of salvage and reuse of historic materials such 
that the new construction was found to be compatible with the existing district. Therefore, the 
California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District would remain eligible for the California 
Register for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch 
neighborhood from the 1960s through the 1990s. 

 
C. The department determined that the project would not cause a significant impact to a historic 

resource and therefore determined that no mitigation measures are required. 
 

Appellant states that the department should have considered mitigation measures in order to reduce 
the impact to historical resources. As discussed above, the department determined that the project 
would not result in a significant impact to the historic district. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(3) 
clearly states that “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be 
significant.” 

 
Appellant has not provided substantial evidence to support a fair argument to refute the department’s 
determination that the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to a historic 
resource. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15070(a), the initial study showed that the 
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, a negative 

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

October 22, 2020, pp. 1-2. 
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declaration or a mitigated negative declaration, not an environmental impact report, is the legally 
appropriate document for environmental review. The department’s analysis is supported by substantial 
evidence in the record, as discussed in this response. 
 
Response 3: The FMND adequately evaluated whether the proposed project would combine with other 
development projects to result in significant cumulative transportation impacts. 
 
The FMND analyzed the project-level and cumulative transportation impacts associated with the 
proposed project, and that analysis was conducted in accordance with the methodology established in 
the department’s 2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (TIA Guidelines). The proposed project 
would generate 12 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the department’s transportation planners 
determined that an in-depth study was not required. 
 
Appellant does not provide any substantial evidence supporting a fair argument to refute the 
department’s determination that the proposed project would not combine with other projects to result in 
significant cumulative transportation impacts other than to state that there would be more than 
3,000 vehicle trips that would be generated by the cumulative projects. Congestion in and of itself is not 
an impact under CEQA. Appellant does not demonstrate how congestion would create hazardous 
conditions, interfere with emergency access, or delay public transit, thereby resulting in significant 
impacts. 
 
Impacts C-TR-2, C-TR-3, and C-TR-4 (FMND pp. 38-39) discuss how the proposed project would not 
combine with cumulative projects to create hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving 
or for public transit operations (C-TR-2), interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling or result 
in inadequate emergency access (C-TR-3), or substantially delay public transit (C-TR-4). Impact C-TR-2 
states that the proposed project and five of the seven cumulative projects2 would not include garages. 
Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles entering and exiting off-street garages at the 
respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or bicycling or with public 
transit operations. The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101-1123 Sutter Street and 
1200 Van Ness Avenue, have recently undergone environmental review. The CEQA documents for these 
two projects concluded that neither project would combine with cumulative projects to result in 
significant cumulative transportation impacts.3, 4. Impact C-TR-3 discusses how the proposed project and 
the cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, degrade or permanently close any 
streets or sidewalks, eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes, or preclude or restrict 
emergency vehicle access to the project sites and surrounding areas. Impact C-TR-4 states that operation 
of the proposed project and cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles on 
the local roadway network. The cumulative projects are geographically dispersed throughout the project 
vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be distributed along the local street network instead 
of being concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit operates. In addition, the proposed 
 
2 The seven cumulative projects are 1567 California Street, 1240 Bush Street, 1101 Sutter Street, 955 Post Street, 

1200 Van Ness Avenue, 1033 Polk Street, and the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project. 
3 San Francisco Planning Department, Draft Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2019-022850ENV, 1101-1123 Sutter Street, 

August 18, 2021, Appendix A, pp. 41-45. 
4 San Francisco Planning Department, Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. 2015-012577ENV, 1200 Van Ness Avenue, 

July 8, 2021, pp. 69-72. 
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project and six of the seven cumulative projects would also not result in relocation or removal of any 
existing bus stops or other changes that would alter transit service; the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project 
is a cumulative project that would implement right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long segment 
of Van Ness Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit service. 
The FMND concluded that for all three topics discussed above, the cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. No further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
Regarding vehicle miles traveled (VMT), CEQA statute section 21099(b)(1) and CEQA guidelines section 
15064.3(b)(4) identify VMT efficiency metrics as potential metrics to evaluate transportation impacts. 
Consistent with the statute and the guidelines, the department uses efficiency metrics in its VMT analyses 
(i.e., VMT per capita or VMT per employee) and compares that metric to the regional average for 
determining significance. For example, VMT per capita estimates the average daily VMT per person in one 
household’s location. It compares the VMT efficiency at that location to the average of a larger geographic 
area (i.e., the region). 
 
On average, persons living or working in San Francisco result in lower amounts of VMT per person than 
persons living or working elsewhere in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. The city displays 
different amounts of VMT per capita geographically through Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) from a 
modeling process conducted by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority. The modeling 
methodology results in similar VMT at TAZs near each other given that location is a primary factor in travel 
behavior, including VMT. 
 
For this project, VMT estimates for the TAZ in which the project site is located, TAZ 327, covers four blocks 
from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth Street between Pine and Bush streets. 
 
As discussed under Impact C-TR-5 (FMND p. 39), the future 2040 average daily VMT per capita for 
residential uses and future 2040 average daily VMT per employee for retail uses in TAZ 327 are more than 
15 percent below the future 2040 regional VMT estimates. Thus, the PMND concluded that the proposed 
project would not combine with cumulative projects to cause substantial additional VMT. This impact 
would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 
 
Appellant contends that the VMT analysis for the cumulative scenario should have considered other TAZs 
in the project vicinity. VMT by its nature is largely a cumulative impact. The number and distance of 
vehicular trips associated with past, present, and future projects might contribute to the secondary 
physical environmental impacts associated with VMT. It is likely that no single project by itself would be 
sufficient in size to prevent the region or state from meeting its VMT reduction goals. Instead, a project’s 
individual VMT contributes to cumulative VMT impacts. As discussed above and shown in Impact TR-5 
(FMND p. 35), the project would not exceed the project-level quantitative thresholds of significance for 
VMT. Furthermore, the surrounding TAZs (322, 330, 332, 334, 734, and 760) all exhibit similar future 2040 
VMT estimates for residential and retail uses as TAZ 327 (i.e., the VMT estimates are all more than 
15 percent below the regional VMT estimates). 
 
The use of VMT estimates at the TAZ level is appropriate for the proposed project as it is an infill 
development in an established neighborhood that is well-served by public transit and incorporates 
similar features of surrounding developments in the area. Furthermore, the appeal does not provide any 
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evidence to refute the department’s determination that the VMT methodology, significance threshold, 
approach to analysis, and impact conclusion are based on substantial evidence. 
 
Response 4: The FMND adequately evaluated the proposed project’s wind impacts. 
 
As discussed under Impact WI-1 (FMND p. 67), the CEQA significance criterion for wind focuses on whether 
a project would create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use. The wind 
analysis was based on an assessment prepared by a wind consultant with extensive experience in 
evaluating wind effects from proposed development projects. The wind analysis concluded that the 
adjacent 12-story, 130-foot-tall building to the west of the project site, would largely shelter the proposed 
project from prevailing westerly winds. Due to this sheltering effect, the proposed project would have 
little to no potential to intercept overhead winds and redirect them downward to the Pine Street 
sidewalk. The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial 
pedestrian use. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under 
CEQA. 
 
A project’s wind impact on privately accessible spaces does not fall under the scope of CEQA. Appellant’s 
concerns regarding the proposed project’s wind effect on the private decks of the adjacent building may 
be addressed through the design review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by City decision-
makers during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project. 

Conclusion 
For all of the reasons provided in this appeal response, department staff respectfully recommends that 
the board uphold the commission’s adoption of the FMND and deny the appeal. Appellant has not 
provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the proposed project would have 
significant impacts on the environment with implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified in 
the FMND that would warrant preparation of an environmental impact report. 
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Executive Summary 
Appeal of preliminary mitigated negative declaration 

HEARING DATE: MAY 6, 2021 

Continued from the March 18, 2021 Hearing 

Case No.: 2015-009955ENV 
Project Address: 1525 Pine Street 
Zoning: Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District District 

65-A Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 

c/o Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
139 Noe Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Property Owner: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
1555 Pacific Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

Staff Contact: Michael Li 
628.652.7538, michael.j.li@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Uphold 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

NAYS:  

ABSENT:  

RECUSE:  

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

 

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

 
 

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

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

Planning Department Responses 
The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below. 
 
Response 1: The PMND analyzes the project-level and cumulative transportation impacts associated with the proposed 
project, and that analysis was conducted in accordance with the methodology established in the Department’s 
2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (TIA Guidelines). The proposed project would generate 12 vehicle trips 
during the p.m. peak hour, and the Department’s transportation planners determined that an in-depth study was not 
required. 
 
The appeal does not provide any substantial evidence supporting a fair argument to refute the Department’s 
determination that the proposed project would not combine with other projects to result in significant cumulative 
transportation impacts other than to state the estimated number of vehicle trips that would be generated by the 
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cumulative projects. Congestion in and of itself is not an impact under CEQA. The appeal does not demonstrate how 
congestion would create hazardous conditions, interfere with emergency access, or delay public transit. 
 
Impacts C-TR-2, C-TR-3, and C-TR-4 (PMND pp. 38-39) discuss how the proposed project would not combine with 
cumulative projects to create hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or for public transit 
operations (C-TR-2), interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling or result in inadequate emergency access (C-
TR-3), or substantially delay public transit (C-TR-4). Impact C-TR-2 states that the proposed project and five of the seven 
cumulative projects1 would not include garages. Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles entering and 
exiting off-street garages at the respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or bicycling 
or with public transit operations. The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101 Sutter Street and 1200 Van Ness 
Avenue, are each located on a site with three street frontages. Each of these projects could be designed in such a way that 
the garage fronts on a street that does not include a bicycle lane or public transit service. Impact C-TR-3 discusses how the 
proposed project and the cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, degrade or permanently close 
any streets or sidewalks, eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes, or preclude or restrict emergency vehicle 
access to the project sites and surrounding areas. Impact C-TR-4 states that operation of the proposed project and 
cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles on the local roadway network. The cumulative 
projects are geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be 
distributed along the local street network instead of being concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit 
operates. In addition, the proposed project and six of the seven cumulative projects would also not result in relocation or 
removal of any existing bus stops or other changes that would alter transit service; the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project 
is a cumulative project that would implement right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long segment of Van Ness 
Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit service. The PMND concluded that for 
all three topics discussed above, the cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 
 
In accordance with the methodology established in the TIA Guidelines, the analysis of the proposed project’s 
transportation impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was based on VMT estimates for the Transportation Analysis 
Zone (TAZ) in which the project site is located; TAZ 327 covers four blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth Street 
between Pine and Bush streets. 
 
As discussed under Impact TR-5 (PMND p. 39), the future 2040 average daily VMT per capita for residential uses and 
future 2040 average daily VMT per employee for office uses in TAZ 327 are more than 15 percent below the future 2040 
regional VMT estimates. Thus, the PMND concluded that the proposed project would not combine with cumulative 
projects to cause substantial additional VMT. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required 
under CEQA. 
 
The appellant contends that the VMT analysis for the cumulative scenario should have considered other TAZs in the 
project vicinity. The surrounding TAZs (322, 330, 332, 334, 734, and 760) all exhibit similar future 2040 VMT estimates for 
residential and retail uses as TAZ 327 (i.e., the VMT estimates are all more than 15 percent below the regional 
VMT estimates). 
 
The VMT methodology established in the TIA Guidelines is consistent with technical advisories published by the California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in January 2016 and December 2018. The use of VMT estimates at the TAZ level 
is appropriate for the proposed project as it is an infill development in an established neighborhood that is well-served by 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

David P. Cincotta 
dcincotta@jmbm.com 

President Joel Koppel 
SF Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Ste. 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

February 16, 2021 

jmbm.com 

Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111-3813 
(415) 398-8080 (415) 398-5584 Fax 

www.jmbm.com 

79518-0001 

Re: Appeal of Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration of 1525 Pine Street 
Development ("PMND") 

Dear Mr. Koppel: 

On behalf of Ms. Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors, we are appealing the 
grossly inadequate environmental review being presented as a PMND for the proposed project at 
1525 Pine Street (the "Project"). As analyzed and presented below, it is without question that 
further research and analysis is necessary before the Planning Commission has sufficient 
information to make an informed decision about the merits of the proposed project. 

While we believe there are multiple areas of inadequacy in this PMND we will be 
providing specific analysis of several areas of review. 

Transportation and Circulation 

The PMND completely ignores the potential significant environmental impact when it 
fails to provide any substantive analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of all the 
development that it has identified in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 

Cumulative Impacts are Potentially Devastating 

The PMND identifies that within a quarter-mile of the proposed project there are 
developments which are either under construction or being processed by the Department for 522 
dwelling units, 155,770 square feet of medical office, commercial or office uses. It then 
concludes without any detailed analysis of the potential impacts of all this development in this 
neighborhood that there will be no significant impacts to transportation or circulation. This 
becomes obviously incredible when the PMND states that the mere 21 units and 2,800 square 
feet of commercial space of the proposed project at 1525 Pine will generate 112 vehicle trips, 
429 walking trips, 213 transit trips, and 70 trips by other modes (e.g., bicycle, motorcycle, taxi). 
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That would mean that cumulative development, within a quarter-mile of the project, 
conservatively would be in excess of 3,000 vehicle trips; 6,000 walking trips; 700 transit trips; 
and 2000 other modes of trips. Yet, the PMND has done no significant analysis to determine this 
would create significant environmental impacts. It should be noted that only about 300 parking 
spaces will be added with all the cumulative development. 

Public Transit Must be Impacted Significantly 

More specifically, the PMND concludes that there would be no significant impacts and 
no mitigation measures are necessary for mitigating the potential impacts on Public Transit. 
There is Public Transit on Pine, Polk and Sutter Streets and Van Ness Avenue. Only about 300 
parking spaces will be added within all the cumulative development projects. It is beyond 
credibility to imagine how many vehicles will be circling these few blocks in this neighborhood 
while trying to find parking to go home or those looking for parking before their doctor's 
appointments. It is incomprehensible that this traffic would not delay or interrupt Public Transit. 
Yet no analysis of any intersections was done in the PMND. Further, no analysis of the impacts 
on pedestrians along Polk Street, Austin Alley, Pine Street or Van Ness will be impacted. Again, 
there would only be 27 vehicle trips generated by the Project during the P.M. peak hours for a 
21-unit development. How many vehicle trips would be generated by over 522 units and 155,700 
square feet of commercial uses? The PMND does not provide this calculation. This is seriously 
deficient. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis is Grossly Inadequate 

The PMND focuses its analysis of Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") solely on the 
impacts within Transportation Analysis Zone 327 (T AZ 327). [See the attached drawing showing 
the TAZ 327.] It concludes then that there would be no significant impacts and no mitigation 
measures would be necessary. When reviewing this carefully, it is obvious that the analysis is 
remarkably deficient when considering cumulative impacts. The size ofTAZ 327 is 
approximately 4 blocks from Van Ness A venue to Leavenworth. Of the 522 dwelling units and 
155,700 square feet of commercial space of cumulative development only 5 new dwelling units 
are within TAZ 327. To repeat, in addition to the Project, only 5 new units are in TAZ 327. So 
517 dwelling units and 155, 700 square feet of commercial space are entirely ignored. Of course 
there would not be any significant impacts if only considering the Project plus 5 new dwelling 
units. Yet, the analysis completely ignores the cumulative impacts of the remaining 517 dwelling 
units and 155,700 square feet of medical offices and commercial space. Yet the PMND 
concludes that no significant impact will occur and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The PMND makes 3 conclusions that are just not supported by the evidence and analysis 
provided in the document: 
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Impact C-TR-2: Operation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative 
projects, would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people driving, walking, 
or bicycling, or for public transit operations. (Less than Significant) 

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

Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would 
not substantially delay public transit. (Less than Significant) 

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

It just takes common sense to realize that this requires much more and much better 
analysis of the cumulative transportation and circulation impacts because the potential impacts to 
this neighborhood are overwhelming. 

Cultural Resources Findings Are Inconsistent 

The PMND, through the Historic Resource Evaluation Report, takes the positive step of 
identifying the Grubstake diner as a historic resource as it is a contributor to the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Historic District and is eligible for listing in the California Register. The PMND also 
cites the CEQA Guidelines and states that a historical resource is materially impaired when a 
project "demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
historical resource that conveys its historical significance." 

Then, inexplicably, the PMND says the demolition of the Grubstake "would not cause a 
substantial change in the significance of [the] historical resource" so the demolition of the 
Grubstake is "Less than Significant". Adding even more confusion to its findings, the PMND 
then states that the existing building, even though it has undergone major alterations, has retained 
its integrity and continues to convey its significance as a contributor to the historic district. 

To summarize, the Grubstake is a historic resource and a contributor to a historic district, 
its building has retained its integrity to the historic district and the total demolition of the 
building is "less than significant". This is inconsistent with the CEQA guidelines and the 
prevailing law of CEQA. 

It is noted that there are proposals within the proposed project that attempt to replicate the 
Grubstake within the proposed new building by removing and reincorporating specific features 
in the new project. Curiously, though, these specific efforts are not mitigation measures. It could 
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be argued that even these efforts are insufficient to mitigate the loss of the historic resource. 
There is not sufficient discussion in the HRER that could help determine what measures would 
actually be sufficient to retain some of the key features that would reduce this loss to " less than 
significant" More importantly though, these are not identified as "mitigation measures"; there is 
no guarantee that these efforts would actually occur. Further, if these are not "mitigation 
measures' ', then the loss of a significant historic resource to the historic district has not reduced 
this demolition of the resource to "less than significant". 

The treatment of this historic resource is embarrassingly inadequate. In order to 
overcome the demolition of this resource a minimum amount of protections must be present in 
the PMND and would more appropriately be contained in an Environmental Impact Report. 
First, specific, detailed mitigation measures must be included in order to either preserve or 
replicate the integrity of the resource. In any case, the Planning Commission would also need to 
find "overriding circumstances" to approve the project before permitting the demolition of this 
historic resource. 

The discussion of Cultural Resources is wholly inadequate and an EIR must be prepared 
or the PMND and the HRER must be rewritten to address the legal insufficiencies to demolish 
the historic resource. 

Wind Analysis is Limited and Incomplete 

As is noted in other letters attached to this appeal, the wind impacts from the proposed 
project have not been adequately analyzed. It is clear that there are sensitive receptors 
immediately adjacent to the proposed development at 1545 Pine Street. While the RWDI 
analysis has reviewed the impacts on pedestrian and sensitive receptors at the ground level, there 
is an obvious omission to the analysis by not considering the wind impacts to the deck areas of 
the adjacent building which are 22 feet wide. This condition is quite likely to create a dangerous 
wind tunnel at the higher levels which could then create dangers to pedestrians below. 

This potential negative impact is foreseeable and significant and should be analyzed 
before this PMND could be considered complete and adequate. It should be noted that this 
potential wind impact at the higher levels could be a direct result of the additional height being 
proposed through the State Density Bonus. An additional 18 feet plus a 17 foot mechanical 
penthouse create an unusual and potentially harmful environmental impact. Only after such a 
complete wind analysis could the PMND determine that there are no significant wind impacts. 

We urge you to require further wind analysis at the higher levels of 1545 Pine Street 
before the environmental review process could be considered complete. 
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Shadow Impacts Beyond Public Spaces Are Foreseeable and Negative to Sensitive 
Receptors 

As also mentioned by other neighbors to the proposed Project, the PMND neglects to 
analyze the impacts of shadows on other sensitive receptors, including seniors and other 
neighbors to the development. In order to appropriately analyze the shadow impacts of the 
Project, additional analysis should be prepared to review the impacts to the seniors at the Leland
Polk Senior Community Housing as well as those residents of 1545 Pine Street whose only 
natural light will be lost due to the State Density Bonus being sought for the development of the 
Project at 1525 Pine Street. To repeat, these are foreseeable and potentially significant 
environmental impacts and must be undertaken before this environmental review process can be 
considered adequate and complete. 

Summary 

The PMND for the 1525 Pine Street is completely inadequate, incomplete and without 
proper supportive documentation for its findings and conclusions. 

More specifically, the Traffic and Circulation analysis completely ignores the cumulative 
impacts to pedestrians, vehicle trips and public transit. We have pointed out the omission to 
review the cumulative development projects in the immediate vicinity for their impacts on the 
neighborhood. 

Further, the demolition of the Grubstake diner which is an identified historic resource, 
contributor to a historic district and is eligible for inclusion to the California Register, has 
inexplicably not been treated as a historic resource. There are no specific, detailed mitigation 
measures to mitigate the loss of the historic resource. Moreover, there are no identifiable 
overriding circumstances that have been prepared to justify the loss of the historic resource. 

Finally, we have identified the limited analysis of wind and shadow impacts as they only 
analyze the pedestrian and open space impacts when there are other foreseeable and potentially 
significant impacts which should be considered in order to protect sensitive receptors within the 
vicinity of the Project. 

In closing, it should be noted that many, if not all, of the impacts we have identified 
which are potentially significant negative impacts appear to be a direct result of the increased 
height being proposed for the Project through the State Density Bonus. The analysis should show 
the differences in the impacts to Traffic, Wind and Shadow for a project without the State 
Density Bonus. This would be more appropriately reviewed as an Alternative Project in an 
Environmental Impact Report. There are ten exceptions identified in the PMND that are being 
sought through the State Density Bonus--- height, bulk, rear yard, usable open space, permitted 
obstructions, dwelling unit exposure, setbacks on narrow streets, ground-floor ceiling height, 
ground floor transparency and fenestration. It was never contemplated that the State Density 
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President Joel Koppel 
February 16, 2021 
Page 6 

Bonus would be used to grant so many exceptions particularly when the resulting project would 
create so many significant environmental impacts. 

We urge you to require the further analysis of an Environmental Impact Report to 
adequately review the significant environmental impacts and the Alternatives for the proposed 
Project. Thank you for your attention. 

DPC:gd 
Enclosures 

DAVID P. CINCOTTA, Of Counsel to 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

cc: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Michael Li 
Samantha Updegrave 
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02/14/2021 
Dear Mr. Koppel, 

This letter is regarding the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Environmental Review Documents for 
1525 Pine St. 

As the owner of unit 701 in The Austin building, directly west of the proposed project, we have several 
concerns regarding this project and the documents that support it. They are as follows: 

1. Air Quality: The erection of this building, with the only entrance being on Austin Alley, will create a 
traffic nightmare on the alley with increased pollution from vehicles and rideshares dropping off and 
picking up residents . In addition, car owners in the building without parking will need to circle the 
neighborhood for limited street parking. The increased traffic on the surrounding blocks will also cause 
further pollution to sensitive receptors. 

l a. Ingress/Egress from 1545 Pine St garage on Austin Alley will be impacted, as it is a one way, very 
narrow street already. Austin owners may not be able to exit if there are rideshares or other cars 
waiting for residents from 1525. 

2. Shade: The study does not address the shade issue of an 83ft tall building (with an elevator penthouse of an 
additional 17ft) on the residents/homeowners of The Austin directly west. 

2a. Currently, as the sun rises in the east, Austin residents enjoy sunshine into our homes from sunrise 
over Nob Hill only until 12 Noon at best. With the erection of this 83 ft building, the only sunshine 
will be brief, perhaps for 30 minutes a day and NOT be into our homes, but onto our decks. The shade 
factor will be negatively impactful all day. 

3. Wind: The Wind study does not address the wind tunnel that will be created by an 83 ft building next to 
The Austin, west of the proposed structure. There will be a gap, 22 ft wide from the 7th floor up to the 
proposed 83 ft plus structure. 

3a. Currently, the wind blowing in from the north, or any storm, is so strong that furniture needs to be 
tied down. Creating more of a funnel from Pine St to Austin Alley will make the patios totally 
unusable, unlivable and dangerous, as items can fly off the balconies onto the streets below. 

4. Construction Impact during Covid: The east side of The Austin is all glass; units have floor to ceiling 
windows. Most residents of The Austin, during the pandemic, are working from home. The noise from the 
erection of this building would severely impact homeowners on the east side with noise disruptions, dust and 
dirt all day long. 

5. Loss of Privacy: The east side of The Austin is glass, each unit above the 6th floor have floor to ceiling 
windows. An 83ft building with a roof top patio will directly impact the privacy of all homes and balconies 
from the 7th floor to the 10th floor with onlookers from the proposed building. 

Respectfully, 

Patricia Rose & Claire Rose 
1545 Pine Street, Unit 701 
San Francisco, CA 94109 



Shawn Farrell 
1545 Pine Street, #702 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

RE: 1525 Pine Street - Grubstake 

Dear Planning Commission, 

I am a resident of The Austin which was built in 2018, the property adjacent to the proposed project at 
1525 Pine Street. When we purchased our east facing condominium located on the seventh floor with a 
large terrace in 2018 it was under the assumption that when the new Grubstake building was built it 
would be 65-feet or lower. The gentleman who owns the property at 1525 Pine Street actually rented a 
unit at The Austin and was informing all new owners at The Austin he would not build anything taller 
than 65 feet because he did not want to block our views. It was one of the factors why we purchased our 
condominium. Our seventh floor terrace is approximately 300 square feet. Our condominium is 700 
square feet. The terrace and the view is the entire reason we purchased the condominium. 

Alas, with the newly available State Density Bonus Program, our Grubstake neighbor modified his 
originally submitted architectural drawings to the City Planning Dept and increased the height of the 
building to 85 feet, which I believe will now greatly diminish our property value by several hundred 
thousand dollars because the view will become completely obstructed (circled in red below). 

But perhaps even more important -- with no underground parking at this proposed new taller building, 
and with the Grubstake restaurant taking the entirety of the front portion of the building, all residents 
must enter and exit through Austin Alley. Austin Alley is a small one lane alley which I do not believe 
can handle the amount of automobile traffic (Uber, Lyft, cars dropping off homeowners, guests, cars 
waiting, etc.) that will be caused by an 8-story building. I think this will simply cause too much 
congestion and a bottleneck and do not believe there has been a sufficient traffic analysis done on Austin 
Alley to warrant approval of this 8-story building. 

Therefore, I would recommend the requested State Density Bonus Program be denied and the Planning 
Commission require a more in-depth traffic analysis be complete before any approval is finalized on his 
project. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn Farrell 



Attention: 
Joel Koppel 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 

Cc: Michael Li 
Senior Environmental Planner 

Date: February 15, 2021 

RE: 2015-009955ENV. 1525 Pine Street (Grubstake) 

Dear Mr. Koppel: 

Please accept the following appeal comments with regards to the preliminary mitigated negative 
declaration report for the project titled: 1525 Pine St. 

The newly proposed designs for a taller building of 83ft (plus an additional 17ft elevator 
penthouse) severely impacts my east facing home in The Austin at 1545 Pine st. 
When purchasing my home at The Austin, it was my understanding that a smaller development 
might happen at this site. With the designs available for this development at that time, the 
impact should not have been as severe. But now with a 1 OOft tall structure to the east, it 
changes the environment of my home severely. Had this plan been available at the time of 
purchase - I wouldn't have purchased a home here. 

1. Outdoor living terrace: My home has an attached (23ft in length) east-facing terrace with 

the only source of sun coming from the east direction. This space was sold as an extension 
of the home - and it's actively used as a living + gardening space (Attachments B, C and 
D). With the proposed plan, my sunny terrace with active gardening would be akin to a 

shaded prison yard (Attachment A) that as a homeowner, I can no longer utilize in the 
same way. 
Additionally, I also have major safety concerns with there being a possibility of someone 
being able to climb onto the terrace that opens right into my residence. 

2. Sunlight: The only source of any sun and direct light inside my home is from a direct east 
facing sun, in through a large window. I am extremely concerned that this development will 
cause direct emotional and mental impact for me by completely blocking access to all 
sunlight. Especially in challenging times like the ones we saw during the pandemic, where I 

will have to spend extended periods of time at home. 
3. Density: I believe there is an inclination to maximize units in new developments in San 

Francisco. However, the design of this project doesn't support that in a practical way. There 
are plans for tiny 290sqft studios, and no one-bedroom units - which are arguably the most 
sought after home configuration in this neighborhood. There are also several other recent 
new developments on Polk St (at Sutter, California, Bush) which are all increasing the 
number of housing units in this general area, so I feel strongly against this project needing 
to utilize the state's density bonus program. 

4. Overly congested Austin St: The above point is a good segue into congestion. With no 
car parking being planned for this development and the increased ridership from 



ride-sharing apps, as well as the entrance to the residential units being from Austin St - it 

appears that Austin st will get extremely congested. This alley is already being used for 
neighboring restaurants for outdoor dining which means residents of this new development 

won't be able to get rides to their dwellings or move in/out without disrupting outdoor dining. 
Austin St congestion is also a severe concern during the construction phase of this 
development, which will completely disrupt outdoor dining as well. 

5. Privacy: There are two open spaces in the proposed new development, both of which bring 
up privacy and safety concerns for Austin homeowners. These spaces are directly facing 

my residential windows which they put occupants of the new development at less than 30ft 
away from my bedroom. Which means that any activity in my home can be easily seen, and 
I no longer have any privacy whatsoever. 

6. Grubstake significance: As an original railroad wagon restaurant, Grubstake has a lot of 
historic and LGBTQ signficance which is at the core of why some of us bought homes in 

The Austin. When Grubstake first changed ownership in 2015, during the Lower Polk CBD 
meetings - the new owners, Jimmy & Nick had assured neighbors that the restaurant 
wouldn't lose its current form. And no high-rise development will happen over it. Yet, it 

seems like the place will be changed altogether. I have reviewed the proposals for reusing 
some of the existing materials, but not having the restaurant there for 2 years and changing 

its original shape as well as staff, will lose the frequent patronage that a lot of us were 
hoping to continue having as neighbors. 

7. Air quality: The proposed plans have Grubstake restaurant's exhaust creating emissions 

at their rooftop and pointing towards my east facing home. This has a lot of health and 
particle pollution concerns for me, now that the exhaust vent will be less than 20ft away 
from my windows and outdoor space. In addition to the fact that their kitchen will be 

operating at late night hours. As a homeowner, I'm quite concerned about the potential for 
respiratory illnesses developing from continued exposure to smoke and particles for 

extended times during the evening and late night. 

I hope the planning commission will take into account the several concerns from my appeal 
letter, in response to the PMND issued recently. 

I would also urge the commission to consider asking the developer to plan for a shorter building 
with total height (including mechanical penthouse) equal to or less than 55ft. In addition to 

having a residential entrance from Pine st, instead of being exclusively on Austin St. 

W ith Regards, 

- ~ 
Rajan Arora 

1545 Pine St, Unit 703 
San Francisco CA 94109 



ATTACHMENTS 

A. B. 

c. D. 



To: Mr. Joel Koppel, President of the SF Planning Commission 
49 Sout h Van Ness, Ste 1400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

Copied: Mr. Michael Li 

Amir Kavousian 
1545 Pine St , Apt 902 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

RE: 1525 Pine Street projects (Grubstake Project) - 2015-009955ENV 

Dear Mr. Koppel, 

As a long-term San Francisco resident and an owner of unit #902 at 1545 Pine St (The Austin), I 
am writ ing t o express my deep concern for the results of the environment review referenced 
above, and request for an appeal of the decision. I am particularly concerned by the negative 
long-term impacts that the proposed project would have on air quality, congestion level, 
natural light, and wind for neighborhood residents. 

In particular, the decision to extend the project height above the 65-ft height restrict ions of the 
zone wi ll severely impact the livel ihood of the residents with units facing the project (us 
included). For many units in The Austin project, an east-facing window is the only source of 
natural light. By extending the project height above 65', severa l fami lies at The Austin w ill lose 
access to this basic need (natural light). This is particularly concerning during these times when 
we are al l fol lowing officials' guidelines to shelter in place and help protect each other from the 
spread of COVID-19. 

Addi tionally, by overreach ing beyond its 65-ft height limit and dwelling unit density, the project 
will negatively impact t he livabi lity of the block by adding congestion and t raffic to the already
st ra ined Austin Alley. While the project does not include car parking, each residence will, 
without doubt, contribute to car traffic by using deliveries, ride-sharing, and other car-centric 
modes of t ransportat ion and sh ipment. 

Lastly, the proposed project will have a considerable negative economic impact on The Austin 
homeowners by negative ly impacting thei r property values. This is particularly concerning 
during these t imes when we are collectively more vulnerable to the economic shocks as a result 
of COVID-19 impacts. 

Thank you for providing an opportunity for residents to express their concern over this project. 

Sincerely, . 

~!k~~ 
Amir Kavousian 



February 12, 2021 

Joel Koppel 

San Francisco Planning Department, 
49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 1525 Pine Street Project 

Dear Mr. Koppel, 

Dr. Jimmy Choi 
The Austin 

1545 Pine Street, Unit 704 

San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 794-7 468 

jimchoi729@gmail .com 

As a resident of The Austin, at 1545 Pine Street, directly adjacent to the 1525 Pine 
Street project, I would like to offer my comments and concerns regarding the project. I 
am particularly concerned with what appears to be inadequate consideration of 
problems posed by the location of the proposed project immediately across from the 
Leland-Polk Senior Community Housing, which provides affordable housing for persons 
62 years and older. Residents of this senior community housing will be severely 
affected by the noise impact of the construction and by the long term impact of 

deteriorated air quality and wind and shadow problems posed by construction of a 
facility less than 17 feet from their rooms. The ramifications are troublesome and will be 
felt for years to come after construction is completed. 

1) Shadow Impacts 

A. The Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration fails to address the enormous extent 
of shadows cast by the project on sidewalks, streets, and adjacent buildings, especially 
the senior living center. To reduce shadow impacts, the City should consider reducing 
the building height footprint. The PMND considers only new shadows on public open 
spaces. The PMND must also evaluate shadow impacts on private spaces that serve 
confined seniors unable to access public open space. The PMND must also consider 



the impact to frail seniors associated with the permanent loss of natural sunlight to 
windows at the Leland-Polk Senior Community. Residents of this community rely on 
light from the north facing windows that will no longer be available due to the 1525 Polk 

project. Gerontologists have determined that artificial light is not effective mitigation for 
shadow impacts. This could be accomplished by reducing the height of the project. 

2) Transportation Impacts 

A. The project will dramatically increase traffic on Austin Street, which is in conflict with 
pedestrians using the already narrow sidewalks. The PMND does not account for the 
special needs of elderly residents in the area, many of whom have impaired vision, 
hearing, and mobility. These pedestrians would be less able to avoid collisions with 
vehicles in the already congested main streets of Polk, and especially, Van Ness. The 
analysis of pedestrian safety and hazards should be revised to account for the special 
needs of pedestrians near the proposed project. The project, located in between major 
transit corridors of Polk and Van Ness will create added traffic , not only due to private 
vehicles, but also the ride sharing platforms of Uber and causing more conflicts between 
pedestrians and vehicles. 

There are many other criticisms of this project, many of which were not considered in 
the PMND (because its contents are limited to specific environmental issues). The 
impact of a building so much "out of scale" with the neighborhood and its impact on the 
quality of life for residents in the area which the 72 seniors residents of the nearby area 
are extremely serious issues which I am sure the Planning Department and 
Commission will weigh carefully in making a decision. Thank you for providing an 
opportunity for residents to express their serious concern over the 1525 Pine Street 
project. 

Sincerely, 
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mitigated negative declaration 
 

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

 

Project Description 

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

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

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


 

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

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

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

• Salvage, restore and reuse murals 

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

• Replicate the wooden bar 

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

• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

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

Finding 

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

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

_________________________ _________________________ 

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

 

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

Planning Department Case No. 2015-009955ENV 

A. Project Description 
Project Location 

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

Project Characteristics 

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

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

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

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

  

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

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

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

• Replicate the wooden bar 

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

• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

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

Project Construction 

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

Project Approvals 

The proposed project would require the following approvals: 

Planning Commission 

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

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

Actions by Other City Departments 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Cumulative Context 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans 
 Applicable Not Applicable 

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

  

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

  

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

  

San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps 

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

Land Use 

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

Height and Bulk 

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

Parking and Loading 

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

Floor Area Ratio 

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

San Francisco General Plan 

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

Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 

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

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

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

Regional Plans and Policies 

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

 Land Use and Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources 

 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 

 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities and Service 
Systems 

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Transportation and 
Circulation 

 Public Services  Wildfire 

 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 Air Quality  Geology and Soils   

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

Aesthetics and Parking 

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

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

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

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

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

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

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

E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:      

a) Physically divide an established community?      

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 10 1525 Pine Street 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

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

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

Existing Building 

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

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

Significance 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Integrity 

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

Character-Defining Features 

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

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

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

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

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

o One- to four-story massing 

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

o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 

o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 

o Flat roofs 

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

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

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

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

• Interior features including: 

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

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

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

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

o Checkered patterned floor tiles within the lunch wagon volume 

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

o Mixture of booth and table seating 

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

Proposed Project 

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

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

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

• Remove, restore and reinstall murals  

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

• Replicate the wooden bar 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation 

A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 

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

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

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

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

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

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

B. Video Recordation 

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

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

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

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

Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  Once approved by the ERO, the 
consultant shall also prepare a public distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) 
shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The 
Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD or other electronic medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 26 1525 Pine Street 

and feature locations and copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical 
Resources. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION— 
Would the project: 

     

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

     



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 29 1525 Pine Street 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?  

     

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

     

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

Appendix G Questions and Significance Criteria 

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

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

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

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

• result in inadequate emergency access 

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

Construction 

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

Operation 

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

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

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

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

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

Project-Level Impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 32 1525 Pine Street 

through a website, social media, or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental 
Review Officer. 

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

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

Driving Impacts 

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

Walking Impacts 

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

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

Bicycling Impacts 

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

Public Transit Impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed project is estimated to generate 27 transit trips during the p.m. peak hour.  Transit riders to and 
from the project site would use the nearby Muni bus lines for local trips, and the regional lines (potentially with 
transfers to and from Muni) for trips outside San Francisco.  Among transit riders inbound to the project site, trip 
origins would be dispersed from within San Francisco and regional locations.  The variety of origins yields an 
insubstantial number of project trips coming from any one origin or along any one transit line during the 
p.m. peak hour and could be accommodated by existing transit capacity.  Therefore, the proposed project would 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 34 1525 Pine Street 

not have an impact on ridership and capacity utilization28 for local and regional transit operators during the 
p.m. peak hour. 

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

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

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 

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

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

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

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

 
28 Capacity utilization is the number of passengers on board a transit vehicle relative to the total capacity. 
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projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT 
to each location would overestimate VMT.29, 30 

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

Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Land Use 

Existing Cumulative 2040 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

minus 15% 

TAZ 327 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

minus 15% 

TAZ 327 
Average 

Households 

(Residential) 
17.2 14.6 2.9 16.1 13.7 2.6 

Employment 

(Retail) 
14.9 12.6 7.2 14.6 12.4 7.3 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Roadway Capacity and Roadway Network 

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

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

Freight Loading 

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

Passenger Loading 

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

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

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

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

Residential Move-In/Move-Out Activities 

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

2040 Cumulative Conditions 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

Construction Impacts 

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

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

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

Construction Equipment and Quantity 
Noise Level 

(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 

Noise Level 

(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 

Air Compressor (2) 78 72 

Bore/Drill Rig (2) 84 78 

Crane (1)  81 75 

Dumpers/Tenders (4) 76 70 

Excavator (1) 81 75 

Forklift (1) 83 77 

Pump (1) 81 75 

Vibratory Roller (1) 77 71 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Operational Impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Construction Impacts 

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

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

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

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

Table 3: Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Structure Type and Condition 

Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec) 

Transient Sources 
Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 

Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.5 0.3 

New residential structures 1.0 0.5 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.0 0.5 

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

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

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

  

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

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

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 45 1525 Pine Street 

Table 4: Predicted Construction Vibration Levels at Receptor 

Construction 
Equipment 

Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec) 
Minimum Safe 

Setback (from older 
residential structures) 

1515-1517 Pine Street 
(setback of 5 feet) 

106 Austin Street / 
1331-1339 Polk Street 

(setback of 5 feet) 

1527-1545 Pine Street 
(setback of 5 feet) 

Bore/Drill Rig 0.52 0.52 0.52 10 feet 

Excavator 0.52 0.52 0.52 10 feet 

Loaded Trucks 0.45 0.45 0.45 9 feet 

Vibratory Roller 1.23 1.23 1.23 19 feet 

Notes: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Operational Impacts 

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

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

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

Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts 

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

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

Cumulative Vibration Impacts 

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

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

     

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

     

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

Criteria Air Pollutants 

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

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

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

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

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

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 
Average Daily 

Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 

Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive Dust 
Construction Dust Ordinance or other 
Best Management Practices 

Not Applicable 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Fugitive Dust 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criteria Air Pollutants 

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

  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

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

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

A. Engine Requirements.  

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

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

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

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

B. Waivers. 

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

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

Compliance 
Alternative 

Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

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

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

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

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

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

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

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants 

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

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

Plan.  (Less than Significant) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

https://www.library.ca.gov/Content/pdf/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/2015/04/29/news18938/index.html


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 66 1525 Pine Street 

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the 
GHG reduction strategy.  As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce the 
project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste disposal, and use of refrigerants. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

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

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

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

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

Operational Impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total Retail Demand 72.1 79 82.3 85.9 89.9 

Total Demand of Proposed Project 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Total Demand of Proposed Project as 
Percentage of Total Retail Demand 

0.07% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

https://sfpl.org/
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Topics: 

Potentially 
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Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

     

iv) Landslides?      

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

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:      

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the 
project: 

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

     

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  This impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is in a densely developed urban environment; it is not adjacent to wildlands or in an area where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands.  In San Francisco, fire safety is ensured through the provisions of the 
Building Code and the Fire Code.  During the review of the building permit application, the DBI and the Fire 
Department will review the project plans for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety, which may 
include the development of an emergency procedure manual or an exit drill plan for the residents of the proposed 
project.  Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Environmental impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific.  The proposed 
project could result in potential impacts related to hazardous materials due to construction activities within 
potentially contaminated soil and demolition of structures that contain hazardous building materials.  However, 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements would reduce those impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same regulations related to hazardous 
materials applicable to the proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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with 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

     

Impact MR-1: The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or a 
locally-important mineral resource recovery site.  (No Impact) 

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.115  This 
designation indicates that there is inadequate information available for assignment to any other mineral resource 
zone.  Based on the MRZ-4 designation, the project site is not a designated area of known mineral deposits or a 
locally important mineral resource recovery site.  For this reason, the proposed project would have no impact on 
mineral resources. 

Impact C-MR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on mineral resources.  (No Impact) 

As discussed above, San Francisco is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and does not have 
locally important mineral resource recovery sites.  Implementation of nearby cumulative development projects 
would have no impact on mineral resources.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact on mineral resources. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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with 
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No 

Impact Not Applicable 

19. ENERGY. Would the project:      

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

     

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

     

Impact EN-1: The proposed project would not result in a significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction or operation and would not 
conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.  (Less than Significant) 

 
115 California Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 96-03, 1996, and Special Report 146 Parts I and II, 1986. 
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In California, energy consumption in buildings is regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  
Title 24 includes standards that regulate energy consumption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting of 
residential and nonresidential buildings.  In San Francisco, documentation demonstrating compliance with 
Title 24 standards is required to be submitted with a building permit application.  Compliance with Title 24 
standards is enforced by the Department of Building Inspection.  The proposed project would comply with the 
standards of Title 24 and the requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance and would be built to 
GreenPoint Rated standards, thus minimizing the amount of fuel, water, or energy used during its construction 
and operational phases.  The proposed project would not encourage activities that result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use them in a wasteful manner.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same energy conservation, water conservation, 
recycling and composting, and construction and demolition debris ordinances applicable to the proposed 
project.  For this reason, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to energy. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 
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e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or 
forest land to non-forest use? 

     

The project site does not contain agricultural uses, is not zoned for agricultural use, and is not subject to a 
Williamson Act contract.116  The project site does not contain forest land or timberland as defined in Public 
Resources Code Sections 12220(g) and 4526, respectively.  Therefore, Topics E.20.a through E.20.e are not 
applicable to the proposed project or cumulative development projects. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones, would the project: 

     

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

     

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

     

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

     

The project site is not in or near any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones.117  Therefore, Topics E.21.a through E.21.d are not applicable to the proposed project or 
cumulative development projects. 

 
116 California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland in California, 2016.  Available online at 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2016/fmmp2016_20_23.pdf, accessed May 19, 2020. 
117 California Department of Fire and Forest Protection, Fire Resource Assessment Program, Fire Hazard Severity Zones viewer.  Available 

at https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ, accessed August 23, 2020. 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2016/fmmp2016_20_23.pdf
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ
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Please see Section E.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional discussion of impacts related to 
wildland fires. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
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No 
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22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the 
project: 

     

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

     

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

     

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

     

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, 21083.09 Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 

21073, 21074 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2,21082.3, 21084.2, 21084.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 

21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, 

(1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador 

Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of 

San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  The proposed project would not 
result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  As discussed 
in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an archeological resource.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological 
Testing, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed in Section E.4, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
As discussed in Section E.5, Noise, construction of the proposed project would generate excessive groundborne 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.05.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.09.
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65088.4.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21073.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21074.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.05.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.2.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21082.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21084.2.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21084.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21093.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21094.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21095.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21151.
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1988/sunstrom_062288.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1990/leonoff_081690.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1990/leonoff_081690.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2007/Eureka_Citizens_for_Responsible_Government_v._City_of_Eureka_et_al..pdf
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2002/SFUDP_v_SF.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2002/SFUDP_v_SF.html
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vibration that could damage older buildings adjacent to the project site.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During Construction, 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed in Section E.15, Geology and Soils, 
construction of the proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training, and M-GE-6b: 
Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects to create 
significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental 
Effects.  There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which the proposed project would make 
cumulatively considerable contributions. 

The proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings.  As discussed in Section E.7, Air Quality, construction of the proposed project would generate air 
pollutant emissions in an area that already experiences poor air quality.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, the proposed project is anticipated to only result 
in less-than-significant impacts for the topics included in the Initial Study checklist.  The foregoing analysis 
identifies potentially significant impacts related to cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, noise, air quality, 
and geology and soils, which would be mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures as described in 
more detail in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures. 

  

F. Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts 
resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, the 
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed 
project on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects.  The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational 
Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department (Department) 
archeologist.  After the first project approval action or as directed by the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the 
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. 

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

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

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

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether 
preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any 
adverse effect on the significant archeological resource.  If preservation in place is not feasible, a data recovery 
program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is of greater 
interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an archeological site118 associated with descendant 
Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an appropriate 
representative119 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted.  The representative of the 
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data 

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

in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American 
Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate representative 
of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.  A copy of the 
Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

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

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

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

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

Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, determines that 
an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 
minimally include the following provisions: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

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

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

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

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

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

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
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• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered data 
having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the property owner or their designees 
shall engage a consultant to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected buildings.  If potentially 
affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially historic, a structural engineer or other professional with 
similar qualifications shall document and photograph the existing conditions of the potentially affected buildings 
and/or structures.  The project sponsor shall submit the survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior 
to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 

If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected historic buildings.  The Pre-
construction Survey shall include descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all identified 
historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the character-defining features that could be 
damaged during construction, and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or damaged 
features.  The report shall also include pre-construction drawings that record the pre-construction condition of 
the buildings and identify cracks and other features to be monitored during construction.  The historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional should be the lead author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic 
buildings and/or structures could be affected by the project.  These reports shall be submitted to the Lead Agency 
for review and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 

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

The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components, as 
applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction and condition of the affected buildings 
and/or structures on adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant in coordination with 
a structural engineer (or professional with similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected 
historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional, shall 
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establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building/structure on adjacent 
properties, based on existing conditions, character-defining features, soil conditions, and anticipated 
construction practices (common standards are a peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for 
historic and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per second for older residential structures, and a PPV of 
0.5 inch per second for new residential structures and modern industrial/commercial buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all vibration-generating equipment to be used 
during construction (including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, demolition, excavation, 
shoring, foundation installation, and building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan shall identify potential alternative 
equipment and techniques that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are observed in 
excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, 
based on soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements. For projects that require pile driving, the project sponsor shall incorporate into 
construction specifications for the project a requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all 
feasible means to avoid or reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include 
one or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project construction (such as predrilling piles, 
using sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent the movement of adjacent structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be maintained based on vibration levels and 
site constraints between the operation of vibration-generating construction equipment and the 
potentially affected building and/or structure to avoid damage to the extent possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and equipment for vibration monitoring.  To 
ensure that construction vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the acoustical 
consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each affected building and/or structure on adjacent 
properties and prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the 
standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of those established in the plan, the 
contractor(s) shall halt construction and put alternative construction techniques identified in the 
plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic 
buildings and/or structures) shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in the event the 
development project exceeds the established standards. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are historic, the historic 
preservation consultant shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
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report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If no damage has occurred to nearby buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially affected buildings are historic) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings) shall submit a monthly report 
to the Lead Agency for review.  This report shall identify and summarize the vibration 
level exceedances and describe the actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction techniques and/or Lead Agency review of 
the damage report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to ensure that vibration levels at each 
affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties are not exceeded. 

• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and parties responsible for periodic inspections.  
The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings 
and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings and/or 
structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each affected building and/or structure on 
adjacent properties during vibration-generating construction activity on the project site.  The plan will 
specify how often inspections and reporting shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be followed should damage to any building 
and/or structure occur due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or structure(s) shall be 
remediated to their pre-construction condition at the conclusion of vibration-generating activity on the 
site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any building and/or structure, the building and/or 
structure shall be restored to its pre-construction condition in consultation with the historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the Lead Agency shall receive a final report 
from the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or 
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures).  The 
report shall include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or structure condition summaries, 
descriptions of all instances of vibration level exceedance, identification of damage incurred due to vibration, and 
corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and structures.  The Lead Agency shall review and approve 
all Vibration Monitoring Results Reports. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 

A. Engine Requirements.  

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total 
hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that 
meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and have been 
retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy (VDECS).  Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final 
off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 
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2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left 
idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and 
on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, 
in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of 
the two-minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on 
the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and require that such 
workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or designee 
may waive the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an 
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO 
grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the 
equipment used for onsite power generation meets the requirements of 
Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically 
not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction 
due to expected operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling 
emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS.  If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the 
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below. 

Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Alternative 

Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be 

met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1.  If 

the  determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.  If the ERO 

determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 
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C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.  Before starting on-site construction 
activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan 
(Plan) to the ERO for review and approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, 
how the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a 
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction 
phase.  The description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, 
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, 
engine certification (tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and 
expected fuel usage and hours of operation.  For VDECS installed, the 
description may include: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour 
meter reading on installation date.  For off-road equipment using alternative 
fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan 
have been incorporated into the contract specifications.  The Plan shall include 
a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the 
Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site 
during working hours.  The Contractor shall post at the construction site a 
legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan.  The sign shall also state that the 
public may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working 
hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan.  The Contractor shall 
post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the 
construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring.  After start of construction activities, the Contractor shall submit 
quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan.  After 
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of 
occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing 
construction activities, including the start and end dates and duration of each 
construction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training 

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that all workers are trained on the contents of 
the Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The Paleontological 
Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction site during ground disturbing activities 
to provide pre-construction worker environmental awareness training regarding potential paleontological 
resources. 

In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) shall inform construction personnel of the 
immediate stop work procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or other potential fossils are 
unearthed at the project site, and the laws and regulations protecting paleontological resources.  As new workers 
arrive at the project site for ground disturbing activities, they would be trained by the construction supervisor. 
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The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the worker training to the Planning Department.  
The letter shall confirm the project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational handout 
display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be transmitted to the Planning Department within five (5) 
business days of conducting the training. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources 

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource during construction, excavations within 
25 feet of the find shall temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist 
(pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995, 1996)).  Work within the sensitive area shall 
resume only when deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation with the Planning 
Department. 

The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for 
involving other agencies and stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and (4) methods for resource 
recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a determination that the resource is not scientifically 
important, this conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological Evaluation Letter to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to 
the Planning Department for review within 30 business days of the discovery. 

If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance and there are no feasible avoidance 
measures, a Paleontological Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the qualified 
paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation program shall include measures to fully 
document and recover the resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning Department.  
Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be monitored as determined by the qualified paleontologist 
for the duration of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, once work is resumed. 

The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil 
preparation and identification procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and (4) preparation of a 
Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology report) at the conclusion of ground disturbing 
activities.  The paleontology report shall include dates of field work, results of monitoring, fossil identifications to 
the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil collection, a discussion of the scientific significance of 
the fossil collection, conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list of specimens, and a repository receipt from the 
curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible for the preparation and implementation of the 
mitigation program, in addition to any costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils and for any 
curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  The mitigation program shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department for review within 10 business days of the discovery.  The paleontology report shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review within 30 business days from conclusion of ground disturbing 
activities or as negotiated following consultation with the Planning Department. 

Improvement Measures 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation 

A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 

Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor should undertake Historic American 
Building/Historic American Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the subject property, 
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structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The documentation should be funded by the project sponsor and 
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture 
(as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code of 
Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the reuse and/or replication of character-defining features to be 
incorporated into the new construction and provide content to the interpretation program, both of which are part 
of the proposed project.  The professional overseeing the documentation should meet with Planning Department 
staff for review and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one aspect may 
commence.  The specific scope of the documentation should be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Department.  The documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 

Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and dimension of the subject 
property.  Planning Department preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-built set 
of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with modification to meet HABS guidelines as determined 
by Planning Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation staff will assist the consultant in 
determining the appropriate level of measured drawings. 

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level Photographs: Either Historic American 
Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital photography should 
be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should be reviewed by Planning Department preservation staff for 
concurrence, and all digital photography should be conducted according to the latest National Park Service 
standards.  The photography should be undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
HABS/HALS photography.   Photograph views for the data set should include contextual views; views of each side 
of the building and interior views, including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of the 
building; and detail views of character-defining features, including landscape elements. All views should be 
referenced on a photographic key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should show 
the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view.  Historic photographs should also be 
collected, reproduced, and included in the data set. 

The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning Department should monitor its 
preparation.  The HABS/HALS documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type for each 
facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify other interested repositories. 

The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff before issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any demolition or site permit is granted for the 
affected historical resource. 

The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and electronic form to the Planning 
Department and offered to repositories including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library, the 
Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the California Historical Society, and the 
GLBT Historical Society.  The Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation available 
to the public at no charge. 
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B. Video Recordation 

Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical resource or contributor to a historic 
district on the project site, the project sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake video 
documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This mitigation measure would supplement the 
traditional HABS/HALS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be 
available to the public and inform future research. 

The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer with experience recording architectural 
resources.  The professional videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed video recordation for 
review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The documentation should be narrated by a 
qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), 
as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 61).  The documentation should include as much information as possible—using visuals in combination with 
narration—about the materials, construction methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of 
the historic resources. 

The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any building permits for the project. 

Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the Planning Department, and to repositories 
including: History Room at the San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California Historical Society, 
San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical 
Information Resource System.  This improvement measure would supplement the traditional HABS 
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the public 
and inform future research. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation 

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive program focused on the history of the 
project site as outlined in the project description.  The interpretive program should be developed and 
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying information and graphics to 
the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The project sponsor should 
utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of the Historic Resource Evaluation review 
process.  As feasible, coordination with local artists or community members should occur.  The primary goal of 
the program is to educate visitors and future residents about the property’s historical themes, associations, and 
lost contributing features within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts.  These themes would 
include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible 
Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken for this project. 

This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject to review 
and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various components of the 
interpretive program that should be developed in consultation with a qualified preservation professional.  The 
HRPIP should describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of interpretive materials or displays, 
the proposed content and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site 
permit or demolition permit. 
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The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-site interpretive displays but may also 
include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the plan should include 
the proposed format and accessible location of the interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and 
written narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 1525 Pine Street and the historical 
context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  The display should be placed in a prominent, public setting 
within, on, or in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive material(s) should be installed within the project 
site boundaries and made of durable all-weather materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality 
and installed to allow for high public visibility.  The interpretive plan should also explore contributing to digital 
platforms that are publicly accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  Interpretive 
material could include elements such as virtual museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and 
websites.  All interpretive material should be publicly available. 

The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural 
addendum to the site permit.  The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive program 
should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy. 

Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt to convene a community group 
consisting of local preservation organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the GLBT 
Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 

The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the archaeological program if archaeological 
interpretation is required. 

The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive programs currently proposed or installed 
in the vicinity or for similar resources in the city. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and Reuse 

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to reuse many of the significant features 
associated with Grubstake in the proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-defining features of the 
historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated into the proposed project, the project sponsor 
should provide Planning Department preservation staff with a salvage plan that outlines the details of how the 
features to be reused and incorporated into the proposed project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and 
maintained.  The salvage plan should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior 
to issuance of the architectural addendum to the site permit. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and implementation of a coordinated construction 
traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-related traffic and 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated construction traffic management plan should be 
prepared in coordination with other public and private projects within a one-block radius that may have 
overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review and approval by the City’s interdepartmental 
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan should include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following measures: 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 110 1525 Pine Street 

Restricted Construction Access Hours: Limit truck movements and deliveries requiring lane closures to 
occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening weekday commute hours. 

Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction workers to 
carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and from the 
project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating in the free-to-employee-and-employer ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and 
providing transit information to construction workers. 

Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construction worker parking will be identified as well 
as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.  The use of 
on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking will be discouraged. 

Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures: The project sponsor should coordinate sidewalk closures 
with other projects requesting concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC and 
interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of requested closures. 

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access: The project sponsor/construction 
contractor(s) should meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations, and other 
City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  This should include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce potential 
traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project. 

Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 
updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact person, 
construction activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, 
and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby residences and adjacent businesses through a website, 
social media, or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental Review Officer. 

G. Public Notice and Comment 
On August 23, 2017, the Planning Department mailed a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review to 
owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, and neighborhood groups.  Overall, 
concerns and issues raised by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and 
incorporated in the environmental review as appropriate. 

The Planning Department received comments expressing concerns about: 

• noise during construction; 

• noise from the existing bakery on the adjacent property at 1515-1517 Pine Street; 

• loss of sunlight to the adjacent residence at 1515-1517 Pine Street; 

• the project’s architectural design and the loss of the unique architectural style of the existing restaurant 
on the project site; 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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Impacts related to the demolition of the existing architecturally unique restaurant on the project site are 
discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources.  Impacts related to construction noise are discussed in Section E.6, 
Noise.  The project sponsor has no control over the amount of noise generated by the existing bakery on the 
adjacent property at 1515-1517 Pine Street.  Impacts related to shadow are discussed in Section E.10, Shadow. 

H. Determination
On the basis of this Initial Study: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 

___________________________________ 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
for  
Rich Hillis 

DATE_______________ Director of Planning 1/27/2021
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Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
 Principal Environmental Planner: Joy Navarrete 
 Senior Environmental Planner: Michael Li 
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AGREEMENT TO IMPLEMENT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
Record No.: 2015-009955ENV 
Project Title: 1525 Pine Street 
BPA Nos: 201802080768 
Zoning: Polk Street NCD 
 65-A Height and Bulk District  

 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Lot Size: 3,000 square feet 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC – c/o Toby Morris, 

(415) 749-0302 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Michael Li, (628) 652-7538 

 
The table below indicates when compliance with each mitigation measure must occur. Some mitigation measures span multiple phases. Substantive 
descriptions of each mitigation measure’s requirements are provided on the following pages in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

  
 Period of Compliance  

Adopted Mitigation Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-
Construction or 
Operational 

Compliance with 
MM completed? 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing X X   
Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources 
Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive 
Program 

 X X  

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

X X X  

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality X X   
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Training X X   

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated 
Paleontological Resources  X   
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Adopted Improvement Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-
Construction or 
Operational 

Compliance with 
IM completed? 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation X    
Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation X  X  
Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials 
from the Site for Public Information and Reuse X X X  

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic 
Management Plan X X   

*Prior to any ground disturbing activities at the project site. 
**Construction is broadly defined to include any physical activities associated with construction of a development project including, but not limited to: site preparation, clearing, 
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and building construction. 

 
 
 
_____  I agree to implement the attached mitigation measure(s) as a condition of project approval. 
 
 

   
Property Owner or Legal Agent Signature  Date 

 
Note to sponsor: Please contact CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org to begin the environmental monitoring process prior to the submittal of your 
building permits to the San Francisco Department Building Inspection. 
 

  

mailto:CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org
Nicholas Pigott
01/25/2021
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 
 

 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing     

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.  The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant 
from the rotational Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) 
maintained by the Planning Department (Department) archeologist.  After 
the first project approval action or as directed by the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor shall contact the Department 
archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next 
three archeological consultants on the QACL. 
 
The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing 
program as specified herein.  In addition, the consultant shall be available 
to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or data 
recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological 
consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at 
the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by the consultant 
as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for 
review and comment and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological monitoring and/or 
data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend 
construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  At the 
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ERO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) 
and (c). 
 
Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO 
shall meet and consult on the scope of the archeological testing program 
reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related soils-disturbing 
activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to 
the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP).  The 
archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the 
approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected 
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by 
the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate 
whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under CEQA. 
 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO.  If, 
based on the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant 
finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in 
consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine if 
additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that may be 
required include preservation in place, archeological interpretation, 
monitoring, additional testing, and/or an archeological data recovery 
program.  No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the 
prior approval of the ERO or the Department archeologist. 
 
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present 
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, 
the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether 
preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed 
project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource.  If preservation in place is not feasible, a 
data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After completion of 
the Archeological 
Testing Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological consultant 
shall submit report of the 
findings of the ATP to the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of 
Archeological Testing 
Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological Testing 
Result report or memo 
on file with 
Environmental Planning, 
with email or other 
written documentation 
of concurrence on need 
to archeological data 
recovery. 
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that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research 
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 
 
Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an 
archeological site1 associated with descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an 
appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be 
contacted.  The representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, 
any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.  A copy 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 
 
Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall comply with 
all applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate 
notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of 
San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his or her inspection and 
make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also be notified immediately upon 
discovery of human remains. 
 
The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to 
develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously 
as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of 
the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as 

 
 
 
The 
archeological 
consultant, 
project sponsor, 
and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with 
the San Francisco 
Medical 
Examiner, NAHC, 
and MLD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Monitoring of soils 
disturbing 
activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
human remains are 
uncovered during 
the construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
identified descendant 
group. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Descendant group 
provides 
recommendations and 
is given a copy of the 
FARR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report and disposition 
of human remains has 
occurred as specified in 
Agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
2 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of 

San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate representative of other 
descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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detailed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take 
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 
scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
 
Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels 
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD.  
However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an 
agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project 
sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not 
subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98). 
 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or 
unassociated funerary objects discovered during soils-disturbing activity 
additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological testing 
program and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the 
Medical Examiner, and the ERO. 
 
Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the 
archeological consultant, determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 
 
• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall 

determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored.  
In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, 
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site 
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of 
the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and 
to their depositional context; 

 
• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training 

program for soils-disturbing workers that will include an overview of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
site permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
scope of AMP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After consultation with 
and approval by ERO of 
AMP. 
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expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archeological resource; 

 
• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 

according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant 
and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project 
archeological consultant, determined that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

 
• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect 

soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis; 

 
• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing 

activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease.  The archeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  If, in the case of pile driving 
or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or 
deep foundation activities may affect an archeological resource, the 
pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation 
with the ERO.  The archeological consultant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit.  The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, 
integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, 
and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO for a 
determination as to whether the resources are significant and 
implementation of an archeological data recovery program therefore 
is necessary. 

 
Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of 
the monitoring program to the ERO. 
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Archeological Data Recovery Program.  archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery 
plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a 
draft ADRP.  The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to 
the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will preserve the significant information the archeological 
resource is expected to contain.  That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected 
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how 
the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of 
the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project.  Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 
 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
 
• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies, procedures, and operations. 
 
• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected 

cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field 

and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 
 
• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 

interpretive program for significant finds. 
 
• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the 

archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-
intentionally damaging activities. 

 
• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution 

of results. 
 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the event that an 
archeological site 
is uncovered 
during the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Considered complete 
upon approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report. 
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• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for 

the curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 
Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of 
a significant archeological resource, the ERO may require that information 
provided by archeological data recovery be made available to the public in 
the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, 
archeological signage and displays or another interpretive product.  The 
project archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Public 
Interpretation Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content 
and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a 
long-term maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan may be a 
stand-alone document or may be included as an appendix to the Final 
Archeological Resources Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The 
draft interpretive plan shall be subject to the ERO for review and approval 
and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 
 
Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 
 
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  
Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare a public 
distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information 
Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy 
of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The Environmental Planning 
Division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and 
one unlocked, searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD or other electronic 
medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations and 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 

 
 
 
 
 
Archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant. 

 
 
 
 
 
Following 
completion of 
cataloguing, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of 
recovered 
archeological data. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At completion of 
archeological 
investigations. 

 
 
 
 
 
Preparation of APIP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 

 
 
 
 
 
APIP is complete on 
review and approval of 
ERO. Interpretive 
program is complete on 
certification to ERO that 
program has been 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program     

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native 
American origin, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project 
sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether 
preservation in place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined 
that preservation-in-place of the TCR would be both feasible and effective, 
then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource 
preservation plan, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor 
during construction to ensure the permanent protection of the resource. 
 
If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal 
representative, determines that preservation in place of the TCR is not a 
sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall prepare an 
interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native 
American tribal representatives and the project sponsor.  The plan shall 
identify proposed locations for displays or installations, the proposed 
content and materials of those displays or installations, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term maintenance 
program.  The interpretive program may include artist installations, 
preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or 
other informational displays.  Upon approval by the ERO and prior to 
project occupancy, the interpretive program shall be implemented by the 
project sponsor. 

Project sponsor, 
archeological 
consultant, and 
ERO, in 
consultation with 
the affiliated 
Native American 
tribal 
representatives. 

If a significant 
archeological 
resource is 
present, during 
implementation of 
the project. 

Planning Department Considered complete 
upon project redesign, 
completion of ARPP, or 
interpretive program of 
the TCR, if required. 

NOISE     

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During Construction     

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner 
shall submit a project-specific Pre-construction Survey and Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department (Lead 
Agency) for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid 
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damage to potentially affected buildings.  The property owner shall ensure 
that the following requirements of the Vibration Management and 
Monitoring Plan are included in contract specifications. 
 
Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing 
activity, the property owner or their designees shall engage a consultant 
to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected buildings.  If 
potentially affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially 
historic, a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications shall document and photograph the existing conditions of 
the potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  The project sponsor 
shall submit the survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior 
to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 
 
If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor 
shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially 
affected historic buildings.  The Pre-construction Survey shall include 
descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all 
identified historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the 
character-defining features that could be damaged during construction, 
and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or 
damaged features.  The report shall also include pre-construction 
drawings that record the pre-construction condition of the buildings and 
identify cracks and other features to be monitored during construction.  
The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional should 
be the lead author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic buildings 
and/or structures could be affected by the project.  These reports shall be 
submitted to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity. 
 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their 
designee shall undertake a monitoring plan to avoid or reduce project-
related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings and/or 
structures and to ensure that any such damage is documented and 
repaired.  The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall apply to 
all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior to issuance of 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and structural 
engineer, historic 
architect, or 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prior to any ground 
disturbing or 
vibration-
generating 
construction 
activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
any demolition or 
building permits. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
structural engineer, historic 
architect, or qualified 
historic preservation 
professional to submit a 
Pre-construction Survey to 
the Lead Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor to submit a 
Vibration Management and 
Monitoring Plan to the Lead 
Agency. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Pre-construction Survey 
by the Lead Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Vibration Management 
and Monitoring Plan by 
the Lead Agency. 
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any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the monitoring 
program to the Lead Agency for approval.  If historic buildings could be 
affected, the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be 
submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and approval, 
if applicable. 
 
The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following components, as applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction 
and condition of the affected buildings and/or structures on 
adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant 
in coordination with a structural engineer (or professional with 
similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected 
historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified 
historic preservation professional, shall establish a maximum 
vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each 
building/structure on adjacent properties, based on existing 
conditions, character-defining features, soil conditions, and 
anticipated construction practices (common standards are a 
peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for historic 
and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per second for older 
residential structures, and a PPV of 0.5 inch per second for new 
residential structures and modern industrial/commercial 
buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all 
vibration-generating equipment to be used during construction 
(including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, 
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and 
building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan 
shall identify potential alternative equipment and techniques 
that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are 
observed in excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled 
piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, based on 
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soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in 
some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements.  For projects that require pile driving, 
the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction 
specifications for the project a requirement that the construction 
contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid or reduce damage 
to potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include one 
or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into 
project construction (such as predrilling piles, using 
sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-
displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to 
prevent the movement of adjacent structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be 
maintained based on vibration levels and site constraints 
between the operation of vibration-generating construction 
equipment and the potentially affected building and/or structure 
to avoid damage to the extent possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and 
equipment for vibration monitoring.  To ensure that construction 
vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the 
acoustical consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each 
affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties and 
prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration 
levels in excess of the standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in 
excess of those established in the plan, the 
contractor(s) shall halt construction and put 
alternative construction techniques identified in the 
plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or 
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on 
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historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures) 
shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in 
the event the development project exceeds the 
established standards. 

� If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify 
the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the 
building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

� If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are historic, the 
historic preservation consultant shall 
immediately notify the Lead Agency and 
prepare a damage report documenting the 
features of the building and/or structure that 
has been damaged. 

� If no damage has occurred to nearby 
buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially 
affected buildings are historic) and/or 
structural engineer (for effects on historic and 
non-historic buildings) shall submit a 
monthly report to the Lead Agency for review.  
This report shall identify and summarize the 
vibration level exceedances and describe the 
actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction 
techniques and/or Lead Agency review of the damage 
report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to 
ensure that vibration levels at each affected building 
and/or structure on adjacent properties are not 
exceeded. 
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• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and 

parties responsible for periodic inspections.  The historic 
architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for 
effects on historic buildings and/or structures) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings 
and/or structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of 
each affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties 
during vibration-generating construction activity on the project 
site.  The plan will specify how often inspections and reporting 
shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be 
followed should damage to any building and/or structure occur 
due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or 
structure(s) shall be remediated to their pre-construction 
condition at the conclusion of vibration-generating activity on 
the site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any 
building and/or structure, the building and/or structure shall be 
restored to its pre-construction condition in consultation with 
the historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the 
Lead Agency shall receive a final report from the historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on 
historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures).  The report shall 
include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or 
structure condition summaries, descriptions of all instances of vibration 
level exceedance, identification of damage incurred due to vibration, and 
corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and structures.  The 
Lead Agency shall review and approve all Vibration Monitoring Results 
Reports. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and structural 
engineer, historic 
architect, or 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Following end of 
construction 
activities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
structural engineer, historic 
architect, or qualified 
historic preservation 
professional to submit a 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report to the Lead 
Agency. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of the 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report by the 
Lead Agency. 
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AIR QUALITY     

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality     

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with 
the following: 

A. Engine Requirements. 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for 
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction 
activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and 
have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel 
Emissions Control Strategy.  Equipment with engines meeting 
Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards 
automatically meet this requirement. 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, 
portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall 
not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, 
except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment 
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, 
and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling 
limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and 
equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of 
construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to 
construction 
activities requiring 
the use of off-road 
equipment. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit 
certification statement to 
the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon submittal of 
certification statement. 

B. Waivers.     

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or 
designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of power 
requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of 

    



 
CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

1525 Pine Street 
January 2021 

 
17 

 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants 
the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the 
equipment used for onsite power generation meets the 
requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection 
(A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the equipment would 
not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected 
operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a 
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is 
not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the 
waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-
road equipment, according to Table below. 

Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 
Compliance 
Alternative Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 
How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment 
requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet 
Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot 
supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the 
Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that 
the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 
Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 
** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site 
construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and 
approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the 
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
a permit specified 
in Section 
106A.3.2.6 of the 
San Francisco 
Building Code. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a Plan to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete on 
findings by ERO that 
Plan is complete.  

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. The description may 
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include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment 
manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model 
year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial 
number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For 
VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, 
serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification 
number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on 
installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, 
the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel 
being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable 
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into the 
contract specifications. The Plan shall include a certification 
statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the 
Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for 
review on-site during working hours.  The Contractor shall post 
at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing 
the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to 
inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working hours 
and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan. The 
Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible 
location on each side of the construction site facing a public 
right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall 
submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with 
the Plan.  After completion of construction activities and prior to 
receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, 
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction 
phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Quarterly Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit 
quarterly reports to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon findings by the 
ERO that the Plan is 
being/has been 
implemented. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS     

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Training 

    

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that 
all workers are trained on the contents of the Paleontological Resources 
Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The Paleontological 
Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction 
site during ground disturbing activities to provide pre-construction worker 
environmental awareness training regarding potential paleontological 
resources. 
 
In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) 
shall inform construction personnel of the immediate stop work 
procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or other 
potential fossils are unearthed at the project site, and the laws and 
regulations protecting paleontological resources.  As new workers arrive at 
the project site for ground disturbing activities, they would be trained by 
the construction supervisor. 
 
The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the 
worker training to the Planning Department.  The letter shall confirm the 
project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational 
handout display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be 
transmitted to the Planning Department within five (5) business days of 
conducting the training. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to and during 
ground disturbing 
activities 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit a 
confirmation letter to the 
Planning Department each 
time a training session is 
held.  The letter shall be 
submitted within five (5) 
business days of conducting 
a training session. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated 
Paleontological Resources 

    

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource 
during construction, excavations within 25 feet of the find shall 
temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a qualified 
paleontologist (pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards 
(SVP 1995, 1996)).  Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when 
deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation with 
the Planning Department. 
 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
paleontologist, 
and construction 
contractor. 

During ground 
disturbing 
activities. 

If necessary, the project 
sponsor and a qualified 
paleontologist shall submit 
a Paleontological Mitigation 
Program to the Planning 
Department. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities or, 
if necessary, approval of 
a Paleontological 
Resources Report by the 
Planning Department. 
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The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is 
scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for involving other agencies and 
stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and (4) methods for 
resource recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a 
determination that the resource is not scientifically important, this 
conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological Evaluation Letter to 
demonstrate compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The 
Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for review within 30 business days of the discovery. 
 
If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance 
and there are no feasible avoidance measures, a Paleontological 
Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the 
qualified paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation 
program shall include measures to fully document and recover the 
resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning 
Department.  Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be 
monitored as determined by the qualified paleontologist for the duration 
of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, once 
work is resumed. 
 
The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction 
monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil preparation and identification 
procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and (4) 
preparation of a Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology 
report) at the conclusion of ground disturbing activities.  The paleontology 
report shall include dates of field work, results of monitoring, fossil 
identifications to the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil 
collection, a discussion of the scientific significance of the fossil collection, 
conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list of specimens, and a repository 
receipt from the curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for the preparation and implementation of the mitigation program, in 
addition to any costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils 
and for any curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  The 
mitigation program shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
review within 10 business days of the discovery.  The paleontology report 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 30 
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business days from conclusion of ground disturbing activities or as 
negotiated following consultation with the Planning Department. 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation     

 
A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 
 
Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor 
should undertake Historic American Building/Historic American 
Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the 
subject property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The 
documentation should be funded by the project sponsor and undertaken 
by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code 
of Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the reuse and/or 
replication of character-defining features to be incorporated into the new 
construction and provide content to the interpretation program, both of 
which are part of the proposed project.  The professional overseeing the 
documentation should meet with Planning Department staff for review 
and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any 
one aspect may commence.  The specific scope of the documentation 
should be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.  The 
documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 
 
Measured Drawings:  A set of measured drawings that depict the existing 
size, scale, and dimension of the subject property.  Planning Department 
preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-
built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with 
modification to meet HABS guidelines as determined by Planning 
Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation staff 
will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured 
drawings. 
 

 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and qualified 
professional who 
meets the 
standards for 
history, 
architectural 
history, or 
architecture. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
demolition, site, or 
building permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
qualified professional to 
submit HABS/HALS 
documentation to the 
Planning Department. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of 
HABS/HALS 
documentation by the 
Planning Department. 
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Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level 
Photographs:  Either Historic American Buildings/Historic American 
Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital 
photography should be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should 
be reviewed by Planning Department preservation staff for concurrence, 
and all digital photography should be conducted according to the latest 
National Park Service standards.  The photography should be undertaken 
by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS/HALS 
photography.  Photograph views for the data set should include 
contextual views; views of each side of the building and interior views, 
including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of 
the building; and detail views of character-defining features, including 
landscape elements.  All views should be referenced on a photographic 
key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should 
show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of 
the view.  Historic photographs should also be collected, reproduced, and 
included in the data set. 
 
The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning 
Department should monitor its preparation.  The HABS/HALS 
documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type 
for each facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify 
other interested repositories. 
 
The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for 
review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff before 
issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any 
demolition or site permit is granted for the affected historical resource. 
The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and 
electronic form to the Planning Department and offered to repositories 
including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library, the 
Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the 
California Historical Society, and the GLBT Historical Society.  The 
Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation 
available to the public at no charge. 
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B. Video Recordation 
 
Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical 
resource or contributor to a historic district on the project site, the project 
sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake video 
documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This 
mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS/HALS 
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials 
that would be available to the public and inform future research. 
 
The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer 
with experience recording architectural resources.  The professional 
videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed video 
recordation for review and approval by Planning Department preservation 
staff.  The documentation should be narrated by a qualified professional 
who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture 
(as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).  The 
documentation should include as much information as possible—using 
visuals in combination with narration—about the materials, construction 
methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of the 
historic resources. 
 
The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department 
preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or 
issuance of any building permits for the project. 
 
Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the 
Planning Department, and to repositories including: History Room at the 
San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California Historical 
Society, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Information Resource 
System.  This improvement measure would supplement the traditional 
HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference 
materials that would be available to the public and inform future research. 

 
 
Project sponsor, 
qualified 
professional 
videographer, 
and qualified 
narrator who 
meets the 
standards for 
history, 
architectural 
history, or 
architecture. 

 
 
Prior to issuance of 
demolition, site, or 
building permits. 

 
 
Project sponsor, qualified 
videographer, and qualified 
narrator to submit video 
documentation to the 
Planning Department. 

 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of video 
documentation by the 
Planning Department. 
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Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation     

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive 
program focused on the history of the project site as outlined in the 
project description.  The interpretive program should be developed and 
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
displaying information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting 
manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The project sponsor should 
utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of 
the Historic Resource Evaluation review process.  As feasible, coordination 
with local artists or community members should occur.  The primary goal 
of the program is to educate visitors and future residents about the 
property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features 
within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts.  These 
themes would include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic 
significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 
Historic District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken 
for this project. 
 
This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public 
Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject to review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various 
components of the interpretive program that should be developed in 
consultation with a qualified preservation professional.  The HRPIP should 
describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of 
interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the 
producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be approved by Planning 
Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. 
 
The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-
site interpretive displays but may also include development of 
digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the plan 
should include the proposed format and accessible location of the 
interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and written 
narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 1525 Pine 
Street and the historical context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  
The display should be placed in a prominent, public setting within, on, or 
in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive material(s) should be 

Project sponsor 
and qualified 
professional with 
demonstrated 
experience in 
displaying 
information and 
graphics to the 
public (e.g., 
museum or 
exhibit curator). 

Prior to issuance of 
the architectural 
addendum to the 
site permit. 

Project sponsor and 
qualified professional to 
submit a HRPIP to the 
Planning Department. 

Ongoing during project 
operation following 
approval of the HRPIP 
by the Planning 
Department. 
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installed within the project site boundaries and made of durable all-
weather materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality 
and installed to allow for high public visibility.  The interpretive plan 
should also explore contributing to digital platforms that are publicly 
accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  
Interpretive material could include elements such as virtual museums and 
content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites.  All interpretive 
material should be publicly available. 
 
The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff 
prior to issuance of the architectural addendum to the site permit.  The 
detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive 
program should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff 
prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt 
to convene a community group consisting of local preservation 
organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the 
GLBT Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 
 
The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the 
archaeological program if archaeological interpretation is required. 
 
The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive 
programs currently proposed or installed in the vicinity or for similar 
resources in the city. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from 
the Site for Public Information and Reuse 

    

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to 
reuse many of the significant features associated with Grubstake in the 
proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-defining features 
of the historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated 
into the proposed project, the project sponsor should provide Planning 
Department preservation staff with a salvage plan that outlines the details 
of how the features to be reused and incorporated into the proposed 
project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and maintained.  The 
salvage plan should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
the architectural 
addendum to the 
site permit. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit a 
salvage plan to the 
Planning Department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
salvage plan by the 
Planning Department 
and implementation of 
the salvage plan by the 
project sponsor and 
contractor(s). 
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preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural addendum to the 
site permit. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION     

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

    

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and 
implementation of a coordinated construction traffic management plan 
that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-related 
traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated 
construction traffic management plan should be prepared in coordination 
with other public and private projects within a one-block radius that may 
have overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review 
and approval by the City’s interdepartmental Transportation Advisory 
Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan should include, but not necessarily be 
limited to, the following measures: 
 

Restricted Construction Access Hours:  Limit truck movements and 
deliveries requiring lane closures to occur between 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening 
weekday commute hours. 
 
Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers:  Provide 
incentives to construction workers to carpool, use transit, bike, and 
walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and from 
the project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, 
providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in the free-to-
employee-and-employer ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of 
San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to 
construction workers. 
 
Construction Worker Parking Plan:  The location of construction 
worker parking will be identified as well as the person(s) responsible 
for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.  The 
use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker 
parking will be discouraged. 
 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a coordinated 
construction traffic 
management plan to the 
City’s interdepartmental 
Transportation Advisory 
Staff Committee. 

Considered complete 
upon end of 
construction activities. 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures:  The project sponsor 
should coordinate sidewalk closures with other projects requesting 
concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC and 
interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of 
requested closures. 
 
Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access:  The 
project sponsor/construction contractor(s) should meet with Public 
Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations, and other City 
agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for 
transit, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  This should include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or 
other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit 
disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of 
the project. 
 
Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and 
Residents:  Provide regularly updated information regarding project 
construction, including a construction contact person, construction 
activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), 
travel lane closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby 
residences and adjacent businesses through a website, social media, 
or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental Review 
Officer. 

1 Definitions of MMRP Column Headings:   
Adopted Mitigation Measures: Full text of the mitigation measure(s) copied verbatim from the final CEQA document. 
Implementation Responsibility: Entity who is responsible for implementing the mitigation measure.  In most cases this is the project sponsor and/or project’s sponsor’s contractor/consultant and at times 
under the direction of the planning department. 
Mitigation Schedule: Identifies milestones for when the actions in the mitigation measure need to be implemented. 
Monitoring/Reporting Responsibility: Identifies who is responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measure and any reporting responsibilities. In most cases it is the Planning Department who is 
responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measure. If a department or agency other than the planning department is identified as responsible for monitoring, there should be an expressed 
agreement between the planning department and that other department/agency. In most cases the project sponsor, their contractor, or consultant are responsible for any reporting requirements.   
Monitoring Actions/Completion Criteria: Identifies the milestone at which the mitigation measure is considered complete.  This may also identify requirements for verifying compliance. 
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Subject: PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 1525 Pine
Street Project - Appeal Hearing October 5, 2021
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Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board received the following response from Alexis M. Pelosi of Pelosi
Ziblatt Law Group, on behalf of the project sponsors Nick Pigott, Jimmy Consos, and 1525 Pine Street
Dev, LLC. regarding the appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the proposed 1525
Pine Street project. 
 
               Project Sponsor Response – September 24, 2021
             
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 210901
 
Best regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
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a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 
 
 
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Peter Ziblatt
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); BOS-Supervisors
Cc: Li, Michael (CPC); Alexis Pelosi
Subject: 1525 Pine Street (BOS File No. 210901)-October 5, 2021 Board of Supervisor Hearing
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 11:08:26 AM
Attachments: 1525 Pine Street - Project Sponsor Letter Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative (BOS File No. 210901) With

Attachments.pdf

 

Clerk of the Board,
 
Please see the attached letter with attachments in support of the 1525 Pine Street project scheduled
for the October 5, 2021 meeting of the Board of Supervisors.  We wish to include this submission in
the Board package. 
 
Due to the size of the file, I have also posted the submission in a Dropbox link for your convenience.
  
Link Here
 
Please let us know if you have any questions.

Regards,
 
 
 
Peter F. Ziblatt
Principal Attorney
(415) 273-9670 ext. 2 (o)
(415) 465-9196 (c)
peter@pzlandlaw.com
www.pzlandlaw.com
 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This electronic mail transmission may contain privileged and/or confidential information only for use by the intended recipients.  Unless you are the addressee (or
authorized to receive messages for the addressee), you may not use, copy, disclose, or distribute this message (or any information contained in or attached to it) to anyone.  You may be
subject to civil action and/or criminal penalties for violation of this restriction.  If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by  reply e-mail and delete the transmission. 
Thank you.

 
 
 



 
 

■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pzlandlaw.com 
 

Sent via Electronic Mail  
 
September 24, 2021 
 
Hon. Shamann Walton 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102  
 

Re: Response to Appeal of Mitigated Negative Declaration 
1525 Pine Street (Case No. 2015-009955ENV)  

 
Dear President Walton and Supervisors:  

I am writing on behalf of my clients, Nick Pigott, Jimmy Consos, and 1525 Pine Street Dev, LLC, 
owners and operators of the Grubstake restaurant and sponsors of the 1525 Pine Street residential 
development project (“Project Sponsors”).  On October 5, 2021, the Board of Supervisors will hear 
an appeal, challenging the preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for a 79-foot, 21-unit residential development with 
approximately 2,473 square feet of commercial space to accommodate the Grubstake restaurant (the 
“Project”).  This appeal, as discussed in this letter and evidenced by the administrative record, is 
without merit and should be denied. 

The appeal was filed on August 20, 2021, by Mr. David Cincotta on behalf of Ms. Patricia Rose and 
Claire Rose and other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street (“Appellants”).1  The Appellants all own 
condominiums at The Austin, an adjacent development entitled in 2014 with construction completed 
in 2017. The appeal filed asserts that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) should have been 
prepared for the Project.  The claims raised are not new and are the same ones raised by the same 
Appellants in their February 16, 2021, appeal of the Preliminary MND prepared for the Project.2  On 
May 6, 2021, the Planning Commission (5-2) denied the appeal and upheld the MND.3   

 

 
1 On August 23, 2021, the Appellant also filed an appeal of the Conditional Use authorization request (“Project 
Entitlements”).  That appeal, however, failed and is not under consideration as only 1.94% of surrounding property 
owners signed the petition whereas 20% are required by code to effectuate an appeal of the Project Entitlements.    
2 The Appellant has added a new argument regarding the adequacy of the May 6, 2021 Planning Commission hearing.  
Not only is this claim not relevant to the CEQA appeal, the MND had already been upheld at that time, but it misstates 
the procedures of the Planning Commission.   A copy of those procedures, which clearly states that failure of a motion 
to approve a project is not disapproval of the project is included as Attachment A.      
3 At the May 6, 2021, hearing, the Planning did not act on the requested Project Entitlements and instead continued the 
item to allow the Project Sponsor time to evaluate and propose measures to increase light into the adjacent interior 
courtyard at 1545 Pine Street.  The Project Entitlements were ultimately heard and approved (5-2) on July 22, 2021.     



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 
 

In reaching their decision on May 6, 2021, the Planning Commission found that:   

“[t]he appellant has not provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the 
project would have significant impacts on the environment with implementation of feasible 
mitigation measures identified in the PMND that would warrant preparation of an 
environmental impact report.”      

Nothing has changed from the time the Planning Commission rendered its clear decision on May 6, 
2021.  The Appellant still has not met the applicable legal standard to effectuate a challenge to the 
sufficiency of the environmental review.  The information provided by the Appellants continues to 
be argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, and many statements made in the 
appeal and information included in support of the appeal is misleading and inaccurate or erroneous.   

The Project was first proposed in July 2015.  Since that time, the Project Sponsors have worked closely 
with the community, key stakeholders and interested parties to create a Project that salvages, reuses 
or replicates key features of the culturally significant Grubstake restaurant.  Working with 
Architectural Resources Group (“ARG”), a prominent preservation architect, those features have 
been incorporated into the Project along with contributions from Dr. William Lipsky a known 
LGBTQ+ historian.  The Project Sponsors also worked with technical expert PreVision Designs to 
verify light levels and possible lighting enhancements for the 1545 Pine interior courtyard.  This good 
neighbor approach to the Project and listening to and responding to questions and concerns raised is 
why over 300 individuals, business and community groups including leaders in the LGBTQ+ 
community, the Lower Polk Neighbors (LPN) have either submitted letters of support or signed a 
petition in support of the Project.4   

This Project will bring much needed housing to the transit rich and vibrant Lower Polk neighborhood 
and return the Grubstake, a neighborhood treasure, to the same location (with the same look and 
menu, but with a modern kitchen and cooking facilities) was appropriately and adequately studied in 
the prepared MND.  The Planning Commission already rejected a nearly identical request by the 
Appellant to prepare an EIR.  Again, there has been no change in circumstances and no new or 
additional information has been provided and as discussed below, the appeal is without merit, the 
MND prepared is legally adequate, and the request to prepare an EIR should be rejected. 

I. Project Background 

The Project is located on an approximately 3,000 square foot through lot with frontages on Pine Street 
and Austin Street.  The Project would demolish the existing one-story Grubstake restaurant and 
construct an eight-story, 79-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 
square feet of commercial space.  The existing Grubstake restaurant would vacate the premises during 
the demolition and construction period and return, occupying the basement, ground floor, and 
mezzanine of the new building.  The Project will provide two (2) on-site affordable housing units to 
very low-income residents and utilize the State Density Bonus to increase the Project’s density by six 

 
4 Copies of the letters of support and petition in support are included as Attachment B.  
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(6) additional units resulting in an extremely efficient building on small lot in a high transit area of the 
City.5  

On January 27, 2021 the City posted a “Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration” for the Project pursuant to CEQA requesting comments on the Preliminary 
MND.  The Preliminary MND analyzed the Project’s impacts pursuant to CEQA and concluded that 
the Project would not have a significant effect on the environment based on the criteria contained in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, 15065 and 15070 and that the Project’s incorporation of mitigation 
measures avoids potentially significant effects.  On February 16, 2021, the Appellant submitted an 
appeal challenging the Preliminary MND conclusion that the Project would not cause potentially 
significant effects on the environment and requested the City prepare an EIR for the Project.  On 
May 6, 2021, the Planning Commission denied (5-2) the appeal and upheld the MND.   

At the May 6, 2021 hearing, the Planning Commission also held a public hearing on, but did not act 
on, the Project Entitlements.  Instead, the Planning Commission continued the hearing on the Project 
Entitlements to allow the Project Sponsor time to respond to and provide additional information and 
options on light in the interior courtyard at 1545 Pine Street (The Austin).6   The Austin is a 100-unit 
130-foot-tall residential condominium building constructed in 2017 that is located west of the Project 
site and includes a 25 by 25 foot-interior courtyard that fronts the Project site.  All owners, current 
and future, were required as part of purchasing their units at The Austin to sign a separate disclosure 
acknowledging the Project and that “[c]ompletion of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may 
impact unit views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the [Austin], particularly 
those of east facing Units in the [Austin].”7 

Following the Planning Commission hearing, the Project sponsor retained Adam Phillips from 
PreVision Design, a well-known and well-regarded shadow and light expert, to analyze the light 
conditions in the lightwell and confirmed that the interior facing units at The Austin would still receive 
light.8  Adam Phillips determined that there was adequate light and there were no health and safety 
impacts and the lightwell is similar to other lightwells throughout the City.  In sum, even though the 
light is adequate as is, the Project sponsors, in good faith, voluntarily added lights to the Project’s 
courtyard timed to match daylight hours to further enhance the light in the interior courtyard.   
PreVision found that the overall lighting comparison between a 65-foot and 79 -foot building presented 
only a slight lighting difference and with the added voluntarily lighting enhancement, a 79-foot building 
with lighting (the Project), increased the perceived brightness to residents by +0.24% on an annual basis 
over a 65-foot building without the voluntarily lighting enhancement.  This means that the light impacts 
to owners of interior facing condominiums is virtually identical without a density bonus versus a density 

 
5 The initial application for the Project did not utilize the State Density Bonus law.  In 2019, after four years in the 
entitlement process, the Project Sponsors revised the Project, using the State Density Bonus law to increase the building 
height by two stories and adding six much-need housing units. 
6 As discussed in footnote 2, the Planning Commission did not disapprove the Project entitlements.  
7 A copy of that disclosure is included as Attachment C. 
8 Contrary to statements in the appeal, the lights studied and analyzed were in response to requests to evaluate how to 
increase brightness in the interior courtyard by both owners at The Austin and the Planning Commission.  They were 
not to address any potentially significant impact under CEQA or to mitigate shadow impacts as the issue before the 
Planning Commission concerned the approval of the Project entitlements, not CEQA.  The MND prepared for the 
Project had already been determined to be legally adequate finding there would be no potentially significant or significant 
shadow impact on The Austin and was upheld on May 6, 2021.     
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bonus scenario.9 This report was shared with owners at the Austin on June 25, 2021 and presented to the 
Planning Department and Planning Commission on July 1, 2021.10  On July 22, 2021, the Planning 
Commission after taking additional public testimony approved the Project Entitlements.11  The Planning 
Commission’s approval of the Project Entitlements was unsuccessfully appealed.12 

II. CEQA  

The appeal filed by the Appellants challenges the MND’s conclusion that the Project would not cause 
potentially significant effects on the environment and requests that the City prepare an EIR for the 
Project.   The applicable standard for determining whether an EIR is required is whether substantial 
evidence in the record supports a “fair argument” that significant impacts may occur.  This is not a 
presumption, however, for although the “fair argument” standard creates a “low threshold” for 
requiring preparation of an EIR, the threshold is not so low as to be “non-existent.”  See Apartment 
Association of Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2d Dist. 2001) 90 Cal. App. 4th 1162, 1173-1176.  

In assessing the sufficiency of a MND, the key question is whether it can be fairly argued with 
substantial evidence that the Project may have a significant impact on the environment.  For purposes 
of supporting a “fair argument” triggering the need for an EIR, CEQA defines substantial evidence 
as follows: 

“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do 
not contribute to or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not 
substantial evidence.  Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”  Public 
Resources Code Section 21082.2(c); CEQA Guidelines Sections 15384(a) & (b). 

 
The Appellant’s letter that serves as the basis of this appeal is filled with conjecture, opinion and 
narrative and provides no evidence, let alone the substantial evidence, that is required under CEQA.  
Arguments concerning the Appellant’s inability or lack of opportunity to present its evidence to the 
Planning Commission are not only misleading but completely misrepresents the hearing process, 
applicable legal standards, and requirements.13  Moreover, the Appellants provide information 
regarding shadow that is misleading and inaccurate or erroneous.  

 
9 The PreVision report analyzes the difference in light from a 65-foot building, a 79-foot building, and a 79-foot building 
with lighting.  As the project is utilizing the State Density Bonus Law and has the full protections of the Housing 
Accountability Act, discussion, and analysis of existing conditions (i.e., no project) was not prepared nor warranted. 
10 The appeal blatantly misstates the timing of events.  Evidence in support of the timing noted in the body of this letter 
can be found in the letter submitted by Pelosi Law Group to the Planning Commission dated July 1, 2021.  A copy of 
that letter is included as Attachment D.   
11 The appeal asserts that the Planning Commission denied the Appellants the opportunity to present information to 
rebut PreVision Design’s analysis.  The Planning Commission followed its rules and procedures related to taking public 
testimony and the issue raised is not only without merit but is not a CEQA issue.    
12 As noted in footnote 1, the Appellants attempted to appeal the Project Entitlements.  They failed to meet the required 
signature threshold obtaining signatures from only 1.94% of the required 20% of surrounding owners. 
13 The Appellant asserts that they “were not permitted the necessary opportunity to present [their evidence] to the 
Commission” because they were denied additional time to speak and were required to comply with the Planning 
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For example, the letter criticizes the City’s CEQA analysis as “embarrassingly inadequate” or describes 
impacts as “potentially devastating” but then provides zero evidence to substantiate those criticisms.   
It asserts that “with adequate time to present it, there is a compelling case for the significant 
environmental impact on humans.” (emphasis added).  A compelling case is not the legal standard.   
CEQA requires facts, assumptions based on those facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. The 
Appellants provide no expert opinion based on fact nor additional facts, but instead use narrative 
description or phrases, or baseless argument and speculation to support the appeal, none of which 
meets the requirements under CEQA and where information has been presented such as related to 
shadow, it is misleading and inaccurate or erroneous.   

A brief rebuttal to the specific claims raised in the appeal is included below.  As the claims raised 
mirror those raised in the February 16, 2021, appeal of the Preliminary MND, in lieu of restating our 
responses, attached as Attachment E is a copy of our May 4, 2021 response. 

A. Transportation and Transit  

The Appellant alleges that the MND “fails to provide any substantive analysis of the potential 
cumulative impacts of all the development” identified in the immediate vicinity of the Project.  This 
statement is simply inaccurate as evidenced by the administrative record and the very claim itself which 
relies on and cites data generated as part of the transportation and transit analysis prepared.   

As noted in our February 16, 2021, letter, the MND relies on a step-by-step analysis, consistent with 
the CEQA Guidelines to assess whether the Project causes impacts to traffic and transportation.   At 
the heart of this analysis is the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) metric.  This metric finds a project 
would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional VMT, which 
is defined as VMT exceeding the regional average minus 15 percent.  The analysis prepared shows 
that individually and cumulatively the Project would not meet the threshold to have a significant 
transportation or transit impact.   

The Appellant’s citing of figures or conclusions, sometimes inaccurately14, from the MND and making 
statements such as “[i]t is beyond credibility to imagine” or “[w]hen reviewing this carefully, it is 
obvious that the analysis” or “it just takes common sense to realize” is not substantial evidence to 
support a “fair argument” that significant impacts may occur.  Once again, it is argument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative and fails to meet the applicable legal standard regarding 
preparation of an EIR.  

Regardless, the Project Sponsor retained TJKM, a prominent professional transportation and traffic 
consultant, to evaluate the claims made by the Appellant regarding the analysis of cumulative 
transportation impacts, impacts on public transit and VMT.  The TJKM report, included as 

 
Commission’s public comment requirements.  The Appellant had every opportunity to submit any evidence in support 
of their claims.  They were not denied the opportunity to speak or submit written comments or information but were 
instead simply required to comply with the rules and procedures of the Planning Commission.   
14 On page 6 of the appeal, the Appellant lists impact statements required under CEQA, implying that the MND relied 
solely on those statements in making a determination regarding cumulative impacts.  The MND, however, includes 
beneath each of these statements a discussion of analysis as to how the Project meets, satisfies or complies with the 
statement made and the evidence cited in support of that conclusion.   
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Attachment F, clearly states that in its professional opinion the Appellant’s traffic related claims are 
unfounded and that none of the cumulative projects located in the vicinity of the Project would come 
close to creating even noticeable impacts, let alone significant impacts, that there is no support for the 
Appellants contention that the Project will create significant impacts on transit and that the VMT 
methodology used in the MND is entirely correct.   TJKM concludes that the six (6) density bonus 
dwelling units would have a de minimis impact and that the Appellant has provided no technical 
information or evidence that would challenge the MND’s traffic related findings and conclusions.  

B. Cultural Resources 

The Appellant alleges that the “mitigation measures are inadequate to insure preservation and 
restoration of the Grubstake.”  This claim is without merit, is not supported by any evidence in the 
record.    

The Historic Resources Evaluation Response (HRER) prepared for the Project found the existing 
building is not an individually eligible historic resource but is a contributor to the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ+ Historic District.15 Specifically, it is one of 15 contributors to the District and there is the 
potential for more to be identified through additional research.  While the structure retains integrity, 
its demolition does not create a significant impact as the other contributors remain and many of the 
character-defining features of the structure, which are not its four walls, are incorporated into the 
Project itself either through salvage and restoration, or replication.  The Project’s use of these 
character-defining features illustrate, and will continue to illustrate, the existing building’s significance 
as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ+ Historic District. These features are directly 
incorporated into the Project Description and are shown on the Project Plans (Sheet G6.01, April 20, 
2021) and are what is proposed to be built as the Project. These are not an avoidance, minimization 
or mitigation measures that the City needs to impose and monitor. The City’s building department 
will require the building to be built as approved, just as it will require the building height an massing 
to be as proposed in the Project Plans. As such, the Proposed Project’s design is not a mitigation 
measure – it is in fact the Project itself.  Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 
656-658.  [The one item that is not part of the building is the menu, but regulating menus is not a 
CEQA topic and cannot be imposed as a CEQA mitigation measure.] 

Appellant’s invalid construction of what is the Project is furthered when Appellant conflates the 
building as the historic resources with the District to create the “confusion” that it alleges exists in the 
HRER.  The Grubstake building is being demolished, salvaged and restored, not the District. The 
HRER properly found that the demolition, salvage and restoration of the Grubstake would not 
“cause a significance impact to the historic district” and the “historic resource” Appellant’s reference 
is the District, not the Grubstake.  The HRER goes on to support this conclusion by explaining that 
14 other contributing properties remain, and more may be identified, and the project “proposes 
salvage of existing character-defining features associated with the contributing status of the property.”  
The status of property as a contributor is not the building’s four walls – it was not built by an architect 
of import.  The Grubstake is a contributor is because it is a “commercial use of contributing resources, 
which historically included a variety of LGBTQ+ -associated business” – and the Proposed Project 
includes the renovated Grubstake which will remain a LGBTQ+ -associated business. As such, it will 

 
15 HRE, Part II p. 2. 
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continue to contribute to the District as the HRER found in stating “the new construction will retain 
and/or reuse many of the historic aspects and features of the property that make it contributing such 
that it will generally be compatible with the character-defining features of the district.”  This 
conclusion is entirely consistent with CEQA and CEQA case law, and Appellant cites nothing to the 
contrary.  It is also worth noting that members of the LGBTQ+ community representing the District, 
including Juanita More!, Donna Sachet and Gary Virginia, will be holding a rally in support of the 
Project on September 27, 2021.  

The Project Sponsors have spent years working with the LGBTQ+ and historic community on 
analyzing, studying, and documenting the Polk Gulch LGBTQ+ Historic District.  The Project 
Sponsors recognize the cultural role that the Grubstake plays in the LGBTQ+ community and as 
owners and operators of the Grubstake restaurant they take the obligation to preserve that legacy very 
seriously.  In 2018, the Project Sponsors retained ARG to evaluate the Grubstake and make 
recommendations regarding architectural features that could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the 
new development.  Subsequently, the Project Sponsors retained ARG to provide design consultation 
on the Project, incorporating their recommendations into the Project, as shown in Attachment G.    

The Appellant, by contrast, has taken no action and provided no evidence in support of its claims 
other than to assert argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative.   

C. Wind  

The Appellant alleges that the wind analysis prepared for the Project was limited and incomplete 
claiming wind impacts are “foreseeable” and “significant” but fail to submit any alternative wind 
analysis or other evidence to support its bald claim.  The fact that there are senior housing facilities 
nearby and private terraces next door does not create a fair argument that the Project may have a 
significant wind impact on the environment.    

In contrast, the MND relied on a Screening Level Wind Analysis prepared by RWDI, a technical wind 
expert to reach the conclusion the Project would have no potentially significant wind impact.  RWDI, 
based on their extensive experience in the City, engineering judgment and expert knowledge of wind 
flows around buildings, concluded that the Project is not expected to alter winds that could result in 
any substantial increase of pedestrian-level wind speeds in public area on and around the project site.  
This determination is based on facts - meteorological data, building geometry, orientation, position, 
and height of surrounding buildings.  The analysis found that because of the building’s narrow 
footprint, the low height of the Project (8-stories and approximately 79-feet) and its location adjacent 
to and downwind from the taller and larger The Austin, as well as densely built surroundings in the 
upwind (west and northwest) directions, that pedestrians and outdoor terraces would not experience 
wind conditions that exceed the City’s wind criterion. Appellant’s comment that the elderly pedestrians 
are different than pedestrians is not supported, and the City’s wind ordinance is protective of all San 
Franciscans.  The Screening Level Wind Analysis also did consider nearby roof decks, contrary to 
Appellant’s comment.  Once again, the Appellant has not met the applicable legal standard to support 
a determination that an EIR should be prepared. 
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D. Shadow and Light 

The applicable CEQA threshold for determining whether a Project would have a potentially significant 
impact is whether it would “create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use and 
enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.”  As part of the Project, a Shadow Analysis was prepared 
by PreVision Designs to evaluate the Project’s potential to cast shadow on open space including 
shadow cast on property owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Park District.  The Shadow 
Analysis found that the Project would not cast shadow on applicable open space or the nearby Redding 
Elementary School.   

During the entitlement process, owners at the Austin raised concerns regarding the Project’s shadow 
on their private property.  This included concerns raised by owners at the Austin that purchased units 
that front on a 25 by 25-foot internal courtyard west of the Project site.  This internal courtyard which 
currently is adjacent to a single-story commercial structure and surface parking lot, would be shaded 
by any new construction on the Project site and owners of these units, and all units in The Austin, 
signed a separate disclosure acknowledging the Project and that it would impact their views, light and 
privacy. 

The Project Sponsors, understanding the concerns of The Austin owners, agreed to investigate 
features that could be incorporated on its building to enhance light in the interior courtyard.  At the 
May 6, 2021, Planning Commission hearing, these features were generally described, and the Planning 
Commission continued action on the Project Entitlements to allow the Project Sponsors time to 
further evaluate potential options. 

Following the hearing, the Project Sponsors retained PreVision Design, a well-known and well-
regarded shadow and light expert, to analyze the light conditions and provide recommendations to 
increase light to the interior facing condominiums.  A detailed discussion of their findings and 
recommendations was outlined in our July 1, 2021, letter to the Planning Commission.  In sum, 
PreVision found that a 79-foot building with lighting increases the perceived brightness to residents 
by +0.24% on an annual basis over a 65-foot building, meaning the light impacts to owners of interior 
facing condominiums is virtually identical in a code compliant versus density bonus scenario.  This 
information was presented to the Appellants on June 25, 2021 and to the Planning Commission and 
Planning Department staff on July 1, 2021.  It is also worth noting, that The Austin’s courtyard is 
approximately 25 x 25 and the Project’s lightwell will add approximately 5’ of additional depth allowing 
for additional sun exposure.  

On July 22, 2021, the day of the Planning Commission hearing, the Appellants submitted a study 
commissioned or produced by owners at The Austin titled “Negative Effects of 1525 Pine Street on 
1545 Pine St Neighbors”.  The information presented was collected from light meters within units 
and a cardboard model is not expert evidence and is factually inaccurate. The information 
misrepresents the reduction in light and is based on a misunderstanding of light perception or 
measurement.  It also presents misleading and inaccurate or erroneous information, failing to 
acknowledge that the interior courtyard is over 25 by 25-feet, and that given the location of the sun, 
not only will there be light directly into the interior courtyard and units, but increased light reflecting 
off the new structure into those units.   
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The Project Sponsors retained an expert in light and shadow analysis, PreVision Design, to conduct a 
peer review of information submitted by the neighbors.  PreVision Design’s review is included as 
Attachment H.  In general, PreVision Design found the approach used by the Appellants to be 
unreliable, inaccurate and not based in fact and the Appellants analysis does not meet the definition 
of substantial evidence. 

Regardless of all the additional analysis completed on this topic, the issue of shadow and light on the 
interior courtyard is not a CEQA issue.  The shading of private property simply is not considered a 
significant impact under CEQA.  While the Appellant claims that the shadow cast requires the City to 
make a mandatory finding of significance under CEQA Guidelines Section 15065, that assertion not 
only is without merit but even for the Appellant is a bridge too far.  The Appellant’s basis for this 
claim is that the shadow and reduction in light will “cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly.”  This substantial adverse effect has not been established and 
cannot be established.  The amount of light reaching the interior courtyard as established by the light 
analysis prepared by PreVision Designs does not create a hazardous condition for residents. Moreover, 
the case law regarding what constitutes an adverse change to the environment on “human beings” 
holds that there is no substantial adverse impact occurs if the impact is to particular individuals, such 
as the residents of The Austin, but only when there is an impact on human beings in general.  Porterville 
Citizens for Responsible Hillside Dev. v City of Porterville (2007) 157 CA4th 885, 902 (height and view 
impacts on a few neighbors not substantial adverse change); Taxpayers for Accountable Sch. Bond Spending 
v San Diego Unified Sch. Dist. (2013) 215 CA4th 1013, 1042.  Concerns regarding the interior courtyard 
lighting at the Austin have investigated by the Project Sponsor and have not been ignored even though 
they are not CEQA issues and do not meet the standard for a mandatory finding of significance.   
 

III. Conclusion   

In sum, the MND sufficiently analyzed the environmental impacts under CEQA and determined that 
the Project is not required to prepare an additional environmental document, including an EIR.  The 
City has presented substantial evidence in support of its analysis.   The Appellant has raised several 
objections, none of it supporting a fair argument that the analysis was legally deficient and has 
provided no evidence to support the objections. Instead, the Appellants have relied on unsupported 
opinion, conjecture and speculation in support of their appeal.   Pursuant to CEQA this is insufficient 
to justify additional CEQA analysis.  As such, we respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors 
deny the appeal for the PMND and find that the claims in the appeals are without merit.   

Very truly yours, 

 

 
Alexis M. Pelosi 
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RULES & REGULATIONS ‐ SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 

ARTICLE I – NAME 

Section 1. The Name of this Commission shall be "SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING 

COMMISSION." 

ARTICLE II – OFFICERS AND APPOINTMENTS 

Section 1. Officers. The Officers of this Commission shall consist of a President 

and a Vice President. The President and Vice President shall be members of the 

Commission, and shall be elected at the first Regular Meeting of the Commission 

held on or after the 15th day of January of each year; or at a subsequent Meeting, 

the date of which shall be fixed by the Commission at the first Regular Meeting on 

or after the 15th day of January each year. They shall hold office for one year or 

until their successors are elected. 

Section 2. Election. The presiding officer takes public comment on the agenda 

item. Then the presiding officer requests nominations for the office from the 

members of the body. No second is required under Roberts' Rules of Order. When 

no additional nominations are offered, the presiding officer closes the 

nomination. The Commission then votes on the nomination in the order they 

were received. The first candidate to receive a majority of the votes is elected to 

the office. 

The President and Vice President shall not both be members of the commission 

appointed by the Mayor or President of the Board of Supervisors. (If one is a 

Mayoral appointee, the other position must be held by a member appointed by 

the President of the Board of Supervisors). 



Section 3. Planning Director. The Planning Director shall hold office at the 

pleasure of the Commission and shall be qualified by training and experience to 

be the administrative and technical head of the San Francisco Planning 

Department and of all activities under the jurisdiction of the Planning 

Commission. An annual performance evaluation by the full Commission may be 

convened in closed session. 

Section 4. Commission Secretary. The Commission at any Regular or Special 

Meeting may appoint a Commission Secretary who shall hold office at the 

pleasure of the Commission. 

ARTICLE III – DUTIES OF OFFICERS 

Section 1. President. The President shall preside at all meetings of the 

Commission, shall appoint all Committees and their Chairs, and shall perform all 

other duties necessary or incidental to the office. The President shall attend all 

Meetings of bodies of which, by the Charter, he or she is made an ex‐officio 

member, or shall designate the Planning Director or any member of the 

Commission to attend such Meetings in the place and stead of the President. 

Section 2. Vice President. In the event of the absence or inability to act of the 

President, the Vice President shall take the place and perform the duties of the 

President. In the event of absence or inability to act of both the President and 

Vice President, the remaining members of the Commission shall elect one of their 

members to act temporarily as President, by a majority vote of the remaining 

Commissioners. 

ARTICLE IV – MEETINGS 



Section 1. Regular Meetings. Regular Meetings of the Commission shall be open 

and public and shall be held each Thursday of each month except in any month 

where there are five (5) Thursdays. Where there are five (5) Thursdays in a 

month, the fifth Thursday of the month shall be cancelled, unless otherwise 

adopted as part of the Hearing Schedule. All Regular Meetings of the San 

Francisco Planning Commission shall not start before 12:00 noon, unless 

otherwise noticed on the printed calendar at least 72 hours in advance of a 

scheduled hearing. The San Francisco Planning Commission does hereby 

designate Room 400 of City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, 

California, as its regular meeting location unless otherwise noticed on the 

calendar at least 72 hours in advance of a scheduled hearing, or if the need arises 

because room capacity for Room 400 is anticipated to be exceeded. Provided that 

where matters of special concern to certain areas or districts of the city are to be 

considered, a Meeting place may be designated in the City and County within 

such areas or districts. The Commission Secretary will present to the Commission 

on or before the first Regular Meeting day of the year (or subsequent date as 

stipulated by the Commission) a list for consideration and indication of adoption 

by voice vote, the Commission's Hearing Schedule for the calendar year, including 

possible cancellation dates of Regular Meetings to accommodate various holidays 

throughout the year. 

Section 2. Special Meetings. Special Meetings of the Commission shall be open 

and public and shall be held at such times as the Commission may determine. 

Special meetings may be called by the President for any time, and must be called 

by the President upon the written request of three members of the Commission, 

filed with the Administrative Secretary. The Place of such Meetings shall be as 

provided above for Regular Meetings. 



Section 3. Notice. Notice1 of the time and place of every Regular Meeting of the 

Commission shall be given to members of the Commission at least 72 hours 

before the time of such Meeting, and shall be given by posting and otherwise, as 

required by San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.7 and California 

Government Code Section 54954.2. Notice of the time and place of every Special 

Meeting of the Commission shall be given to members of the Commission at least 

72 hours before the time of such Meetings, and shall be given by posting and 

otherwise, as required by San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.6(f) and 

California Government Code Section 54956. The Commission shall not consider 

nor act upon any matter at any Regular Meeting except upon (1) written notice 

thereof as required by this Section 3, or (2) a condition exists that requires 

emergency action as set forth in San Francisco Administrative Code Section 

67.7(e) and California Government Code Section 54954.2(b). No matter shall be 

considered at any Special Meeting unless included in the Notice calling such 

meeting. 

1. The San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 67 "The San Francisco 
Sunshine Ordinance of 1999," Section 67.7 stipulates that policy bodies shall post 
an agenda containing a meaningful description of each item of business to be 
transacted or discussed at the meeting at least 72 hours before a regular meeting 
and that it shall post a current agenda on its Internet site at least 72 hours before 
a regular meeting. Therefore, the term "notice" shall refer to both written and 
electronic formats. 

Section 4. Cancellation or Change of Regular Meetings. If the Regular Meeting day 

falls on a legal holiday, or if a recommendation is made by the Director that a 

Regular Meeting be cancelled or changed, the Commission or the President may 

cancel the Regular Meeting or fix another time therefor. Notice of cancellation or 

of a change in a Regular Meeting time must be given at least seventy‐two hours 

before the scheduled time of such Meeting. 



Section 5. Quorum. A quorum for the transaction of official business at any 

Regular or Special Meeting shall consist of a majority of all members of the 

Commission, but a smaller number may adjourn from time to time and may 

compel the attendance of absent members in the manner and subject to the 

penalties, if any, provided by law. 

Section 6. Voting. 

a. Procedural Matters. Pursuant to Charter Section 4.104, with respect to 
matters of procedure the Commission may act by the affirmative vote of a 
majority of the members present, so long as the members present 
constitute a quorum. 

b. Except as provided in "a" above, every Official Act taken by the 
Commission, including, but not limited to, those based on its jurisdiction 
derived from the Planning Code, Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code, the 
Subdivision Code and Discretionary Review Powers of the Commission, may 
be by "Motion" or "Resolution" adopted by a majority vote of all members 
of the Commission (four (4) votes). All members present shall vote for or 
against each question brought to a vote unless a member is excused from 
voting by a conflict of interest or a motion adopted by a majority of the 
members present. 
A motion that receives less than four votes is a failed motion resulting in 
disapproval of the action requested to be taken by the Commission unless a 
substitute motion for a continuance or other action is adopted. (For 
example: a request for Conditional Use requires four votes to approve; 
failure to receive the four votes results in denial of the conditional use. A 
request for Discretionary Review requires four votes to take discretionary 
review and modify the project; failure to receive four votes results in 
approval of the proposed project without modification. Planning Code 
Section 302(c) sets forth the requirements for Commission determinations 
regarding Planning Code amendments. Planning Code Section 340(d) sets 
forth the requirements for Commission determinations regarding General 
Plan amendments.) 
A motion of intent occurs when the Commission passes a motion by a 
majority of all members of the Commission that is contrary to the 
preliminary recommendation of the Planning Department staff and the 



Commission does not have findings that support the intended action. Any 
Commissioner absent from participation in the motion of intent must be 
provided all relevant case material and hearing tapes for review prior to a 
scheduled hearing for consideration of the final motion. 

c. Once the Commission holds the public hearing on a permit application, 
receives all public testimony and declares that it is ready to consider 
approval or disapproval of the application, the applicant shall not be 
permitted to withdraw the application, except with the consent of the 
Commission. In the event that the Commission passes any motion of intent 
to approve or disapprove a permit application before them, the applicant 
shall not be permitted to withdraw the application prior to the 
Commission's completion of their action with passage of a written 
"Motion" with findings or a resolution. 

d. Once the Commission holds a public hearing on a matter before them, 
enters into deliberation and a motion for action is made and receives a 
second prior to the end of discussion, a request for "call the question" by 
any member other than the President or Chair would be addressed as 
follows: The request for "call the question" is considered a motion to halt 
discussion and must have a second to proceed. If the motion does not 
receive a second, the motion dies and discussion resumes on the matter on 
the floor prior to the motion to "call the question." If the motion receives a 
second then a vote must be taken immediately and passed by a majority of 
those present. 

Section 7. Jurisdiction. Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105, the Commission has the 

jurisdiction to approve prior to issuance "[all] permits and licenses dependent on, 

or affected by, the Planning Code administered by the Planning Department." 

Acting under this section, the Commission may at its discretion by a majority vote 

of the Commission (four votes), request staff to bring before it for review any 

such permit or license that has not yet been issued even if the application has 

been approved by the Commission or Department staff and forwarded to the 

Central Permit Bureau. The Commission loses jurisdiction upon either the City's 

issuance of the permit or license, or a valid appeal has been filed to an appellate 

body. 



Section 8. Parliamentary Procedure. The rules of parliamentary practice, as set 

forth in Robert's Rules of Order, shall govern all meetings of the Commission 

except as otherwise provided herein. 

Section 9. Order of Business. The order of business at any Regular Meeting may 

be as follows: 

1. Roll Call 

2. Consent Calendar 

3. Commission Matters 

4. Action Item List 

5. Department Matters 

6. Public Comment – 15 Minutes 

7. Regular Calendar 

8. Discretionary Review Calendar 

9. Public Comment 

10. Adjournment 

The President (or Chair) may change the order of business as determined 

necessary for the Planning Commission to conduct its business effectively. 

Section 10. Public Comment. The item at each Regular Meeting shall provide an 

opportunity for members of the public to address the Commission on items of 

interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the 

Commission, but which are not on the posted agenda for that Meeting. When 

that item is reached, members of the public may address the Commission for up 

to three (3) minutes. The President may limit the total testimony by all members 

of the public to fifteen (15) minutes. 

Section 11. Consent Calendar: Items may be placed on a Consent Calendar section 

of the Meeting Agenda. Items on the Consent Calendar may be approved by a 



single vote for all items. Any Commissioner, any member of the public or the 

Director may request that the item be taken off the Consent Calendar and placed 

on the regular agenda for that Commission Hearing or a later hearing. 

Section 12. Submittals: Procedure for submission of material related to any 

matter that comes before the Commission for their consideration is addressed in 

Appendix A attached to this document. 

Section 13. Hearing Procedures: At either a Regular or Special Meeting, a public 

hearing may be held before the Commission on any matter that is on the posted 

agenda of such Meeting. The procedure for such public hearings is addressed in 

Appendix A attached to this document. 

Section 14. Record. A record shall be kept of each Regular and Special Meeting by 

the Commission Secretary or by an Acting Secretary designated by the 

Commission Secretary. 

Section 15. Private Transcription. The President may authorize any person to 

transcribe the proceedings of a Regular or Special Meeting provided that the 

President may require that a copy of such transcript be provided for the 

Commission's permanent records. 

ARTICLE V – AMENDMENTS 

Section 1. These Rules and Regulations may be amended by the Commission at 

any Regular Meeting by a majority vote following a public hearing, providing that 

the amendment has been calendared for hearing for at least ten days. 

Amended: 



August 1, 1957  December 11, 1975 

January 12, 1961  June 24, 1976 

October 11, 1961  October 28, 1982 

March 26, 1964  April 19, 1984 

April 23, 1964  March 19, 1987 

October 29, 1964  July 28, 1988 

June 17, 1965  January 20, 1994 



October 24, 1968  February 2, 1995 

January 18, 1973  February 16, 1995 

March 1974  September 28, 1995  

August 8, 1974  January 25, 1996 

 

APPENDIX A OF SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION RULES & REGULATIONS 

Submittals and Hearing Procedures: 

A. Submittals 

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission in advance of hearing 

must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business 

the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public 

hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be 

submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. 

Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become 

a part of the public record until the following hearing. 

Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a 

copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to 

become a part of the public record. 

For sponsor and/or opposition briefs to be included in the packet forwarded to 

the Planning Commission in advance of a hearing, 15 hardcopies and a .pdf copy 

must be provided to the staff planner no later than the close of business eight 

days in advance of the hearing. Generally, 5 p.m. Wednesdays. 

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions 

shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 

B. Discretionary Review (DR) ‐ Information Packet Form 

I. Submittals: 

a. Submittals, including staff packets, are due to the Commission one week in 
advance of hearing. 

II. Content of submittals should be as follows: 

a. Abbreviated: 
o Staff cover memo attached to DR application and Project Sponsor 

response; 

o Plans in compliance with the Planning Department's "Plan Submittal 
Guidelines;" 

o Color streetscape of both sides of street; 

o Digital photographs of existing conditions. 



b. Full: 
o Same as stated in Abbreviated above; with 

o 3‐D Renderings. 

c. Environmental and historic resource documents to be attached to all 
submittals. 

III. Hearing Procedures: 

a. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the 
staff. 

b. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their 
designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) 
would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 

c. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to 
three (3) minutes each. 

d. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their 
designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) 
would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a 
period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 

e. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up 
to three (3) minutes each. 

f. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 

g. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 

h. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by 
members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on 
procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 

IV. Other: 

a. Revisions should be submitted to staff and DR requestors by 5pm Tuesday 
(two days) before the Thursday Hearing. 

b. Revisions submitted at hearing are discouraged and will only be considered 
at Commission discretion. 

C. Mandatory Discretionary Review (Dwelling Unit Removal) 



I. Submittals: 

a. Submittals, including staff packets, are due to the Commission one week in 
advance of hearing. 

II. Hearing Procedures: 

a. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff 

b. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their 
designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) 
would be for a period not to exceed five (5). 

c. Testimony by members of the public would be up to three (3) minutes 
each. 

d. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by 
members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on 
procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 

D. Cases (Conditional Use (CU); Office Allocation (321); Downtown Project (309); 

etc.): 

I. Submittals: 

a. Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or 

b. At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission 
Officers, two weeks in advance of hearing. 

II. Content of submittals should be as follows: 

a. Plans in compliance with the Planning Department's "Plan Submittal 
Guidelines;" 

b. Color streetscape of both sides of street; 

c. Digital photographs of existing conditions; 

d. 3‐D digital renderings; and 

e. Environmental and historic resource documents to be attached to all 
submittals. 



III. Hearing Procedures: 

a. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the 
staff. 

b. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes 
sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, 
and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, 
unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation 
time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, 
through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 

c. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a 
period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the 
project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers. The intent of 
the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the 
number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition. The 
requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the 
organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted. Organized 
opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 
hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the 
President or Chair. Such application should identify the organization(s) and 
speakers. 

d. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal: An individual may speak 
for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 

e. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal: An individual may speak 
for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 

f. Director's preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 

g. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 

h. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will 
be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 

i. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by 
members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on 
procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 

IV. Other: 



a. Revisions should be submitted to staff by 5pm Tuesday (two days) before 
the Thursday Hearing. 

b. Revisions submitted at hearing are discouraged and will only be considered 
at Commission discretion. 

E. Policy or Major Project Informational Presentations 

I. Submittals: 

a. Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or 

b. At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission 
Officers, two weeks in advance of hearing. 

II. Hearing Procedures: 

a. An introduction of the item or issue by the Director or a member of the 
staff. 

b. A presentation of the item or issue by staff or the issuing agency for a 
period not to exceed 20 minutes. 

c. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by 
members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on 
procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 

III. Other: 

a. Revisions should be submitted to staff by 5pm Tuesday (two days) before 
the Thursday Hearing. 

b. Revisions submitted at hearing are discouraged and will only be considered 
at Commission discretion. 

F. CEQA Appeals of Negative Declarations 

I. Submittals: 

a. Staff packet due to Commission one week in advance of hearing; or 



b. At the discretion of the Planning Director and Planning Commission 
Officers, two weeks in advance of hearing. 

II. Hearing Procedures: 

a. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff 

b. A presentation by the Appellant(s) team (includes appellant or their 
designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) 
would be for a period not to exceed ten (10) minutes. 

c. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their 
designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) 
would be for a period not to exceed ten (10) minutes. 

d. Testimony by members of the public would be up to three (3) minutes 
each. 

e. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by 
members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on 
procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 

G. Amendment to motions should be read back at the same hearing before the 

vote is taken. 

NOTE 

The Commission strongly discourages members of the public, project sponsors, 

architects, lawyers, etc. to cross the railing that separates the Commission and 

staff from the public seating area to engage in conversation with staff or the 

members of the Commission while a meeting is in session.  

 



Attachment B 
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2261 Market Street, #309, San Francisco, CA 94114 

Febl'Uary 20, 2018 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As publisher of lhc San Francisco Bay Times, a publication serving the Bay Aren's 
LGT3TQ community since 1978, I am writing in support of Grnbstake's proposed 
redevelopment pr~ject which you are considering. 

Members of our community have for many decades found the Grubstake location to be an 
excellent one to e11joy an affordable and delicious meal and to socialize and network with 
friends and colleagues. Grubstake has for many years welcomed the eccentric as well as 
the mainstream members of our diverse community. 

Grubstake is important to us for many reasons, and having provided a safe and 
welcoming environment to gather is extremely valuable. Additionally, the restaurant has 
provided volunteers and pro bono product and service in support of r ITV I ATOS and other 
LGBTQ organizations. 

T have reviewed the proposal submitted by Grubstake executives and T believe it 
accurately and responsibly maintains the unique features, culture and spirit of the long
standing location. We encourage its approval. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

:,
0

G°i&f}~~ 
Co-Publisher/Editor 
San Francisco Bay Times 
sfbaytimes.com 
Publisbcr@sfbaytimes.com 
415-601-2113 (direct) 



To Whom It May Concern: 

DOM~ S.1cl'lt1 " . ~&n,.. ... )(JI> ors n ,,.,. , "' 

584 Castro, Sox l99 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

415-695-1942 

March 1, 2018 

As a community aC'tlvist Involved In many groups LGBT and othe-rwrse, I me-t recenttv with 
Jimmy Consos of Grubstake restaurant at 1525 Pinc Strt'C-t and carne away thrilled wnh his 
plans. Mr. Consos understands and honors the history of this iconic eatery and is deterrrnined 
to respect thos.e-who have long ma-de it a favorite S<1n Francisco spot. His amiJUrtg familiarity 
w·ith ttie hi!>tory of the busines$ leads him to build on pa!it succcss!'.s while .a:ddre:ssing new 
tast~s and demograpMcs tn our diverse communrty. He: pJans: to maintain a menu that i ndudes 
populiJr d ishes, while adding new com pie.mental)' hems. Familiar visual elements will b.e 
seamlessly included in the. new vision for the business. And lhesurrounding communitv wll! be 
induded in Grubstake's cocitinumg evoltStion. 

With so rnuth dianeing so rapidly in San Francisco, manv times with no regard for traditions OC' 

history, It is refreshfn.g to see a business ma.I'\ so tn touch w1th Ms amomers and their desire to 
see Grubstake maintain its t f'!putation and grow in popularity. Based on f'li.s relationships with 
lower Polk Neighbors, husinesses, and individua~, wc-.-are confident that his plans will catapult 
Grubstak~ to new successes 11nd enh~nce Its position Within tliti neighboring rommunitY. 

In ;;;ddition, Mr. Con.sos is anxious to be an acbve participam in the larger community and 
offered to provide. material support to non-profit fund raisers and to build re:Jationships with 
many of the S(!J"Vice orpniz:ations with which I work regularly. Such support is vital and greatJv 
appreciated. 

I CQUld not bt more ~.l<dU?d for the hr.ore of Grubst<1ke and f\llty 5upport Mr. Consos' ambitious 
plans: for this l~acy buslness. It will be good for San Francis.col 

S1ncerely, 

~~U_t-
Oonna Sachet 



9/10/2018 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 

My name is Dr. Bill Lipsky and I live in San Francisco. I am writing to enthusiastically support 

1525 Pine Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. The Polk Corridor and Grubstake 

are forever part of our history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the diner is vitally 

important 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his 

team were the new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would 

keep going as we always knew it. and that promise has been kept Not only that, but they're 

doing everything they can to bring in new customers by getting more involved in the 

community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can 

thrive. The infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for 

the day because of electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, 

but the protection of the history as an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than 

a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and his team to ensure the new Grubstake 

embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what makes Grubstake so 

special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community, 1525 Pine Street delivers badly

needed homes for one of the City"s most dynamic neighborhoods, and the project team has 
been an important partner with the Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting 
the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. I strongly support this project for all the 

reasons listed above. 

Best Regards, 

Dr. Bill Lipsky 



February 16, 2018 

Re: Grubstake Diner, 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a local activist and San Francsico resident, I am writing to support the 
proposed Grubstake Diner project at 1525 Pine Street. 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that. the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake diner it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

~cerely, ~ • 4-J 

IG~fl. v 
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February 1, 2018 

Re: 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a resident and activist in the neighborhood, I am writing to support the 
proposed project at 1525 Pine Street. 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciat ion for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that, the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake diner it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

Gil Padia 
Academy of Friends 



Augustj1st. 2018 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission St. Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 

My name is Brent Pogue and I am actively involved in the Academy of Friends Charity Organization. I have 
also been a San Francisco resident for over 30 years and for a number of those years I lived in the Polk St. 

area. I am writing to enthusiastically support 1525 Pine Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. 
The Polk Corridor and Grubstake are forever part of our history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the 

diner is vitally important. 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his team were the 

new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would keep going as we always knew 

it, and that promise has been kept. Not only that. but they're doing everything they can to bring in new 
customers by getting more involved in the community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can thrive. The 
infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for the day because of 
electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, but the protection of the history as 

an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and 
his team to ensure the new Grubstake embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what 

makes Grubstake so special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one-of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community, 1525 Pine Street delivers badly-needed homes 
for one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods, and the project team has been an important partner with the 

Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. 
I strongly support this project for all the reasons listed above. Not only is the Grubstake important to the 

LBGTQ community but the new restaurant Is welcoming to the ever changing demographic of the Polk corridor 

community at large and will be inclusive of 

Best Rega 
/~ 

/ 

~ent 



February 16, 2018 

Re: Grubstake Diner, 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a neighborhood resident and longtime customer of Grubstake, I am writing to 
support the proposed Grubstake Diner project at 1525 Pine Street. 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that, the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake dinelj it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ e)~".'i ~ (IY~·"'J \\iwd ! d1:/e 
·\~ ..;._, c_y-h ~ \-l c_ l ~ ~~ ~ k <!\-". ~ ~c. i eJ, 

I 
\\ N ~ 0 I ~()Y-Q_ k~lw~ ~;J"'- J ~ G\.-.-1 J &-t 
~ S..\ ~c.,ve J , 

~"" 1~vv 41<- ~:,:,- -,1~1'--/ 



October 1orn 2018 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 

My name is Nikos Diaman and I live in San Francisco. I am writing to enthusiastically support 

152S Pine Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. The Polk Corridor and Grubstake 

are forever part of our history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the diner is vitally 

important. 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his 

team were the new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would 

keep going as we always knew it, and that promise has been kept Not only that, but they're 

doing everything they can to bring in new customers by getting more involved in the 

community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can 

thrive. The infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for 

the day because of electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, 

but the protection of the history as an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than 

a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and his team to ensure the new Grubstake 

embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what makes Grubstake so 

special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one-of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community, 1525 Pine Street delivers badly

needed homes for one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods, and the project team has 

been an important partner with the Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting 
the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. I strongly support this project for all the 

reasons listed above. 

Best Regards, 

Nikos Diaman 



February 16, 2018 

Re: Grubstake Diner, 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern. 

As a neighborhood resident and longtime customer of Grubstake, I am writing to 
support the proposed Grubstake Diner project at 1525 Pine Street 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that, the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake diner it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, ) 1 

)< '-11 v ;:pA. 
f? A I I; p <! L ;q ~ 1~;;: 

~ .f"n G-~ z_ J- y 



09/20/2018 

To Whom It May Concern 

Our names are Fernando and Linda Santos and we are the former owners of Grubstake Diner. We're so 

proud of the role Grubstake and places like it have played in making San Francisco the open, accepting, 

and eccentric city we love, which is why we are writing to enthusiastically support the 1525 Pine Street 

proposal. 

We sold Grubstake with mixed emotions in 2015 after 26 joyful and rewarding years. We also knew it 

was time for a change. The proposal for 1525 Pine Street will ensure the next generation will enjoy the 

diner just like San Franciscans in years past. 

We have high hopes for Grubstake's future. The new owners, Jimmy Consos and Nick Pigott promised to 

run Grubstake as the community knew it and they have lived up to that commitment. We hope to see 

Grubstake live on, but the atmosphere and the feeling customers get when they take a seat are more 

important than the physical building. We trust Jimmy and his team to get the ne.rt Grubstake right. 

We also support the project because 1525 Pine Street delivers badly-needed homes for one of the City's 

most lively neighborhoods. The project team has partnered with the Lower Polk!=BD and the alleyways 

initiative, even deciding to orient the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. Please approve 

1525 Pine Street without delay. 

Best Regards, 



RANDALLM. SHAW 

STEPHEN' L. COLLIER 
RAQUEL FOX 
STEPHEN' P. BOOTH 
MARGARET DEMATI'EO 
TYLER ROUGEAU 
MICHAEL ZITANI 

Claudine Asbagh 

TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC 
126 Hyde Street 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel. (415) 771-9850 
Fax. (415) 771-1287 

July 10, 2018 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 1525 Pine Street 

Dear Ms. Asbagh, 

Contact: 
Email: randy@thclinic.org 
Phone: 771-9850 x 1117 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed demolition of the Grubstake 
restaurant and the construction of a seven-story building containing residential 
units and commercial space (including a newly built Grubstake restaurant). 

I have gotten to know the Grubstake owners through their attending events at the 
Tenderloin Museum. They care about the neighborhood's history. They will do their 
best to restore the Grubstake's key architectural features in the new building. Their 
proposal to preserve the restaurant's look and menu in a new building will enhance 
its chances for longterm viability. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Randy Shaw 
Executive Director 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for t he rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstal..e Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete t he experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in t he Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Address 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

x ____ ~--7=~--~-~ ________ Date Ap.-il ~(vii wil 

Shah Awi • Concierge 
SF Marriott Fisherman's Wharf 

I Z50 Columbus Ave, SF CA 94133 
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To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 
want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 
will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 
Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we' re going to cont inue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

.....-. ...... A~· -r1~ .. - u? 'f) 
Name/Business. ___ ,_ v _ L __ 

1 1
"VY_ ...... _rc4~~~A-=---.....:...µ,("l! 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long trmt' n<'ighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 
want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 
will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Omer, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 
Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 
Poll ne~ If we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

...,enfo¥1Dfn1out. PIHse approve this project without delay. 

Truly. 

Date ~/Jr/z,J 

Name/Business f-R4-! ~ / ;2.,1"" J 

Address, __ ___J,/_.:.~..:..2.-...:_/ _..J..f--1.1.!...:·/\(.~__:(:__f.!....:.:._ ____ _ 



Sanaz Nikaein 

1545 Pine Street #209 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
sanazbanu@yahoo.com 

September 27, 2020 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Attn: Samantha Updegrave 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco CA 94103 

Dear Samantha, 

My name Is Sanaz Nikaein and I am a homeowner at The Austin condominiums at 1545 Pine Street. I am 

contacting you to express my support for the currently proposed Grubstake project at 1525 Pine Street. 

I have reviewed the plans and I believe the building will be a great addition to the neighborhood. The 

thoughtful design integrates the building Into the community by orienting pedestrian access to Austin 

Alley, a growing hub and key component of the of the Lower Polk Alley initiative. They alley is a 

continuing challenge to residents' safety, and I believe that additional positive activation in Austin Alley 

will be a key ingredient In alleviating this concern. 

As an adjacent neighbor, I am a fan of the Grubstake and appreciate its importance to the 

neighborhood. I want to see It remain here on Pine Street for many years, and I am pleased that the 

proposed project will bring both new housing to the community while also Incorporating the timeless 
charm that makes the Grubstake a one-of-a-kind destination. 

The project sponsor has demonstrated a collaborative planning process - seeking input from nearby 

neighbors and providing tll]91Y updates on the status of the proposal. 1525 Pine Street w ill be an asset 

to the Lower Polk com~ and I encourage the Planning Commission's approval of the project. 
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San Francisco Entertainment Commission 

City Hall, Room 12, Ground Level 

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Entertainment Commission Members, 

I am writing to support the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street, application number. I am the 

General Manager of The Holiday Inn Golden Gateway Hotel. 

The 1525 Pine Street project will be a positive force in the Lower Polk Community, adding to the 

already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. The project sponsors are Lower Polk business 

people and neighborhood stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local 

eccentricities shared by few others. 

More than that, 1525 Pine Street project sponsors - Jimmy Consos and Nick Pigott - have been 

active in the Lower Polk Neighbors community group, and have made themselves available to 

neighbors and business owners throughout the planning process. The proposal is not only 

thoughtfully-planned and responsive to neighbors, but will be positive for me as a local business 

owner. 

The project team has provided ample notice about 1525 Pine Street's matter at the 

Entertainment Commission, and I fully support the project. 

Thank you and best regards, 

µ;Jle.-~ (],AlPA--
Michael George \""o -
General Manager 

Holiday Inn Golden Gateway Hotel 

1500 Van Ness Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94109 



August31st. 2018 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission St. Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear San Francisco Plannlng Commission, 

My name is Quensella Miller and I am the owner of Q walking tours. I am a San Francisco native and I have 

lived in the Polk Street area for a number of those years. I am writing to enthusiastically support 1525 Pine 

Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. The Polk Corridor and Grubsfake are forever part of our 

history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the diner is vitally Important. 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his team were the 

new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would keep going as we always knew 

it, and that promise has been kept. Not only that, but they're doing everything they can to bring in new 

customers by getting more involved in the community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can thrive. The 

infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for the day because of 

electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, but the protection of the history as 
an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and 

his team to ensure lhe new Grubstake embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what 

makes Grubstake so special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one-of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community. 1525 Pine Street delivers badly-needed homes 
for one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods. and the project team has been an important partner with the 

Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. 

I strongly support this project for all the reasons listed above. 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the 
Grubstake Diner, and want to express rny e::n~hu ~id)tll for the rebuilding 

of the Grubstake Diner. This project will be .great for the neighborhood. 

It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also adds middle income 

and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the 

local community and we need business owners like them to continue to 
invest in the Lower Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a place that people can afford to live and enjoy going out. Please 

approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

X,__-==-~~-.<---------- Date ti3,hjiJC2/ 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing .rs a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of thE· 

(jrubsta,ke Djner, and want to .express my enthusiasm for lht! 1diuiluini; 

of the Grubstake Dlner. This project will be great for the neighborhood. 
It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also adds middle fncome 
and affordable housing and helps complete the experience· along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy .and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in t he 

local community and we need l:>usiness owners like them· to cont1nue to 

invest in the Lower Polk, neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a. place that people can afferd to live and enjoy going out. Please 

approve this project without del<iy. 

Truly, 

~· c: t .,~,'- .,e ~ r 
x. ___ '-"-__ • __ > ___ -_ .. _t _._,1._. ·_z __ c-_._· v ______ o~te 0 '11~.,li.. z 1 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-trme neighbor, patron and supporter of the 

Grubstak~ Diner, and want to express my enthu~fo~m fu1 lhe rebuildi11g 

of the Grubstake Diner. This project will be great for the neighborhood. 
It not only preserves the G1ubstake Diner, it also.adds middle income 

and affordable· housing anc helps complete t he experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in th.e 
local comrnunityand we need busine.ss owners like them to,contlnue to 

invest in the Lower Polk neigh!)orhood if we're going to continue to be 

a place that people can afford to live and enjoy going out. Please 

approve th ts project without delay_ 

Truly, 

Addres• \ Lf J j f 0 Lk__ S \ ,~-e_-€._\ 
' 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-<ime ne1ghoor, pauon ~ndsu~porter ·of the Grubstake Di~er1 <(nd 
want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuOding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 
will be. great for <he neighborhood. It not only preserves t he Grubstake Oi!ler, >t also 
-.dds middle income and 0ffordablc housjng and t)elps comp let" th" cxpe.rience ·•lone 
Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick ho"" gone to g reat lengths to participate ih the local 
community and we need business owners like them to contirtue to invest' in th.e Low~r 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to cont inue to be o plaoe ttlat pepple can afford to live 
and.enjoy goillg out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Date lj / Ql.. l 

Address )3>1 fb Ile Jl 



To Whom It May ·Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the 

Grubstake Diner, anll Wdlll lo exµ1e>> 111y e11thusia&m fortl1e rebuilding 

of the Grupstake Diner. This project will be great for the nelghborhootl. 
It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also adds middle income 

and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy :and Nick have gone to great lengths to parti.cipate in the 

local community and. we need business owners like them·to continue to 

invest in the Lower Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a place that people can afford to live and enjey going out. Please 

;;pprove thls project without delay. 

Truly, 

Address~i' 5 po \ K S,t 5u_; { 



To Whom It May Concern, 

l am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the 

Grubstake Oiner, and want to express rny enthusiasm for the rebui'lding 
of the Grubstake Diner. Th'fs project will be great. fortl]e neighborhood. 

It not only preserves the Grubstake !Jlner, it also acids middle income 
and affordable hous'ing and helps complete the experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy and Nic.k have gone to great lengths to participate in the 
loc·al commuriity and we need business owners like them to continue to 

invest in the L0wer Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a pl;;H;e that people can afford to live and enjoy ,goi11g out. Please 
approve t his project withou t delay. 

Truly, . J / 
x.____.c:~A-----"· /--""---~~ _ _ Date 

Narne/Business. _ _ _ ~,),_,G""'-€"_-'-/ _ _,/3-"-. _i_5.___r_,_}_1'_>'1-'· _ej_,, 



To Whom It Mily Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 
adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the e)(perience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 
Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out . Please approve this project w ithout delay. 

Truly, 

x" ___ ,....._.~----"--~------- Date \// 1 j) ( 
~· ~ 
~ 

Name/Business lJL.J n~ ' ......., 

Address \ <:; t/ ~ ( c_ \. le "' ..._ )y q L// (." ci( 
} 



BRIAN MCINERNEY 
415 847-1423 RXMRES@gmoil.com 

April 20, 2021 

To Whom It May Concern. 

As a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and want to 
express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. 

This project will be welcome improvement for the neighborhood. It not only preserves 
the Grubstake Diner, it also adds much needed middle income and affordable housing 
while enhancing the experience along Austin Alley. 

For many years Jimmy and Nick have participated in our local community, assisting and 
contributing to the beautification and safety of the area. We need more business owners 
like them to continue to invest in the Lower Polk neighborhood In order for it to continue 
to be a place people can afford to live and enjoy. 

Please approve this project without delay. 

Sincerely, 

J\. 
Brian Mcinerney 

Property Management 

1412/ 1414 Van Ness at Austin Alley 

-



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project wit hout delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business t\ma l, aNV\ ~I"~ 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuild ing of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Dirier, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

x __ ~.,L-1----/.~,,,__~--4-1---· _ __ Date l>t/jj> 5 / zoz,; 

Name/Business Co'f'Y1-p()_S S 
t 

Address I J./<1 CJ V fJ,_ Y\ Ne-.75 fble fl U -e.___. 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate In the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business cc11VI pti..S 5 

Address / '-/(JO Vd.M./ ~ tfwl<.LJL/ 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuild ing of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Dirier, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

x __ ~.,L-1----/.~,,,__~--4-1---· _ __ Date l>t/jj> 5 / zoz,; 

Name/Business Co'f'Y1-p()_S S 
t 

Address I J./<1 CJ V fJ,_ Y\ Ne-.75 fble fl U -e.___. 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebu ilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

w ill be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

X.___;,A:;z __ ~:;;;..,.___..,------- Date 'f4fr1 

Name/Business._1-.6~'-/{ __ Pt_74-,;;,..._5_S _______ _ 

Address / l/ 00 Vt/ f( N~S 1/¥£° 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-rime neighbor. patron and supporter of the Grubruike Diner, and 

want to e)(Jlress my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, ft also 

odds middle income and affordable housing and helps compl@te the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick h•v• cone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need businesi ownen like them to continue to invest in the lo•ver 

Polk neighborhood if we're going lO continue to be a plaoe lhat people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please apprcve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business ~ 

Address /ij;JtJ ~~ 
~~ C24. c:?ytq 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out . Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business 4'.;y \<'; '>t- \' 'v\ d 

Address ___ \ ~_o_D __ V_~_'v\ _ _ ~ __ c;_~_ ...... k __ _ 
c._A- q 4\ o'T-
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To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebu ilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

w ill be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

X.___;,A:;z __ ~:;;;..,.___..,------- Date 'f4fr1 

Name/Business._1-.6~'-/{ __ Pt_74-,;;,..._5_S _______ _ 

Address / l/ 00 Vt/ f( N~S 1/¥£° 



Attachment C 



 
8871.02/The Austin - Additional Disclosure (06-19-2017) FINAL 

THE AUSTIN, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
 

SELLER’S ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURE TO PURCHASERS 
 
 
PACIFIC PINE LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, THE ENTITY THAT OWNS THE 
PROJECT AND IS SELLING THE UNITS, HEREBY PROVIDES THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL 
DISCLOSURE TO BUYERS OF CONDOMINIUM UNITS AT THE AUSTIN.  
 
The Seller of The Austin understands that entitlement applications have been submitted to City agencies for a 
proposed new 7-story mixed-use commercial and residential development at the adjacent property to the east at 
1525 Pine Street.  Complete details for the potential development and proposed construction timeline are not 
available at this time.  The proposed project has not been approved and building permits have not been issued by 
City agencies at this time.  The future of the proposed project is uncertain at this time.  It is unknown whether the 
proposed project will be approved and built.  If the project is built, it may be constructed with different 
specifications.  Until such time as the proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is 
constructed, it is subject to change. 
 
If the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street is approved and construction proceeds, then throughout the demolition 
and construction processes at 1525 Pine Street, construction personnel may have temporary access to the Project 
and a construction crane may have a temporary right to traverse the Project’s airspace.  Completion of the proposed 
1525 Pine Street project may impact unit views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the Project, 
particularly those of east facing Units in the Project.  The roof of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may contain 
venting and mechanical equipment that may be visible from your Unit and the Project, and may contain roof 
deck(s).  The proposed redevelopment of 1525 Pine Street currently includes retaining Grubstake restaurant, as 
discussed in the Seller’s Supplemental Disclosures to Purchasers (the “Disclosure Statement”), as the ground floor 
tenant.  You should contact the San Francisco Planning Department for further detail. 
 
All capitalized terms used but not defined herein shall have the same meaning given to such term in the Disclosure 
Statement. 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
Buyer has fully read and understands this Additional Disclosure and has asked any questions Buyer deems 
appropriate to clarify any issue(s) described herein. 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
 
______________________________ 
Seller’s Representative 
 
Unit Number _____________ 
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■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pelosilawgroup.com 
 

 
July 1, 2021 
 
 

Mr. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
49 South Van Ness, Ste 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Re: 1525 Pine Street (Case No. 2015-009955CUA) – July 22, 2021 Hearing 
and State Density Bonus.   

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners, 

On May 6, 2021, the Planning Commission reviewed and heard testimony for the “Grubstake 
Project” located at 1525 Pine Street.1 At the hearing, concern was raised by owners at the Austin, a newly 
constructed condominium development adjacent to the Grubstake, regarding light impacts on the interior 
courtyard and specifically, impacts to residents of the condominiums that front along that courtyard.  
Based on those concerns, the Planning Commission continued the Grubstake Project, asking that 
additional analysis be provided regarding light to those interior condominiums as well as options to 
increase or improve light conditions.   

Following the Planning Commission hearing, the Project sponsor retained Adam Phillips from 
PreVision Design, a well-known and well-regarded shadow and light expert, to analyze the light 
conditions and provide recommendations to increase light to the interior facing condominiums.  A copy 
of PreVision’s report and findings is included as Attachment 1.  In sum, PreVision found that a 79-foot 
building with lighting increases the perceived brightness to residents by +0.24% on an annual basis over 
a 65-foot building, meaning the light impacts to owners of interior facing condominiums is virtually 
identical in a code compliant versus density bonus scenario.2 This report has been shared with owners at 
the Austin and the Project sponsor has also hosted a video call with those owners fronting the interior 
courtyard where Adam from PreVision presented his findings and answered questions.3    

At the May 6, 2021 hearing, the Planning Commission also asked questions about the 1545 
Pine Street (the Austin) approvals.  We have been able to locate documents related to that approval 
including the exposure variance granted for the interior courtyard and a recorded document and 
diagram indicating that one inclusionary unit4 fronts the interior light well.  In granting the exposure 
variance for the Austin, the Zoning Administrator specifically found that “[n]umerous residential 

 
1 The Grubstake Project would redevelop the Grubstake site using the State Density Bonus Law to provide 21 dwelling 
units in a 79-foot-tall building with 2,473 square feet of commercial space for the Grubstake restaurant (“Project”).   
2 The PreVision report analyzes the difference in light from a 65-foot building and 79-foot building and a 79-foot 
building with lighting.  As the project is utilizing the State Density Bonus Law and has the full protections of the 
Housing Accountability Act, discussion, and analysis of existing conditions (i.e., no project) was not prepared nor 
warranted. 
3 This video call was held on June 25, 2021.  A copy of the presentation from this video call is also included in 
Attachment 1. 
4 The Austin includes 12 inclusionary units.   
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buildings in the Polk Street NCD and Van Ness SUD predate the Planning Code and provide dwelling 
unit exposure on light courts or other open areas that do not strictly comply with Section 140 [and] 
that the granting of this variance would allow for a design comparable to many other high rise 
buildings in San Francisco.”  Thus, the condition created at the Austin is not unique.  Copies of these 
documents as well as the caption notes from the October 2, 2014 hearing on the Austin are included 
as Attachment 2.   

Finally, at the May 6, 2021 hearing, there was some Planning Commission discussion regarding 
requesting the Project reduce its height.  As the Planning Commission is aware, the Project is utilizing 
the State Density Bonus Law (SDBL) by including 13% of the units for very low-income tenants.  The 
Project fully complies with the SDBL which limits the Planning Commission’s discretion in its review.  
The Project also has the full protection of the Housing Accountability Act (HAA).5  Under these 
protections, the Planning Commission cannot disapprove the Project or lower its density unless it 
finds by a preponderance of the evidence that it would have a specific, adverse impact on public health 
or safety and there is no feasible way to mitigate or avoid the impact. Those findings require the 
Planning Commission to identify “objective, identified written public health or safety standards, 
policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete”6 as well as 
affirmatively find that there are no feasible means of mitigating or avoiding such public health or safety 
impacts other than rejecting the Project or reducing its size.7  Not only can those findings not be made, 
but the report prepared by PreVision clearly establishes that the 79-foot tall building with lighting will 
not result in a public health or safety impact.   

While we understand the frustration of the owners of the 10 condominiums fronting the 
interior courtyard, they, along with all other owners in the Austin received and signed a separate 
disclosure regarding the 1525 Pine Street project as part of purchasing their condominiums.  That 
disclosure specifically stated that “[c]ompletion of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may impact 
unit views, light source and privacy for certain units, ... particularly east facing Units.” (emphasis 
added).  These owners may have been misled by sales staff as to the likelihood of something being 
built, but at the time they purchased, an application was on file for 1525 Pine Street and they were 
notified that something would be built and could built “with different specifications” than noted in 
the application.  A copy of that disclosure is included as Attachment 3.   

For these reasons, and for all the reasons outlined in our May 4, 2021 letter, which is included 
without attachments as Attachment 4, we respectfully ask the Planning Commission take action to 
approve the Project.   

 

 
5 Following the May 6, 2021 hearing, the Project sponsor amended its SDBL application to include an 
incentive/concession for unit mix.  As discussed below, this incentive is legally justified as it does not change the density 
allowed on the Project site and evidence has been submitted that shows the incentive/concession will result in tangible 
and quantifiable cost reductions that allow the Project to provide on-site affordable housing units.    
6 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1)(A). 
7 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1)(B). 
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I. Light in the Interior Courtyard at The Austin 

The Grubstake Project has been in process for over six (6) years.  During that time, the Project 
sponsors have met and worked extensively with the community, neighbors and interested parties 
preparing technical studies to listen, analyze and respond to comments and concerns raised.  When 
the issue of light within the Austin’s interior courtyard was raised by owners at the Austin, the Project 
sponsors committed to investigating and incorporating light enhancing features to address the 
concerns. 

Over the past several months, the Project sponsors have reached out to light experts to 
evaluate various options to enhance light in the interior courtyard.  This includes adding reflective 
facade panels, installing a feature on the roof of 1525 Pine Street to “scoop light” and direct it down 
into the interior courtyard, and create an exterior catwalk along a portion of the core to eliminate solid 
walls and allow light to flow through the building.  None of these options, however, are feasible. 

Reflective façade panels would have the unintended consequence of creating heat and 
reflective glare.  An example of this is the “Walkie Talkie” building in London which was modified 
after it was discovered that the reflective panels created such a concentration of light and glare that it 
melted cars and could fry an egg on the sidewalk.8  “Scooping light” is not possible given the sun 
angle, width of the structure and depth of the interior courtyard.  Exposing portion of the building’s 
core via exterior catwalks is not feasible under the fire code and enclosing these areas with fire-rated 
glass or other transparent material is also not possible as the cost is estimated to be over $3 million, 
rendering the Project financially infeasible.     

As part of the effort to find a solution to concerns, and in response to questions raised by 
the Planning Commission, the Project Sponsors retained Adam Phillips from PreVision Designs to 
conduct an Exterior Lighting analysis focusing on light levels in the adjacent interior courtyard at 
1545 Pine Street.  As noted above, a copy of this report is included as Attachment 1.  PreVision was 
tasked with analyzing the difference in light in the interior courtyard between a code compliant 65-
foot structure versus the 79-foot structure proposed under the SDBL.  Working with the Project 
architects, PreVision also consulted on a lighting scheme to increase light in the interior courtyard, 
then comparing the light under this scenario against both the 65-foot structure and the 79-foot 
structure.  An analysis of existing conditions was not part of the scope because it is not realistic or 
reasonable to assume no development on the Project site given it is an underutilized parcel, in the 
urban core, adjacent to transit and the property owners have a legal right to develop.  

As shown in the table below, the PreVision report found that while the interior courtyard 
brightness “varied significantly at different times of day and during different times of year” a 65-foot 
building would result in a “modest amount of additional brightness relative to the 79-ft project” but 
that “[w]ith the addition of indirect lighting...the in average annual brightness of the 79-ft project 

 
8 See https://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/it-hotter-anywhere-ive-ever-been-london-skyscraper-melts-cars-
flna8c11066086;  https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-london-27425560  

https://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/it-hotter-anywhere-ive-ever-been-london-skyscraper-melts-cars-flna8c11066086
https://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/it-hotter-anywhere-ive-ever-been-london-skyscraper-melts-cars-flna8c11066086
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-london-27425560
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with lighting and the 65-ft project would be virtually identical.”9  

Annualized quantitative light level comparisons 

Building 
Height/Features 

65-ft 79-ft
79-ft + 
lighting

% Change 
(65-ft vs. 79-ft + 
Lighting) 

Annual LuxHrs 859,824 664,978 875,276 +15,452

Average Annual Perceived 
Brightness 

79.15% 75.40% 79.39% +0.24%

When the Austin was approved, as evidenced in the approval documents included in 
Attachment 2, the exposure issues associated with its interior courtyard were known and it was it was 
noted that such a configuration is not new in the City or in the area.   In fact, the Zoning Administrator 
under Finding III.B for the Variance granted found that the interior courtyard dwelling units will all 
“face onto an open area with a minimum dimension of 25 feet by 25 feet, which is more than the 
amount available for many existing dwelling unit in the area that were constructed prior to the 
exposure requirement of the Code.”10  Owners of condominiums at the Austin facing this interior 
courtyard had notice of this condition at the time they purchased their units through the disclosures 
they signed.  Any assumption that the adjacent parcel would never be developed not only was 
unreasonable but counter to publicly accessible information and evidence specifically placed before 
them.  

Concerns regarding the interior courtyard lighting have not been ignored by the Project 
sponsor.  In fact, the Project sponsor has worked diligently on them, commissioning an independent 
analysis from PreVision and committing to incorporate lighting studied in the PreVision report into 
its building.  The Project sponsor will also continue to work with the owners at the Austin on this 
issue and is willing to discuss other viable options consistent with the Project proposed to increase 
light and brightness. 

II. State Density Bonus Law

Under the SDBL (Gov. Code Section 65915), a project sponsor may seek additional density 
for a proposed project depending on the amount of affordable housing included in the project and 
the project sponsor may also seek up to three development concessions and incentives and unlimited 
waivers to development standards that would physically preclude the development of the project.  In 
exchange for providing 13% of the Project units as for very low-income tenants, the Project is seeking 
six (6) additional units, two (2) concessions/incentives and eight (8) waivers of development standards. 
As provided in more detail below, the concessions/incentives result in tangible and quantifiable cost 
reductions that allow the Project to provide the affordable housing units.  Additionally, due to the 
narrow and long shape of the lot, without the eight (8) waivers the Project’s construction inclusive 
of the affordable housing units would be physically precluded.   

9 Prevision Report pg. 8. 
10 See Finding III.B, pg. 4 (emphasis added). 



 
 
 
 
 

 

5 
 
 
 
 

The Project’s additional density request, the incentives/concessions it seeks, along with the 
eight (8) waivers needed to provide the affordable housing units, fall directly within the requirements 
of the SDBL.  They will not have an adverse impact on health and safety and are not contrary to state 
or federal law and, therefore, must be approved by the Planning Commission.  For reference, these 
requests are summarized below. 

A. Concession/Incentive 

  The Project seeks two (2) concessions/incentives that result in actual identifiable cost 
reductions to the Project.  

1. Bay Window Projections (Section 136)  
 

Under the Planning Code, allowable projections may extend 2’ and be 15’ maximum in length 
along Austin Street.   The Project includes bay windows that project into Austin Street that are outside 
of the allowable extent of the projection limits under the Planning Code. This projection, however, 
recovers floor area that is lost to Project lightwells. The Project sponsor provided abundant 
information and analysis to Planning staff to substantiate the conclusion that the Project’s additional 
floor area and the cost saving from using one frame wall system would offset the cost of providing 
affordable housing on site and therefore a concession is entirely appropriate under the SDBL.  

 
2. Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6)11 
 

In the Polk Street NCD at least 35% of residential units must be two (2) and three (3) bedroom 
units and at least 10% must be three (3) bedroom units.  The Project proposes 28% of the units as 
two (2) and three (3) bedrooms with 14% of the units as three (3)-bedroom units.   To strictly meet 
the Planning Code requirements for unit mix, the construction of an entire additional floor would be 
required.  As density in the Polk Street NCD is based on lot area, not building form, non-compliance 
with the unit mix requirement will not increase the overall density permitted on the site.  The project 
site is very narrow, limiting floor plan layouts and constraining the number of two (2) or three (3) 
bedrooms units per floor.  Adding another floor to the Project would not only increase overall 
construction costs but would also change the building classification.  The building currently is 72’ 10” 
tall.  Adding another floor would increase the building height by a minimum of 9’-8.5” resulting in the 
highest level of residential occupancy above 75’ resulting in it being classified as “high-rise 
construction.”  “High-rise construction” requires additional building systems, safety/egress systems 
and increases overall construction costs.  As supported by the provided information, this increase in 
construction costs would render the Project financially infeasible and thus an incentive is warranted.  

 
 

 
11 The Project originally only requested a Conditional Use authorization (CUA) to deviate from the dwelling unit mix 
requirements. Given that the CUA does not increase the density permitted under the SDBL for the Project, the request 
also qualifies for an incentive under the SDBL, which is now being requested.   
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B. Waivers 

The Project seeks eight (8) waivers from development standards that preclude the development 
of the Project.    

1. Rear Yard (Section 134)  
 
The Project is required to provide a rear yard equal to 25% of lot depth.  The Project site is 

narrow and deep, and it is physically infeasible to build the Project with the required rear yard.  The 
Project does include rooftop open space as well as two lightwells, but a strict enforcement of the 
Code requirement would preclude the development of the Project.  The Project is relying on a waiver 
under the SDBL of this requirement.  

 
2. Common Open Space (Section 135g) 

 
The Planning Code requires 1,008 square feet of Common Open Space for the Project’s 21 

units.  The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code for Common Useable Open Space.  The 
Project provides 749 square feet of Common Open Space on a roof deck, which is 74% of the open 
space required.  The Project also provides six (6) private balconies for units, but the dimensions of 
the balconies do not meet the minimum requirements to qualify as code compliant private open 
space.  Providing code compliant balconies in the Project would physically preclude the development 
of the Project as it would require the complete loss of four (4) units and the significant reduction of 
square footage in other units, rendering the Project physically infeasible.  The Project is relying on a 
waiver under the SDBL of this requirement.  

 
3. Unit Exposure (Section 140) 

The Project seeks a waiver for minor deviation from the Planning Code’s Dwelling Unit 
Exposure requirements.  Only one (1) of the Project units do not meet the strict requirements of the 
Planning Code as it provides less than the required 25 feet wide exposure in each direction.  The unit 
instead faces onto a six (6) feet by 25-feet lightwell but also contains a private balcony.  The Project 
requires a waiver as the strict adherence to the Planning Code would physically preclude the 
construction of the Project as proposed and the Project is relying on the SDBL for a waiver of this 
requirement.  

 
4. Ground Floor Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4)) 

 
The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code Ground Floor Ceiling Height 

requirement of 14-feet.  The Project is honoring the design elements of the existing Grubstake 
restaurant on the ground floor, including a barrel ceiling with a proposed ceiling height of 10-feet.   
Because the lot slopes down from west to east and is narrow, strict adherence to the Planning Code 
requirements for Ground Floor Ceiling Height is not viable and would result in a loss of units that 
would physically preclude the development of the proposed Project. The Project is relying on a 
waiver under the SDBL of this requirement.  
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5. Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6)) 

 
The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements for Transparency that 60 

percent of the street frontage on the ground level allow visibility into the building.  The Project 
proposes 28% transparency on the ground floor of the Austin Street side and 26% on the Pine Street 
side.  On the Austin Street side strict compliance would not allow the Project to house the required 
rear egress and solid waste access areas.  On the Pine Street side strict adherence, would preclude the 
required egress and the use of salvaged material from the Grubstake given the very narrow width of 
the lot. As a result, adherence would physically preclude the construction of the proposed Project 
and the Project is relying on a waiver under the SDBL of this requirement.  

 
6. Height (Section 250) 

The Project seeks a waiver from the 65-feet height limit.  The Project would reach a height of 
83-feet.  The additional height facilitates the development of additional units in the Project.  The 
adjacent project at 1545 Pine Street and the hotel across Pine Street both are taller structures upslope 
of the Project and without the additional height, the Project would be physically precluded from 
achieving the proposed density. The Project is relying on a waiver under the SDBL of this requirement.  

7. Setback on Narrow Street (Section 261.1) 
 
The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the setback 

requirements along the Austin Street (rear) frontage. As a through lot, no setback is provided along 
the Austin Street frontage to maintain the street wall. Austin Street is not a heavily used street and 
relief from setback requirements would not result in a design that overwhelms the street.  Strict 
adherence to the requirements would reduce the Project’s square footage by pushing the building back 
from the street, resulting in a loss of units and physically precluding the development of the Project.  
The Project is relying on a waiver under the SDBL.  

 
8. Bulk (P.C. Section 270)  

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the 125-foot maximum 
diagonal dimensions on both Pine and Austin Street.   The Project, including the bay window 
projections, totals just over 128 feet and the Project has taken steps to articulate the façade to offset 
the impacts.  The Project is compatible in design to the adjacent 1545 Pine Street and narrowly tucks 
into the infill lot.  Strict adherence to the Bulk requirements would physically preclude the construction 
of the Project’s additional dwelling units.  The Project is relying on a waiver under the SDBL of this 
requirement. 

C. Limited Discretion to Deny Density Bonus Projects  

The SDBL provides no mechanism for a city to deny the award of a density bonus so long as 
the Project provides the requisite amount of affordable housing.   As stated in Wollmer v. City of Berkeley 
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(2009) 179 Cal. App. 4th 933, “…when an applicant seeks a density bonus for a housing development 
that includes the required percentage of affordable housing, section 65915 requires that the city not 
only grant the density bonus but provide additional incentives or concessions where needed based on 
the percentage of low-income housing units.”(emphasis added) The SDBL expressly outlines the very 
limited discretion and circumstances when an incentive, concession and waiver may be denied.  In an 
instance where a local government considers denial of an incentive or concession, it must bear the 
burden of proof with substantial evidence to deny the incentive, concession, or waiver request (see 
Gov. Code Section 65915(d)(1)).  The grounds for the denial must be accompanied by detailed 
findings and to deny the concession, the city or county must find (1) that the incentive, concession or 
waiver does not result in actual cost reductions to the project’s provision of affordable housing, (2) 
would have an adverse impact on public health and safety or (3) would be contrary to state or federal 
law (Gov. Code Section 65915(d)(1).   The grounds for denial of a wavier are essentially the same as 
for an incentive/concession (see Gov. Code Section 65915(e)(1)). 

For example, in this instance for the Planning Commission to deny the Project’s request for a 
waiver from the Planning Code Height Requirement (P.C. Section 250) or from the incentive on 
Dwelling Unit Mix (P.C. Section 207.6), the Planning Commission would have to determine that the 
height waiver or the dwelling unit mix incentive do not result in a cost reduction to provide for the 
affordable housing or that the incentive or waiver would have an adverse impact on health and safety 
or is contrary to state or federal law. The Planning Commission would have to support that denial 
with substantial evidence.  In sum, a city has no discretion to deny additional density if the specified 
level of affordable housing is met and limited discretion to deny an incentive, concession, or waiver 
unless substantial evidence supports one of the three required findings above.  

The SDBL policy purpose to generate new affordable housing and place limits on the 
discretionary review of waivers if reinforced by the fact that if a developer does not even submit a 
request for a development standard waiver, the City is prohibited from applying a development 
standard that has the effect of precluding the construction of a development at the density permitted 
under the SDBL (Gov. Code Section 65915(e)(1)).    

III. Housing Accountability Act Requires Approval 

The HAA was created to strongly encourage approval of housing developments like the 
Project, and to narrowly define the authority of local agencies to deny or significantly condition the 
approval of such housing developments.  Under the HAA, “[w]hen a proposed housing development 
project complies with applicable, objective general plan, zoning, and subdivision standards and criteria, 
including design review standards, in effect at the time that the housing development project’s 
application is determined to be complete…” a local agency cannot disapprove a project or lower its 
density unless it finds by a preponderance of the evidence that the project would have a specific, 
adverse impact on public health or safety, and there is no feasible way to mitigate or avoid the impact.12   
Pursuant to the HAA, the Project  is to “….be deemed consistent, compliant, and in conformity with 
an applicable plan, program, policy, ordinance, standard, requirement, or other similar provision if 

 
12 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1). 
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there is substantial evidence that would allow a reasonable person to conclude that[the Project] is 
consistent, compliant, or in conformity.”13  Taking into consideration the concession/incentives and 
waivers for the Project, there is no question that the Project is consistent, compliant, and in conformity 
with the objective standards of applicable City land use plans, programs, policies, ordinances and 
regulations as the Project only requires Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) for development of a 
lot more than 2,500 square feet and for a non-residential use in excess of 2,000 square feet.    

Under the HAA a city has severely limited discretion to deny a project and the HAA sets 
“…forth the only conditions under which an application may be disapproved.”  N. Pacifica, LLC v. 
City of Pacifica, 234 F.Supp.2d 1053, 1059 (N.D. Cal. 2002), aff’d sub nom. N. Pacifica LLC v. City of 
Pacifica, 526 F.3d 478 (9th Cir. 2008). The Planning Commission may not reject the Project or reduce 
its density based on any subjective or discretionary criteria, such as “suitability” or “compatibility.” 
Honchariw v. Cty. of Stanislaus, 200 Cal.App.4th 1066, 1076, 1079 (2011).  In short, the only grounds on 
which the Project could legally be rejected under the HAA are extremely narrow.  For example,  before 
the Planning Commission could legally reject the Project or reduce its density, it would be required to 
demonstrate, based on a preponderance of the evidence, that the Project would cause “a significant, 
quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact” on public health or safety “based on objective, identified 
written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the 
application was deemed complete.”14 The Planning Commission would also be required to 
affirmatively find that there are no feasible means of mitigating or avoiding such public health or safety 
impacts other than rejecting the Project or reducing its size.15 Moreover, the Legislature emphasized 
its expectation that conditions that would have a specific, adverse impact on “public health or safety” 
would “arise infrequently.”16  

 In sum, as in the discussion of the SDBL above, the HAA restricts the Planning Commission’s 
discretion to deny the Project as there is no evidence that the Project would cause quantifiable 
significant unavoidable impact on public health and safety.  Absent making such finding, the Planning 
Commission must approve the Project.  

*  *   *   *   *  

The Project clearly meets the threshold requirements under the SDBL that the requested 
additional density is consistent with the amount of affordable housing included in the Project, the 
concession/incentives clearly reduce the cost to the Project’s provision of affordable housing, and the 
waivers sought ensure that the Project is not physically precluded from construction.  The Planning 
Commission had very limited discretion under the SDBL to deny the additional density, the 
concession or the waivers sought as we do not believe that the Planning Commission can make the 
necessary findings supported by substantial evidence.  Pursuant to the HAA, the Project is in 
conformity with objective zoning and planning standards and there is no evidence, let alone a 

 
13 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(f)(4). 
14 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1)(A). 
15 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(j)(1)(B). 
16 Gov. Code Section 65589.5(a)(3). 
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preponderance of evidence, that the Project will have an adverse impact on health and safety.  As 
such, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve the Project to ensure the Project 
may provide much needed on-site affordable units.  

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact me at 
415-273-9670.   

Very truly yours, 

 

 

Alexis M. Pelosi 

Attachments 
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SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

This report describes the results of an exterior daylighting analysis conducted by Prevision Design to 

identify the relative change in exterior light levels that would occur within the east-facing courtyard of 1545 

Pine Street (the Austin) that abuts 1525 Pine Street the site of a proposed of 79-ft tall residential project.  It 

is understood the proposed project is allowed additional height above the local zoning height limit of 65-ft 

under California state density bonus legislation for inclusion of additional affordable housing units.

As a method of comparison, this analysis produced both perceptual as well as photometric analyses of a 

theoretical 65-ft tall project (a code-compliant project without the application of the state density bonus), 

the 79-ft tall proposed project, and a version of the proposed project which approximates the effects of 

adding full-spectrum low-intensity1 indirect lighting to increase ambient light levels within the courtyard.

The analysis was conducted using a 3D model of the neighborhood context, the adjoining Austin, a 

theoretical 65-ft (non-density bonus) project and the 79-ft proposed project (with and without lighting).  

Using advanced rendering software, exterior buildings finishes were mapped on the buildings, each with 

accurate diffuse, reflection, refraction and transparency properties2 to simulate how sunlight and other 

added lighting (when present) would be absorbed and/or reflected by real-world materials within the 

exterior courtyard.  No other existing interior building lighting in either building was assumed.

The analysis details both the perceptual light levels as seen looking eastward and upward from an east-

facing 2nd floor vantage within the Austin’s courtyard, as well as a birds-eye perspective photometric 

analysis showing the range in total exterior lumens per square meter (lux) that would be present along the 

three existing faces of the courtyard.  As changes in lux values do not mirror the same perceived steps in 

brightness by the human eye (due to the mechanics of dilation and other effects), an approximation of the 

net perceived change in light to the human eye has been calculated and is presented.

1  Artificial light levels were generated using a total of eight indirect lights, each with an output of 350 lumen. 

2  Material finish for 1525 Pine street courtyard walls was “CRT Oyster” (gloss  value of 30, LRV of 72, and SRI of 82).  Material 
finishes for the Austin were based on a review of permit drawings/finish specifications as well as review of field photography.
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This report presents comparative analyses divided into two parts:

• Comparison of the lighting levels resulting from the construction of a 65-ft project vs the proposed 79-

ft project, and

• Comparison of the lighting levels resulting from the construction of the 79-ft project with no additional 

lighting, and the same proposal with the addition of low-intensity indirect lighting.

All analyses include the perceptual and photometric results of these three scenarios at 9 am, 12 noon, 3pm3 

on three separate dates: June 21 (summer solstice), March 21/September 21 (spring/fall equinoxes), and 

December 21 (winter solstice). 

Using quantitative analytics, the total average courtyard light levels along the north, south and west building 

faces of the Austin courtyard were calculated and compared for all scenarios and results extrapolated to 

additional dates to approximate the annual net change in exterior courtyard light between the hours of 9am 

and 3pm.  n

ANALYSIS SETTING

The courtyard reviewed by this study is located on the eastern side of the Austin and under current 

conditions is physically enclosed on three sides by the Austin (south, west and north) and abuts the property 

line of 1525 Pine Street to the east.  Due to the courtyard’s east-facing orientation, morning solar angles 

are more closely aligned with the courtyard with midday and afternoon direct solar access partially or 

completely blocked during midday or afternoon hours by the massing of the Austin itself.

3  There are no set standards for the selection of analysis hours, however the times chosen for this study (9/12/3) reflect times com-
monly evaluated for daylight-centric studies as they fall within local daylight hours at all times of year.

Figure 1: Courtyard at the Austin, viewed from the west 
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Figure 2: Solar orientations relative to the Austin 

June 21 Sept/Mar 21 December 21

Figure 2 above shows the relative location of the sun vector relative to the Austin courtyard at 9, 12, and 3 

on the three analysis dates.  n

 
Analysis FINDINGS

Comparison between a 65-ft project and the proposed 79-ft project

As shown by Table 1 (next page), on eight of nine analysis points, the 65-ft building was found to result in 

brighter courtyard conditions as compared to the 79-ft project, with one analysis point showing increased 

relative brightness with the 79-ft proposed project.  The amount of light differential varies between analysis 

points, but generally the greatest difference was seen during the morning analysis points and the least 
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SScceennaarriioo DDaattee TTiimmee AAvveerraaggee  LLuuxx PPeerrcceeiivveedd  BBrriigghhttnneessss
65-ft Project June 21 9:00 AM 2,375.54 lx 79.3%
Proposed Project June 21 9:00 AM 840.27 lx 64.3%
Proposed Project + Lighting June 21 9:00 AM 1,450.86 lx 72.1%

65-ft Project June 21 12:00 PM 7,551.08 lx 95.9%
Proposed Project June 21 12:00 PM 6,754.97 lx 94.3%
Proposed Project + Lighting June 21 12:00 PM 7,273.19 lx 95.4%

65-ft Project June 21 3:00 PM 597.02 lx 59.5%
Proposed Project June 21 3:00 PM 711.39 lx 61.9%
Proposed Project + Lighting June 21 3:00 PM 1,274.42 lx 70.2%

65-ft Project Sept 21 / Mar 21 9:00 AM 1,329.56 lx 70.9%
Proposed Project Sept 21 / Mar 21 9:00 AM 227.81 lx 46.0%
Proposed Project + Lighting Sept 21 / Mar 21 9:00 AM 831.24 lx 64.1%

65-ft Project Sept 21 / Mar 21 12:00 PM 4,483.49 lx 88.4%
Proposed Project Sept 21 / Mar 21 12:00 PM 3,824.04 lx 86.1%
Proposed Project + Lighting Sept 21 / Mar 21 12:00 PM 4,357.68 lx 88.0%

65-ft Project Sept 21 / Mar 21 3:00 PM 264.54 lx 47.7%
Proposed Project Sept 21 / Mar 21 3:00 PM 198.65 lx 44.1%
Proposed Project + Lighting Sept 21 / Mar 21 3:00 PM 814.49 lx 63.8%

65-ft Project December 21 9:00 AM 516.58 lx 57.5%
Proposed Project December 21 9:00 AM 129.33 lx 38.2%
Proposed Project + Lighting December 21 9:00 AM 722.13 lx 62.1%

65-ft Project December 21 12:00 PM 867.74 lx 64.8%
Proposed Project December 21 12:00 PM 803.02 lx 63.6%
Proposed Project + Lighting December 21 12:00 PM 1,399.43 lx 71.6%

65-ft Project December 21 3:00 PM 121.94 lx 37.1%
Proposed Project December 21 3:00 PM 78.58 lx 31.8%
Proposed Project + Lighting December 21 3:00 PM 668.00 lx 61.1%

Table 1: Quantitative light levels at all analysis points
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during midday points.  Overall, the range in change to average brightness4 between the 65-ft building and 

the 79-ft proposed project ranged from a maximum reduced perceived brightness of -24.9% (Sep/Mar 21, 

9am) to a maximum added perceived brightness of +2.4% (June 21, 3pm).  

As shown by Table 2 (next page) an annual basis, the 65-ft project was found to result in greater amount of 

light relative to the 79-ft building with a change in average full year perceived brightness of -3.75% between 

the hours of 9am-3pm. 

Exhibit A contains comparative perceptual + photometric output images for all the analysis points.

Comparison between the proposed 79-ft project and the 79-ft project + lighting

As shown by Table 1 (prior page), on all 9 analysis points the project with lighting increased the average 

courtyard brightness relative to the project without lighting.  The amount of light differential varies between 

analysis points, but generally the greatest difference was seen during the fall/winter/spring morning 

and afternoon analysis points and the least during the summer and midday points.  Overall, the range in 

change to average brightness between the 79-ft proposed project and the project with lighting ranged from 

a maximum added perceived brightness of +29.3% (December 21, 9am) to a minimum added perceived 

brightness +1.1% (June 21, 12pm).  

On an annual basis (Table 2, next page), the project with lighting would also result in greater amount of 

light relative to the 79-ft building without lighting, with a change in average full year perceived brightness 

of +3.99% between the hours of 9am-3pm.  The 79-ft project with lighting also would result in a greater 

annual average brightness compared to the 65-ft project, with a net variance in perceived brightness of 

+0.24% over the same time frame. 

Exhibit B contains comparative perceptual + photometric output images for all the analysis points.

4  Perceived brightness percentages shown were calculated by comparing the calculated average lux value across courtyard vertical 
surfaces to a fixed daylight reference value of 10,000 lux. This value was then applied to a logarithmic scale to approximate the per-
ceivable net change in light levels to the human eye.
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65-ft Project June 21 September 21 December 21 March 21
9:00 AM 2,376 lux 1,330 lux 517 lux 1,330 lux

12:00 PM 7,551 lux 4,483 lux 868 lux 4,483 lux
3:00 PM 597 lux 265 lux 122 lux 265 lux

Daily Average Lux/hr 4,085 lux/hr 2,377 lux/hr 554 lux/hr 2,377 lux/hr

Annual LuxHrs 859,824
Average Annual Perceived Brightness 79.15%

Proposed 79-ft Project June 21 September 21 December 21 March 21
9:00 AM 840 lux 228 lux 129 lux 228 lux

12:00 PM 6,755 lux 3,824 lux 803 lux 3,824 lux
3:00 PM 711 lux 199 lux 79 lux 199 lux

Daily Average Lux/hr 3,338 lux/hr 1,761 lux/hr 404 lux/hr 1,761 lux/hr

Annual LuxHrs 664,978
Average Annual Perceived Brightness 75.40%

Proposed Project + Lighting June 21 September 21 December 21 March 21
9:00 AM 1,451 lux 831 lux 722 lux 831 lux

12:00 PM 7,273 lux 4,358 lux 1,399 lux 4,358 lux
3:00 PM 1,274 lux 814 lux 668 lux 814 lux

Daily Lx/SF/Hr 3,896 lux/hr 2,338 lux/hr 997 lux/hr 2,338 lux/hr

Annual LuxHrs 875,276
Average Annual Perceived Brightness 79.39%

Table 2: Annualized quantitative light level comparisons
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General Conclusions

While the analysis revealed courtyard brightness varied significantly at different times of day and during 

different times of year, with respect to a net change in average annual courtyard brightness between 9am 

and 3pm, the 65-ft project would result in a modest amount of additional brightness relative to the 79-ft 

project.  

With the addition of indirect lighting to the proposed project (similar to the configuration analyzed in this 

study), the in average annual brightness of the 79-ft project with lighting and the 65-ft project would be 

virtually identical.  n
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EXHIBIT A: 65-ft vs 79-ft buILDING effect on 
courtyard LIGHT CONDITIONS

Perceptual/Photometric Analyses incl� net change in perceived light

• June 21st (summer solstice) at 9am / 12 noon / 3pm (PDT)

• September/March 21st (equinoxes) at 9am / 12 noon / 3pm (PDT)

• December 21st (winter solstice) at 9am / 12 noon / 3pm (PST)
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Summer Solstice 

June 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-15.0%

9:00 AM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Summer Solstice 

June 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-1.6%

12:00 PM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Summer Solstice 

June 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

+2.4%

3:00 PM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Spring / Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 / 
September 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-24.9%

9:00 AM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Spring / Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 / 
September 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-2.3%

12:00 PM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Spring / Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 / 
September 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-3.6%

3:00 PM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Winter Solstice 

December 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-19.3%

9:00 AM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Winter Solstice 

December 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-1.2%

12:00 PM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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Winter Solstice 

December 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN A 65-FT VS. 
79-FT PROJECT

-5.3%

3:00 PM

79-ft Proposed Project

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

65-ft Project
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EXHIBIT b: project vs project with lighting:  
effect on courtyard LIGHT CONDITIONS

Perceptual/Photometric Analyses incl� net change in perceived light

• June 21st (summer solstice) at 9am / 12 noon / 3pm (PDT)

• September/March 21st (equinoxes) at 9am / 12 noon / 3pm (PDT)

• December 21st (winter solstice) at 9am / 12 noon / 3pm (PST)
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Summer Solstice 

June 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+7.8%

9:00 AM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Summer Solstice 

June 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+1.1%

12:00 PM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Summer Solstice 

June 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+8.3%

3:00 PM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Spring / Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 / 
September 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+18.1%

9:00 AM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Spring / Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 / 
September 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+1.9%

12:00 PM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Spring / Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 / 
September 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+19.7%

3:00 PM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Winter Solstice 

December 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+23.9%

9:00 AM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Winter Solstice 

December 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+8.0%

12:00 PM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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Winter Solstice 

December 21

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT 
PROJECT AND VERSION 

WITH LIGHTING
+29.3%

3:00 PM

Project with lighting

^ Perceptual View
Looking east from 3rd 

fl oor window

Photometrics
Birdseye vantage point 

above courtyard >

79-ft Proposed Project
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1525/1545 Pine Street 
Daylight Analysis
Comparative effects of different building 
proposals on courtyard daylight levels
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about prevision design
V I S U A L  S I M U L AT I O N S  |  L I G H T I N G  A N D  S H A D O W  A N A LY S I S

• Founded in San Francisco in 2010

• Computer 3D modelling, rendering and analysis 
specialists

• Analysis work accepted by SF Planning and other 
regional authorities for project approvals

• Performed hundreds of shadow and lighting studies 
for projects in San Francisco and throughout the bay 
area
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Study Introduction 
M e t h o d o l o g y  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d



Analysis Methodology
• Analysis was conducted using a 3D virtual model of 1545 Pine 

Street, the proposed project and a 65-ft (non-density bonus) 
project 

• Buildings finishes were incorporated into the model with 
accurate properties in order to simulate how light would be 
absorbed or reflected under real-world conditions

• No interior lighting (shining out from either building) was 
assumed.

• Analysis evaluated both LUX measurements (photometric) 
as well as calculated perceptual exterior brightness 

4



Lux vs Perceived Brightness
• Photometrics (measured in lux) is a mathematical form of light 

measurement which expresses how much light a material 
reflects in lumens per square meter.

• Perceived brightness behaves differently than photometrics due 
to the natural adjustment of the human eye to let in more or 
less of the available light as conditions change.  

• Accordingly, the relationship between perceived brightness and 
lux values follow a logarithmic scale, with the perceived step in 
light per lux being far greater at lower light levels as 
compared to higher ones.
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Values Lux vs Perceived

Lux value range Reference Lighting Condition Light Step

0-10 Pitch Black 1

10-50 Very Dark 2

50-200 Dark Indoors 3

200-400 Dim Indoors 4

400-1,000 Normal Indoors 5

1,000-5,000 Bright Indoors 6

5,000-10,000 Dim Outdoors 7

10,000-32,000 Cloudy Outdoors 8

32,000-100,000 Direct Sunlight 9
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Scope/Focus of Analysis
• Evaluation of the net change in exterior courtyard wall light 

levels (along the three vertical sides) between the following:

• A theoretical 65-ft tall project (allowed by current zoning) 

• The proposed 79-ft tall project (allowed under the state density bonus) 

• The proposed 79-ft tall project with exterior indirect lighting.

• Simulated average exterior light levels were taken 9am, 12 noon 
and 3pm on June 21, September 21, and December 21.

• Generated comparisons for all scenarios on these dates/
times as well as extrapolated full-year comparative light 
levels between the hours of 9am – 3pm

7



Solar Conditions 
Location / Orientation of the project relative 
to the path of the sun



June 21  Summer Solstice

9

• Path of the sun highest in the 
sky, passes most directly 
overhead

• Most direct morning 
alignment with courtyard

9am Noon 3pm



September/March 21  Equinoxes

10

• Path of the sun moves further 
to the south relative to the 
summer solstice

• The fall and spring equinoxes 
(9/21 & 3/21) are considered 
equivalent with respect to sun 
path and solar angles

9am Noon 3pm



December 21  Winter Solstice

11

• Path of the sun lowest in 
the sky and furthest to the 
south of any time 
throughout the year

9am Noon 3pm



Analysis Part 1 
Perceptual + Photometric Comparison 
of the theoretical 65-ft project vs 79-ft 
proposed project 
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Sum mer Solstice 

June 21 

9:00 AM 

96,000 " Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
24,390 PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS floor window 
12,294 BETWEEN 65-FT AND 

6,197 
79-FT PROJECTS 

3,123 

1,574 

794 < Photometrics -15.0% 
400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 
13 
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Sum mer Solstice 

June 21 

12:00 PM 

96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
24,390 floor window PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 
12,294 BETWEEN 65-FT AND 

6,197 
79-FT PROJECTS 

3,123 

1,574 

-1.6% 794 < Photometrics 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 
14 
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Sum mer Solstice 

June 21 

3:00 PM 

96,000 " Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
24,390 floor window PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 
12,294 BETWEEN 65-FT AND 

6,197 
79-FT PROJECTS 

3,123 

1,574 

< Photometrics +2.4% 794 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 
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96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd 

~..:£: 
24,390 floor window 
12,294 

6,197 

3,123 

1,574 

794 < Photometrics 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 

Spring I Fall Equin())xe..s 

March 21 I 
September 21 

9:00 AM 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 65-FT AND 
79-FT PROJECTS 

-24.9% 
16 
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96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 . • ~ ~ - - j I . . Looking east from 3rd 
24,390 floor window 
12,294 

6,197 

3,123 

1,574 

794 < Photometrics 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 

Spring I Fall Equinoxe..s 

March 21 I 
September 21 

12:00 PM 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 65-FT AND 
79-FT PROJECTS 

-2.3% 
17 
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96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd 
24,390 floor window 
12,294 

6,197 

3,123 

1,574 

794 < Photometrics 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 

Spring I Fall Equinoxes 

March 21 I 
September 21 

3:00 PM 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 65-FT AND 
79-FT PROJECTS 

-3.6% 
18 
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Winter Solstice 

December 21 

9:00 AM 

96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
24,390 floor window PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 
12,294 BETWEEN 65-FT AND 

6,197 
79-FT PROJECTS 

3,123 

1,574 

< Photometrics -19.3% 794 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above cou rtyard 
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Winter Solstice 

December 21 

12:00 PM 

96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
24,390 floor window PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 
12,294 BETWEEN 65-FT AND 

6,197 
79-FT PROJECTS 

3,123 

1,574 

794 < Photometrics -1.2% 
400 .. \ . 

Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 
20 
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Winter Solstice 

December 21 

3:00 PM 

96,000 f\ Perceptual View 
48,389 Looking east from 3rd PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
24,390 floor window PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 
12,294 BETWEEN 65-FT AND 

6,197 
79-FT PROJECTS 

3,123 

1,574 - -5.3% 794 < Photometrics 

400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 
21 
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Annual Comparison Chart



Analysis Part 2
Perceptual + Photometric Comparison 
of the 79-ft proposed project with and 
without indirect lighting
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Sum mer Solstice 

June 21 

9:00 AM 
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Sum mer Solstice 

June 21 

12:00 PM 
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Sum mer Solstice 

June 21 

3:00 PM 
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96,000 

48,389 ~ \ \\ • 6-67: ' ' "' ' 
~,,:.. 

24,390 

rt· 
-

12,294 

6,197 

3,123 
• ! • 1,574 

794 

400 

0 

f\ Perceptual View 
Looking east from 3rd 
floor window 

< Photometrics 
Birdseye vantage point 
above courtyard 

Spring I Fall Equin oxe~ 

March 21 I 
September 21 

9:00 AM 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 

BETWEEN 79-FT PROJECT 
AND VERSION WITH 

LIGHTING 

+18.1% 
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Spring I Fall Equin oxe..s 

March 21 I 
September 21 

12:00 PM 
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Spring I Fall Equin ())xes 

March 21 I 
September 21 

3:00 PM 
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Winter Solstice 

December 21 

9:00 AM 

96,000 l f\ Perceptual View 
' ' \ \" 

I I PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 48,389 

~"" ' 
Looking east from 3rd 

' ' PERCEIVED BRIGHTNESS 24,390 " 

Pf! 
floor window 

12,294 BETWEEN 79-FT PROJECT 
6,197 

AND VERSION WITH 
3,123 

LIGHTING 

1,574 

794 < Photometrics +23.9% 
400 Birdseye vantage point 

0 above courtyard 
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Winter Solstice 

December 21 

12:00 PM 



32

Winter Solstice 

December 21 

3:00 PM 
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Annual Comparison Chart



Annual Change Recap
Comparisons between the average light levels 
between all building types on an annualized 
basis 
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Annual Comparison Chart



Thank You
Questions?



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 

Variance Decision 

December 18, 2014 
2006.0383CEKV 
1527-1545 Pine Street 

1650 Mission St 
Surte 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
Zoning: RC-4 (Residential Commercial, High Density) and Polk Street NCO 415.558.6378 

(Neighborhood Commercial District) Fax: 

Partially w/in the Van Ness Special Use District 415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

and Van Ness Automotive Special Use District 
65-A and 130-V Height and Bulk District 
0667/016, 017, 018, 018A and 019 
Jessie Stuart 
Trumark Urban 
90 New Montgomery, Suite 750 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Sharon Lai - (415) 575-9087 
... h.Hon.\\ .lai<11 ..,fgm .or~ 

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCES - REAR YARD, EXPOSURE, STREET FRONTAGE, AND OFF 

STREET LOADING VARIANCES SOUGHT: 

The Project proposes to demolish five existing structures with frontages on Pine and Austin Streets and 
construct a 12-story mixed-use development with 103 residential units and ground floor commercial 
spaces on parcels that span two different zoning and height and bulk districts. Two levels of below 
grade parking would contain 84 off-street parking spaces. Twelve (12) of the 103 residential units are 
proposed to be on-site affordable units. Open space is provided through a mix of private and public 
usable open spaces on balconies, terraces, roof decks and a courtyard. The Project was subject to a 
Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 2006.0383C) for structures above 40 feet in height in the Van 

Ness Special Use District. 

Section 134 of the Planning Code requires a rear ya rd equal to a 25-percent rear yard is required at all 
levels in the RC-4 District and a 25-percent rear yard is required at all residential levels in the Polk 
Street NCO. The Project does not provide a rear yard where a 30-foot rear yard would be required. The 
Project requires a rear yard modification from Planning Code Section 134 for the Polk Street NCO 

portion of the site and a rear yard modification or waiver for the RC-4 portion of the s ite pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 243(c)(7) and 307(g). 

Section 140 of the Planning Code requires that dwelling units have exposure on either a street; a code 
compliant rear yard; or an open area which is unobstructed and is no less than 25-feet in every 
horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling units are located and the floor immediately 
above it, with an increase of 5-feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor . The Project 
includes 11 units that do not comply with the minimum exposure requirements and therefore, the 
Project requires a variance from Planning Code Section 140. 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

alexi
Text Box
ATTACHMENT 2



Variance Decision 
December 18, 2014 

CASE NO. 2006.0383V 
1527-1545 Pine Street 

Section 145.1 o f the Planning Code requires new buildings to preserve, enhance and promote 
attractive, dearly defined street frontages that are pedestrian-oriented, fine-grained, and appropriate 
and compatible with the buildings within the district. Active uses and at least 60 percent transparency 
are required along the ground floor. Approximately 24 feet of the Pine Street frontage and 

approximately 64 feet of the Austin Street frontage do not comply with the active use requirement, and 
approximately 44 percent ground floor transparency is provided along Austin Street. Therefore, the 
Project requires a variance from the street frontage requirements of Planning Code Sections 145.l(c)(3) 
and (6). 

Section 152 of the Planning Code requires one off-street loading space for new residential 
developments between 100,001 and 200,000 square feet. The Project is approximately 129,600 square 
feet and no off-street loading space is provided. Therefore, the Project requires a variance from the off. 
street loading requirements of Planning Code section 152. 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 

1. On October 2, 2014, the Planning Commission certified compliance of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (FEIR) with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resou rces Code 
section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the CEQA GuideHnes (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), 
and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, under Case No. 2006.0383CgKV 
(Motion No. 19247). 

2. On October 2, 2014, the Planning Commission approved CEQA findings, including adoption of 
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (the MMRP), under Case No. 2006.0383C_gKV, 
(Motion No. 19248). 

3. On October 2, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Authorization 
associated with the subject project, under Case No. 2006.0383CEKV (Motion No. 19249). 

4. The Zoning Administrator held a joint public- hearing on Variance Application No. 
2006.0383CEKV with the Planning Commission on October 2, 2014. 

5. Planning Code Section 312 Notification was performed wider the 20 day Conditional Use 
authorization notice for Case No. 2006.0383C, mailed on September 12, 2014. 

DECISION: 

GRANTED, in general conformity with the plans on file with this application, shown as EXHIBIT A, to 
allow a new, 12-story, 130-foot tall, approximately 129,600 gross square foot mixed-use building, 
containing 103 residential units, 2,700 square feet of commercial and institutional uses on the ground 
floor, and two levels of below-grade parking for 84 vehicles, as designed, subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Any future physical expansion, even in the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the Zoning 
Administrator to determine if the expansion is compatible with existing neighborhood 
character and scale. If the Zoning Administrator determines that there wou ld be a significant or 
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extraordinary impact, the Zoning Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or 
affected property owners or a new Variance application be sought and justified. 

2. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City Codes. In case of 
conflict, the more restrictive controls apply. 

3. Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted. 

4. The owner of the subject property shall record on the land records of the City and County of 
San Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision as a Notice of Special 
Restrictions in a form approved by the Zoning Administrator. 

5. This Variance Decision and the recorded Notice of Special Restrictions shall be reproduced on 
the Index Sheet of the construction plans submitted with the Site or Building Permit 

Application for the Project. This Index Sheet of the construction plans sha ll reference the 
Variance Case Number. 

FINDINGS: 

Section 305(c) of the Planning Code states that in order to grant a variance, the Zoning Administrator 
must determine that the facts of the case are sufficient to establish the following five findings: 

FINDING 1. 

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property involved or to the 
intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other properties or uses in the same class of 
district. 

Requirement Met. 

A. The subject development is comprised of five-parcels (totaling 15,000 square feet) containing 
five one- and two--story buildings (currently vacant). The subject site contains frontages on Pine 
Street and Austin Street, which is a narrow street. The site is located within the RC-4 Zoning 
District and Polk Street NCD, 65-X and 103-V Height and Bulk Districts, and partially within 
the Van Ness and Van Ness Automotive Special Use Districts. The split zoning and the existing 
wind exceedances of the site results in additional constraints for sculpting the massing of the 

project, which limits the development potential of the site. The granting of the rear yard, street 
frontage, exposure and loading space variances would allow the construction of a well

designed, mixed-use in-fill project to replace a currently underutilized site. 

FINDI NG 2. 
That owing to such exceptional and extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified 
provisions of this Code would result in a practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or 
attributed to the applicant or the owner of the property. 

Requirement Met. 
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A. Due to the existing wind conditions of the area and additional controls for the Van Ness SUD, 
the proposed building has been designed to Limit and, in some test points, improve the wind 
conditions. The exposure to dwelling units provided by the side setback and interior courtyard 
was designed to address the wind conditions of the area. Literal enforcement of the exposure 

requirement would result in significant massing changes to the building that may negatively 

affect wind impacts on the Van Ness corridor and significantly limit the number of dwelling 
units developed on the site. 

B. The subject site contains street frontages along the front and rear property lines, and is required 
to meet street frontage requirements on two sides of the site, which is unusual for mid-block 
lots. A number of mechanical and operational features must be located at the ground level for 
the proposed development. Literal enforcement of the rear yard and street frontage 
requirements would dramatically limit the development potential of the site and result in 
practical difficulty. Strict application of the rear ya rd requirement would result in an 
approximately 30 foot set back of the rear building wall, which would be inconsistent with the 
development context and urban design principles of the City. Additionally, the Polk Street 
NCO portion of the site complies with the setback requirements for narrow streets and alleys, 

which appropriately scu lpts the massing along Austin Street. 

C. Due to the existing varying topography, compliance with the off-street loading space would 
likely result in significant additional excavation and loss of required off-street parking in order 
to accommodate the height and approach radius required for a loading space. Locating the off

street loading space at g rade level would confli ct with the active use requirements of the Code. 

FINDING 3. 
That such variance is necessary for preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the 

subject property, possessed by other property in the same class of district. 

Requirement Met. 

A. Granting of the rear yard modification will allow the property to be developed where the 
building wall is consistently held at all frontages, which is similar to other developments and a 
substantial property right exercised by other properties in the same class of district. 

B. All dwelling units will face onto an open area with a minimum dimension of 25 feet by 25 feet, 
which is more than the amount available for many existing dwelling units in the area that were 
constn1cted prior to the exposure requirement of the Code. 

C. The Austin Street frontage does not currently contain active uses or a high level of fac;ade 
transparency, as it has historically been dedicated to back-of-house uses. The through lot 
condition of the site results in lim ited opportunity for non-active uses to be accommodated. The 
granting of the s treet frontage variance would allow the property to be developed with the 
supportive features such as trash access and bicycle storage that are necessary to the residents 
of the property. 
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D. Many other properties utilize on-street loading spaces. The granting of the loading space 
variance would allow the property to be utilized in a manner similar to other properties in the 
area. 

FINDING 4. 

That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. 

Requirement Met. 

A. Granting of the rear yard, exposure, street frontage and off-street loading variances would 
improve the development opportunity of the site, and as a result allow for more on-site 
affordable housing, which is a significant public benefit. The granting of the variances would 
not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or m aterially inju rious to neighboring 
properties as the project has been designed to respond to its neighborhood context and wind 
conditions. 

B. The Planning Department is not aware of any opposition to the proposed project. 

FINDING 5. 

The gran ting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

Requirement Met. 

A. This development ic; consic;tent with the generaUy stated intent and purpose of the Planning 

Code to promote orderly and beneficial development. Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes 

eight priority-planning policies and requires review of variance applications for consistency 
with said polkies. The project meets all relevant policies, including conserving neighborhood 
cha racter, and maintaining housing stock. 

1. Vacant buildings currently occupy the Project site; therefore, existing neighborhood retail 
uses will not be adversely affected by the proposed project. The Project includes 

approximately 2,700 square feet of new retail/ institutional uses including approximately 
1,974 square feet of commercial space along Pine Street, which w ill promote opportunities 
fo r employment and ownership of businesses. 

2. The proposed project will be in keeping with the existing housing and neighborhood 
character. 

3. "The existing site does not contain any dwelling units. The proposed project will have a 
positive effect on the City's supply of affordable housing by incorporating 12 on-site BMR 

units. 
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4. The proposed project contains 84 off-street parking spaces and 112 Class 1 bicycle parking 
spaces, and is not anticipated to adversely affect the neighborhood parking or public 
transit. 

5. The project wiJI have no effect on the City's industrial and service sectors. 

6. The proposed project will have no effect on the City' s preparedness to protect against injury 
and loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. The project will remove the historic building at 1545 Pine Street. However, on October 2, 
2014, the Planning Commission, per Motion No. 19247, adopted a Statement of Overriding 
Consideration under CEQA, finding the benefits of the Project outweighed the 
environmental impacts associated with the loss of the historic resource. 

8. The project would not affect any existing or planned public parks or open spaces. 

The effective date of this decision shall be either the date of this decision letter if not appealed or the 
date of the Notice of Decision and Order if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 

Once any portion of the granted variance is utilized, all specifications and conditions of the variance 
authorization became immediately operative. 

The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this decision letter shall be deemed void and cancelled 
if (1) a BuiJding Permit has not been issued within three years from the effective date of this decision; or 
(2) a Tentative Map has not been approved within three years from the effective date of this decision for 
Subdivision cases; or (3) neither a Building Permit or Tentative Map is involved but another required 
City action has not been approved within three years from the effective date of this decision. However, 

this authorization may be extended by the Zoning Administrator when the issuance of a necessary 
Building Permit or approvaJ of a Tentative Map or other City action is delayed by a City agency or by 
appeal of the issuance of such a permit or map or other City action. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) 
and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the 

development referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 
66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the 

City of the subject development. 

lf the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the p roject, the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the 
Zoning Admillistrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90~day protest period under Government 
Code Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has 

begun for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval 
period . 
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APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this variance decision to the Board of Appeals within 
ten (10) days after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision. For further information, please 
contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor (Room 304) or call 575-6880. 

Very truly yours, 

Scott F. Sanchez 
Zoning Administrator 

TH IS IS NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OCCUPANCY. PERMITS FROM 

APPROPRlATE DEPARTMENTS MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS 

CHANGED. 

SL: G:\DOCUMENTS\V ARIANCES\1527-1545 Pine St\1527-1545 Pine St - Variance Decision Letter.doc 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY: 

And When Recorded Mail To: 

Name: Lindsey Fisher 

Address: 353 Sacramento St, Suite 1788 

City: San Francisco 

State: California Cf Lt\ I l ~ 

) 

) 
) 

) 

II I II II llllll II 1111111111111111111111111111111 
San Francisco Assessor-Recorder 
Carmen Chu Assessor-Recorder 
DOC- Z017-K425283-00 

) 1 ThurU.v, MR 23, 2017 18:33:!50 
> TU Pd $96. 10 Rcpt I 185572916 
) aar/AB/1-28 

) 

) 

) 
) 

-----J:-1" ® 
Space Above this Line For Recorder's Use 

I (We) Pagbc Pine LLC . the owner(s) of that certain real property situated m the 
City and County of San FranCJSCo, State of California more particularly descnbed as follows: 

(PLEASE ATTACH THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS ON DEED) 

BEING ASSESSOR'S BLOCK: 0667; LOT: 016, 017, 018, 018A, & 019 

COMMONLY KNOWN AS: 1527-1545 PINE STREET 

hereby give nonce that there are specral restncbons on the use of said property under Part II, 
Chapter II of the San Francisco Murucipal Code (Planrung Code). 

Said Restrictions consist of conditions attached to approval of Building Permit 
Application No. 2013.12.03.3256 pursuant to Motion No. 19249 (Case No. 2006.0383C) by the 
Planrung Department and are conditions that had to be so attached in order that said 
apphcabon should be approved under the Planning Code. 

The restncbons and conditions of wluch notice JS hereby given are: 

1. Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.6, the Pro1ect 1s 
required to provide 12% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying 
households. The Project contains 100 units; therefore, 12 affordable uruts are required. 
The Project Sponsor will fulfill tlus requrrement by providmg the 12 affordable units on
site. If the number of market-rate units change, the number of required affordable units 
shall be modifted accordingly with wntten approval from Planning Department staff in 
consultabon with the Mayor's Office of Housmg and Community Development 
("MOH CD"). 
For information about compltance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department Rt 415-558-
6378, www sf-planning org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www sfmoh org 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

2. Unit Mix. The Project contams 100 dwelling units, 19 studios, 46 one-bedroom units and 
35 two-bedroom units; therefore, the requlfed affordable urut mix is 2 studios, 6 
one-bedroom units, and 4 two-bedroom umts. If the market-rate urut-nux changes, the 
affordable unit mix will be modified accordmgly with written approval from Planrung 
Department staff in consultabon with MOHCD. 
For information about complumce, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, WWW sf planning org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 
415-701-5500, www sfmoh org 

3. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans 
recorded as a Notice of Special Restncbons on the property pnor to the issuance of the 
first construchon pernut. See attached "Exhibit B" for reduced set of plans with 
designated affordable units. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www sf-plannmg.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 
415-701-5500, www sf-moh org 

4. Phasing If any bwldmg pernut IS issued for partial phasing of the Pro1ect, the Pro1ect 
Sponsor shall have designated not less than 12% of the each phase's total number of 
dwelling uruts as on-site affordable units. 
For information about compl1ance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www sf-planning org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 
415-701-5500, www sf-moh org 

5 Duration. Under Planrung Code Secbon 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Secbon 
415.6, must remam affordable to quahfying households for the hfe of the project. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www sf-planning org or the Mayor's Office aJ Housing and Community Development at 
415-701-5500, unuw sf-moh org 

6. Other Conditions. The Pro1ect is subject to the requirements of the h\clusionary 
Affordable Housing Program under Secbon 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City 
and County of San Francisco Indus1onary Affordable Housing Program Monitonng and 
Procedures Manual ("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from 
bme to bme, is incorporated herein by reference, as pubhshed and adopted by the 
Planning Commission, and as requlfed by Plaruung Code Section 415 Terms used m 
these cond1bons of approval and not otherwise defined shall have the mearungs set forth 
in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the ProcedW'es Manual can be oblamed at the 
MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning Department or Mayor's Office 
of Housing's webSJtes, mcludmg on the mtemet at: 
http://sf-planrung.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. 
As provided m the Inclus1onary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable 
Procedures Manual is the manual m effect at the tune the subject units are made 
available for sale or rent. 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

For mfonnatron about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www sf-planning org or the Mayor's Office of Housing at 415-701-5500, www sf-moh org 

a. The affordable urut(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance 
of the first construcbon permit by the Department of Bwlding Inspection ("DBI"). 
The affordable unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size nux in number of bedrooms of the 
market rate units, (2) be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed 
no later than the market rate uruts, and (3) be evenly distnbuted throughout the 
bwlding; and (4) be of comparable overall quality, construction and extenor 
appearance as the market rate units in the pnncipal project. The interior features in 
affordable umts should be generally the same as those of the market units m the 
principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as long 
they are of good and new quahty and are consistent with then-current standards for 
new housing. Other speobc standards for on-site units are outhned in the 
Procedures Manual. 

b. If the umts in the budding are offered for sale, the affordable untt(s) shall be sold to 
first time home buyer households, as defined m the Procedures ManuaL whose gross 
annual income, ad1usted for household SJZe, does not exceed an average of one 
hundred (100) percent of the median income for the City and County of San 
FrancJSCo as defmed m the Inclusionary Affordable Housmg Program, an amount 
that translates to ninety (90) percent of Area Median Income under the income table 
called "Maximum Income by Household Size" denved from the Unadjusted Area 
Median Income for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area that contains San Francisco. 
The inihal sales price of such units shall be calculated according to the Procedures 
Manual. Lim1tabons on (i) reselling; (11) renting; (iii) recouping capital 
unprovements; (iv) refinancing; and (v) procedures for inheritance apply and are set 
forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Procedures Manual. 

c. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporbng, and 
monitoring requ11ements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. 
MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and momtoring the marketing of 
affordable units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months prior 
to the begmrung of markebng for any urut m the building. 

d. Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of 
affordable units according to the Procedures Manual. 

e. Prior to the issuance of the hrst construction permit by DBI for the Project, the 
PrOJect Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that 
contains these cond1bons of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the 
affordable units satisfying the requirements of this approval. The PrOJect Sponsor 
shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Nobce of Special Restriction to the 
Department and to the MOHCD or its successor. 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

f. The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it 1s eligible for the On-site Affordable 
Housmg Alternative under Plaruung Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of the 
Affordable Housing Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the 
Incluszonary Affordable Housing Program· Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning 
Deparbnent, any affordable uruts designated as on-site units shall be sold as 
ownership units and will remain ownership units for the hfe of the proJect. 

g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program reqwrement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or budding 
permits or certificates of occupancy for the development project unttl the Planrung 
Department nobhes the Director of cornphance. A PrOJect Sponsor's failure to 
comply with the requirements of Planning Code Secbon 415 et seq. shall constitute 
cause for the City to record a lien against the development prOJect and pursue any 
and all available remedies at law. 

h. If the Project becomes inehgjble at any bme for the On-site Affordable Housing 
Alternative, the Pro1ect Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing 
Fee pnor to issuance of the frrst construction penrut If the Project becomes inehgible 
after issuance of its first construct:J.on penrut, the Project Sponsor shall notify the 
Department and MOHCD and pay interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and 
penalties, if applicable. 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

The use of said property contrary to these special restrictions shall constitute a 
violation of the Planning Code, and no release, modification or elimination of these 
restrictions shall be valid unless notice thereof is recorded on the Land Records by the 
Zoning Administrator of the City and County of San Francisco; except that in the event that 
the zoning standards above are modified so as to be less restrictive and the uses therein 
restricted are thereby permitted and in conformity with the provisions of the Planning Code, 
this document would no longer be in effect and would be null and void. 

Dated: {f)IJ//cfJ J( J . 20 I:/= at 
(Month, Day) 

(Signature) (Pnnted Name) 

Dated: _______ ..,,.,.2o ___ at ____________ ___, California. 
(Month, Day) (Ctty) 

(Signature) (Pnnted Name) 

Dated: ________ .20 ___ at ____________ ___, California. 

(Month, Day) (City) 

Each signature must be acknowledged by a notary public before recordation; add Notary 
Public Certification(s) and Official Notarial Seal(s). 
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT CIVIL CODE § 1189 
02029 "W!fi' 6Ui Wilt! 9 tfi!? 9 =g mroz:as E?SMl!l!i gpg!iWHfilllli W 9 gma911 

A notary p.ibl1c or other officer completing this certificate venfies only the identity of the 1nd1v1dual who signed the 
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 

State of CallfoAO: .!- ~ ) 
Countyof~~..;;..&11'-L....:..q......:....y"..;.._-~____;:;.........,"'-~~~ ) 

On MqnJ 'U 907 before me, M,'JttoJp ~~1 ~/Jiii/ie-, 
DaM tf¥ !'~,..11e1e1nsettNamean<1Tt11e~ 

personally appeared --. --4<+=-~e(,=----0.-u=-"=~--------------
Name(s) of S1gner(s) 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) 1slare 
subscnbed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capac1ty(1es)1 and that by h1s/her/the1r s1gnature(s) on the instrument the person{s), 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I ........ s:.:· 1 I -.-......... 
0 0 0 5 5 ••111a•,.••I JOG 5 U 

Place Notary Seal Above 

I certify under PENAL TY OF PERJURY under the laws 
of the State of Cal1fom1a that the foregoing paragraph 
1s true and correct. 

WITNESS my'~ 
&gnabn ~'141. 

Signature of NotlJI)' PubHc 

--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~OPTIONAL--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Though this section 1s optional, complettng this tnformation can deter alteration of the document or 
fraudulent reattachment of this form to an umntended document. 

Description of Attached Document 
Trtle or Type of Document Document Date: --------
Number of Pages S1gner(s) Other Than Named Above: ------------

Capacityftea) Claimed by Signer(s) 
Signer's Name.------------
0 Corporate Officer - Tltle(s): _____ _ 
0 Partner - 0 Limited D General 
D lnd1v1dual O Attorney 1n Fact 
0 Trustee 0 Guardian or Cons9'Vator 
0 Other:-------------
Signer Is Representing:---------

Signer's Name: ___________ _ 
D Corporate Officer - T1tle(s): _____ _ 
0 Partner - 0 Limited D General 
D lnd1v1dual D Attorney in Fact 
D Trustee D Guarchan or Conservator 
D Other: -------------
Signer Is Representing. ---------

iUEUZUS:ZCSJZU Udo SC&& SJZJGDGNNNCC L 6 6 0 J CSN:lill;SJ 3 0 JCUSU&JllZZUZ:S:Zct 

02014 National Notary AssoctatlOfl • www.NallonalNotary.org • 1.SOO-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827) Item #5907 



NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

EXHIBIT A 

The property referred to in this Notice of Special Restrictions is situated m the State of 
California, City and County of San Franasco, and 1s described more parbcularly as follows: 

(INSERT LEGAL DESCRIPTION ON TIIlS PAGE) 
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SCHEDULE! 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

Real property 1n the City of San Francisco , County of San Francisco, State of Cahforn1a, described as 
follows: 

PARCEL A. 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY UNE OF PINE STREET, DISTANT THEREON 168 FEET 4 
INCHES EASTERLY FROM THE EASTERLY UNE OF VAN NESS AVENUE, RUNNING THENCE EASTERLY 
ANO ALONG SAID LINE OF PINE STREET 50 FEET 3 INCHES, THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 
120 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY UNE OF AUSTIN STREET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE WESTERLY ANO 
ALONG SAID LINE OF AUSTIN STREET 50 FEET 3 INCHES; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY 120 
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

PARCEL B· 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY UNE OF PINE STREET, DISTANT THEREON 140 FEET 5 
INCHES WESTERLY FROM THE WESTERLY UNE OF POLK STREET; AND RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY 
ALONG SAID LINE OF PINE STREET 25 FEET, THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 120 FEET TO 
THE NORTHERLY UNE OF AUSTIN STREET (FORMERLY AUSTIN AVENUE); THENCE AT A. RIGHT ANGLE 
EASTERLY ALONG SACO UNE OF AUSTIN STREET 25 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY 
120 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

BEING A PORTION OF WESTERN ADDITION BLOCK NO 56 

PARCEL C· 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF AUSTIN STREET, DISTANT THEREON 115 FEET 5 
INCHES WESTERLY FROM THE WESTERLY LINE OF POLK STREET, ANO RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY 
AND ALONG SAID UNE OF AUSTIN STREET 25 FEET, THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY SO FEET; 
THENCE AT A. RIGHT ANGLE EASTERLY 25 FEET, THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 50 FEET TO 
THE NORTHERLY UNE OF AUSTIN STREET ANO THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT. 

BEING A PORTION OF WESTERN ADDffiON BLOCK NO 56 

PARCEL O. 

COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY UNE OF PINE STREET, DISTANT THEREON 115 FEET S 
INCHES WESTERLY FROM THE WESTERLY LINE OF POLK STREET, RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY ALONG 
THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF PINE STREET 25 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGKT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 70 FEET; 
THENCE AT A RlGHT ANGLE EASTERLY 25 FEET, AND THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY 70 FEET 
TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF PINE STREET AND THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT. 

BEING A PORTION OF WESTERN ADDITION BLOCK NO. 56. 

PARCEL E 

COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF PINE STREET, DISTANT THEREON 90 FEET 5 
INCHES WESTERLY FROM THE WESTERLY UNE OF POLK STREET, RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY ALONG 
THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF PINE STREET 25 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 120 FEET 
TO THE NORTHERLY UNE OF AUSTIN AVENUE; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE EASTERLY ALONG SAID 
LINE OF AUSTIN AVENUE 25 FEET, THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY 120 FEET TO THE 
SOUTHERLY LINE OF PINE STREET AND THE POINT OF COMMENCEMENT. 

S219·110298\l 196296 2 



BEING A PORTION OF WESTERN ADDITION BLOCK NO. 56. 

APN. Lot 016; Block 0667 (Affects Parcel A}, Lot 017, Block 0667 (Affects. Parcel B), Lot 018, Block 0667 
(Affects. Parcel C), Lot 018A; Block 0667 (Affects Parcel 0) and Lot 019, Block 0667 (Affects: Parcel E) 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE 

EXHIBITB 
PLANS OF PROJECT INDICATING LOCATION OF AFFORDABLE UNITS 
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8871.02/The Austin - Additional Disclosure (06-19-2017) FINAL 

THE AUSTIN, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
 

SELLER’S ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURE TO PURCHASERS 
 
 
PACIFIC PINE LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, THE ENTITY THAT OWNS THE 
PROJECT AND IS SELLING THE UNITS, HEREBY PROVIDES THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL 
DISCLOSURE TO BUYERS OF CONDOMINIUM UNITS AT THE AUSTIN.  
 
The Seller of The Austin understands that entitlement applications have been submitted to City agencies for a 
proposed new 7-story mixed-use commercial and residential development at the adjacent property to the east at 
1525 Pine Street.  Complete details for the potential development and proposed construction timeline are not 
available at this time.  The proposed project has not been approved and building permits have not been issued by 
City agencies at this time.  The future of the proposed project is uncertain at this time.  It is unknown whether the 
proposed project will be approved and built.  If the project is built, it may be constructed with different 
specifications.  Until such time as the proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is 
constructed, it is subject to change. 
 
If the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street is approved and construction proceeds, then throughout the demolition 
and construction processes at 1525 Pine Street, construction personnel may have temporary access to the Project 
and a construction crane may have a temporary right to traverse the Project’s airspace.  Completion of the proposed 
1525 Pine Street project may impact unit views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the Project, 
particularly those of east facing Units in the Project.  The roof of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may contain 
venting and mechanical equipment that may be visible from your Unit and the Project, and may contain roof 
deck(s).  The proposed redevelopment of 1525 Pine Street currently includes retaining Grubstake restaurant, as 
discussed in the Seller’s Supplemental Disclosures to Purchasers (the “Disclosure Statement”), as the ground floor 
tenant.  You should contact the San Francisco Planning Department for further detail. 
 
All capitalized terms used but not defined herein shall have the same meaning given to such term in the Disclosure 
Statement. 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
Buyer has fully read and understands this Additional Disclosure and has asked any questions Buyer deems 
appropriate to clarify any issue(s) described herein. 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
 
______________________________ 
Seller’s Representative 
 
Unit Number _____________ 
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■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pelosilawgroup.com 
 

 
May 4, 2021 
 
 

Mr. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Re: 1525 Pine Street (Case No. 2015-009955CUA) - May 6, 2021 Hearing 
for Conditional Use Authorization  

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners, 

On May 6, 2021 the Planning Commission will consider a Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) 
for a proposed eight-story, 83-foot-tall mixed used development consisting of 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,473 square feet of commercial space located at 1525 Pine Street (Project).  The Project 
is located on a narrow through lot between Pine Street and Austin Street that currently is the location 
of the Grubstake restaurant.  The Grubstake will return to the ground floor of the Project after 
construction is completed and elements of the Grubstake will be incorporated into the Project through 
the retention, replication and reuse of aspects of the current Grubstake.  The Project will include 13% 
of the units for very low-income tenants in a transit-rich area of the City and utilize the State Density 
Bonus to provide 21 units of much needed housing.    

The Project was originally scheduled to be heard on March 18, 2021.  At the request of the 
Lower Polk Neighbors (LPN), the Project sponsor requested a continuance to allow the Project to be 
presented again to the LPN.1  On April 14th, the Project sponsors presented the Project to the LPN 
at their regularly scheduled meeting.  At that meeting, the Project sponsors shared shadow diagrams 
prepared by PreVision Design evaluating the Project’s shadow on Austin Alley, comparing it to a code 
compliant project. The diagrams show that the increase in height of the building does not meaningfully 
change the shadow cast along Austin Alley. Copies of those diagrams are attached as Attachment A. 

On April 28th, a second meeting was held by the LPN to discuss the Project, as is standard 
practice for projects being considered by the LPN.2  At both meetings, there was strong support for 
the Project and its addition of much needed housing as well as some concern expressed by adjacent 
condo owners at The Austin. The Project sponsors appreciate the LPN making time and space on its 
agenda(s) to hear the Project.   

 

 
1 The Project had previously been presented to the LPN.  At the time, the Project was not utilizing the State Density 
Bonus Law.  While the Project sponsor had notified the LPN of the changes to the Project and invited them to 
community meetings to review the Project changes, a formal presentation to the LPN did not occur and at the time was 
not requested.  When the LPN requested a formal presentation, the Project sponsor requested a continuance.    
2 The LPN’s standard practice is to hear a project at one meeting and discuss it at a subsequent meeting with decisions 
on whether to support or oppose a project made by the Board following the two meetings.  Here, a special meeting was 
called to discuss the Project given the May 6, 2021, Planning Commission hearing date.   
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At the second meeting, the Project agreed to further the Project’s commitment to improving 
Austin Alley and will be contributing an additional $15,000 on top of $10,000 previously committed 
to help fund Austin Alley improvements such as replacing lights and sponsoring the Cultural Heritage 
Medallion Program.  In response to concerns raised by The Austin residents, the Project sponsors will 
investigate light enhancement measures to direct light from the Project to the lightwell/interior 
courtyard of The Austin and will work with key stakeholders on finding a viable solution to the 
concern raised.   The Project sponsors are committed to working with the LPN and we understand 
they will be supporting the Project and the additional housing that it will provide.  The Project has 
also received 39 letters of support.  Those letters are from neighbors, including owners at The Austin, 
community members, businesses and local organizations including Betty Sullivan (SF Bay Times), Dr. 
Bill Lipsky (LGBTQ Historian and Published Author), and Linda and Fernando Santos (former 
owners of the Grubstake).  Copies of these letters are included as Attachment B.    

 
Finally, the Project under consideration has been in process for almost six (6) years.  The initial 

application was filed on July 31, 2015, and since that time the Project has navigated Planning Code 
changes, evaluated not only whether the Grubstake is a historic resource but prepare documentation 
and analysis on the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Cultural District and respond to and address comments from 
the community and design feedback from the Planning Department.  Almost six (6) years for a Project 
of this size shows the Project sponsor’s commitment to not only addressing concerns raised but a 
focus on proposing a development that respects the history of the Grubstake while also providing 
much needed housing.   Regarding the Grubstake, the Project is required to return the restaurant to 
the site.  The Project itself, as it is defined, includes preserving and replicating various elements of the 
Grubstake.    

For these reasons and as discussed in more detail below, we respectfully request that the 
Planning Commission approve the CUA for a Large Lot Development (Section 121.1); Non-
Residential Use Size (Section 121.2); Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6); and Restaurant 
Operating Hours (Section 723). 

1. Project Description  

The Project is located on a through lot with frontage on Pine Street and Austin Street. The 
Project site is occupied by the one-story Grubstake restaurant, which would be demolished and 
replaced with an eight-story, 83-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 
2,473 square feet of commercial space to be occupied by the Grubstake. The Project will include 13% 
of the dwelling units for low-income residents.    

The Grubstake is a known late-night eatery with cultural significance within the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Cultural District. The existing Grubstake is comprised of an old lunch wagon that was located 
at the site in 1917 and has been heavily altered over time.  Although the Grubstake is not a landmark 
or historic building, the restaurant is culturally significant and the Project design includes salvaging 
and reusing some of the interior and exterior features of the Grubstake, including the existing signage, 
and the Project’s design honors the old lunch wagon style.  In April 2018, the Project sponsor retained 
Architectural Resources Group (ARG) to evaluate the Grubstake and make recommendations 
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regarding architectural features that could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the new development.  
Subsequently, the Project sponsor retained ARG to provide design consultation on the Project.  
ARG’s recommendations have been incorporated into the Project and copy of them is included as   
Attachment C.  Finally, the Project sponsor, who also owns Grubstake, intends to reinstate 
Grubstake within the restaurant space after construction, including the late-night dining hours. 

2. Project Approvals  

The Project requires a CUA for a Large Lot Development (Section 121.1); Non-Residential 
Use Size (Section 121.2); Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6); and Restaurant Operating Hours (Section 
723). 

A. Large Lot Development  

The Planning Code requires a CUA for any development on a lot more than 2,500 square feet 
in the Polk Street-NCD.  The Project’s lot is approximately 3,000 square feet and is 25 feet in width.3 
The Project mass and façade are entirely compatible with the surrounding properties including the 
adjacent new residential tower to the west at 1545 Pine Street and the 25-story hotel just across Pine 
Street.  The return of the Grubstake into the Project’s lower levels ensures an active commercial 
ground floor uses and street scene.  Granting the CUA will allow the development of much needed 
housing in a transit rich urban environment and ensure an active commercial use along the ground 
floor that includes the preservation and return of a coveted neighborhood restaurant. 

B. Non-Residential Use in Excess of 2,000 square feet 

The Planning Code requires a CUA for any non-residential use more than 2,000 square feet 
in the Polk Street-NCD. The Grubstake is currently approximately 1,661 square feet and the proposed 
new Grubstake space is approximately 2,473 square feet with some of the additional square footage 
contained in a mezzanine area created by the replication of the existing barrel ceiling.  The additional 
square footage will allow the return of the Grubstake to the Project’s ground floor to serve the 
neighborhood in the same way it has for many years as one of the only late-night dining options in 
the City.  Granting the CUA will ensure a viable restaurant with sufficient kitchen and seating areas.   

C. Dwelling Unit Mix   

The Planning Code requires a CUA for projects in the Polk Street-NCD that do not comply 
with the requirements that 35% of a project’s residential units have a mix of two (2)- and three (3)-
bedroom units with at least 10% as three (3) bedrooms.   The Project proposes that 28% of the units 
are two (2) and three (3) bedrooms with 14% of the units as three (3)-bedroom units.  While the 
Project will provide a lower percentage of overall two (2) and three (3)-bedroom units it will provide 
more three (3)-bedroom units than is required under the Code and will construct two (2) studio units 
in lieu of the needed two (2)-bedroom units, providing more affordable-by-design units in the Project. 

 
3 The Project filed its initial application in 2015 and at that time a CUA was not required for development on lots more 
than 2,500 square feet.  The CUA requirement was implemented through Planning Code changes approved in 2017. 
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The narrow lot and needed lightwells along both sides of the Project creates a significant constraint 
to the site’s floor plan, unit layout and results in the only ability to meet the required unit mix being 
further increasing the building height, a change that not only significantly impacts the cost of the 
Project by changing the construction type proposed but also is not desirable in terms of the adjacent 
structures or urban design patterns.  Granting the CUA will allow the Project to provide more dwelling 
units within a structure that increases building height by only one story. 

D. Restaurant Operating Hours 

The Planning Code requires a CUA for projects in the Polk Street-NCD that are open 
between 2:00 am and 6:00 am.  The Grubstake has historically been known as an after-hours late-night 
dining location and it is those late-night hours that made it unique in the neighborhood during the 
historic context statement period.  Few of these late-night dining options remain, even before the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  The Grubstake historically has had 24-hour operations.  Recently, it has stayed 
open until 4:00 a.m. and granting the CUA will allow the Grubstake to return to its full glory including 
after-hours dining.  

3. Density Bonus Concessions and Waivers  

The Project is relying on the State Density Bonus to achieve the proposed density.  Strict 
adherence to the Planning Code would yield a 15-unit “base project.”   As noted, the Project site is a 
tight infill lot that is both narrow and deep, and fronts two streets.  Added to those constraints is the 
commitment to incorporate the Grubstake into the Project, including replicating its interior and 
exterior.  As the Project sponsor has elected to include two (2) inclusionary housing units on site, the 
Project is eligible for additional density as well as concessions, incentives and waivers to facilitate the 
development and provide flexibility to develop the Project site within the context of the constraints 
described above.    

The Project seeks one concession to reduce the actual cost of development for Permitted 
Obstructions (Section 136) and eight (8) waivers from development standards that otherwise would 
physically preclude the Project.  The eight (8) waivers include relief from strict compliance with the 
Planning Code for (1) Rear Yard (Section 134), (2) Common Useable Open Space (Section 135(g)), 
(3) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), (4) Ground-Floor Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4), (5) 
Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6), (6) Height (Section 250), (7) Setbacks on Narrow Streets (Section 
261.1), and (8) Bulk (Section 270). 

A. Permitted Obstructions   

The Project seeks a concession from the Planning Code for Permitted Obstructions for bay 
windows on the Austin Street (rear) side of the Project.  The Planning Code limits bay windows from 
extending beyond two (2) feet and the Project proposes bay windows that extend three (3) and ½ feet.   
These bay windows match the bay windows along Pine Street creating cost efficiencies.  The proposed 
bay windows also provide additional rentable floor area and improve the livability of the units facing 
Austin Street.  An analysis has been provided to the City that demonstrates that the cost saving from 
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using one frame wall system as well as the additional floor area gained by the non-compliant windows 
offset the cost of providing affordable housing on site and therefore seek a concession under the 
Density Bonus Law.  

B. Common Useable Open Space  

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code for Common Useable Open Space.  The 
Planning Code requires 1,008 square feet of Common Open Space for the Project’s 21 units.  The 
Project provides 749 square feet of Common Open Space on a roof deck, which is 74% of the open 
space required.  The Project also provides six (6) private balconies for units, but the dimensions of 
the balconies do not meet the minimum requirements to qualify as code compliant private open space. 
There are also Juliet balconies included for every unit that does not have a private open balcony, and 
two (2) and three (3) bedroom units along Austin include both a Juliet balcony and a private balcony.     

Providing code compliant balconies in the Project would result in significant Project changes.  
Specifically, it would result in the complete loss of one (1) unit on Level 2 and would reduce two (2) 
other units to 385 square feet.  It would result in the loss of three (3) units on Levels 3-5 and reduce 
the square footage of two (2) more units.  On Level 6-7, the three (3) bedroom units would become 
two (2) bedroom units and the two (2) bedroom units would become one (1) bedroom units.  This 
change in unit size and mix would render the Project infeasible.  The Project has also explored 
providing additional Open Space on the roof deck to address the open space shortfall.  Unfortunately, 
this is also not an option as the Open Space provided is the maximum amount available due to square 
footage limitations of Assembly occupancy for proposed construction type, as well as limited physical 
space due to mechanical and solar systems on the roof.      

As noted, the Project site is severely constrained by its width and its commitment to specific 
design criteria for the ground floor commercial space.  As a result, the Project is very sensitive to 
minor changes in design. Adherence to Open Space requirements would physically preclude the 
development of the Project with the additional units sought and the Project seeks a waiver from the 
requirements.  

C. Dwelling Unit Exposure   

The Project seeks a waiver for minor deviation from the Planning Code’s Dwelling Unit 
Exposure requirements.  Only one (1) of the Project units do not meet the strict requirements of the 
Planning Code as it provides less than the required 25 feet wide exposure in each direction.  The unit 
instead faces onto a six (6) feet by 25-feet lightwell but also contains a private balcony.  The Project 
requires a waiver as the strict adherence to the Planning Code would physically preclude the 
construction of the Project as proposed.  
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D. Ground Floor Ceiling Height 

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code Ground Floor Ceiling Height 
requirement of 14-feet.  The Project is honoring the design elements of the existing Grubstake 
restaurant on the ground floor, including a barrel ceiling with a proposed ceiling height of 10-feet.   
Because the lot slopes down from west to east and is narrow, strict adherence to the Planning Code 
requirements for Ground Floor Ceiling Height is not viable and would result in a loss of units that 
would physically preclude the development of the proposed Project.  

E. Transparency  
 

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements for Transparency 
requirement that 60 percent of the street frontage on the ground level allow visibility into the building.  
The Project proposes 28% transparency on the ground floor of the Austin Street side of and 26% on 
the Pine Street side.  On the Austin Street side strict compliance would not allow the Project to house 
the required rear egress and solid waste access areas.  On the Pine Street side strict adherence, would 
preclude the required egress and the use of salvaged material from the Grubstake given the very 
narrow width of the lot. As a result, adherence would physically preclude the construction of the 
proposed Project.   

 
F. Height  

The Project seeks a waiver from the 65-feet height limit.  The Project would reach a height of 
83-feet.  The additional height facilitates the development of additional units in the Project.  The 
adjacent project at 1545 Pine Street and the hotel across Pine Street both are taller structures upslope 
of the Project and without the additional height, the Project would be physically precluded from 
achieving the proposed density. 

G. Setbacks  
 
The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the setback 

requirements along the Austin Street (rear) frontage. As a through lot, no setback is provided along 
the Austin Street frontage to maintain the street wall. Austin Street is not a heavily used street and 
relief from setback requirements would not result in a design that overwhelms the street.  Shadow 
studies provided in Attachment A show the shadow along Austin Street. Relief from the setback 
requirements makes the Project viable as strict adherence would reduce the Project’s square footage 
by pushing the building back from the street, resulting in a loss of units and physically precluding 
the development of the Project.   

 
H. Bulk  

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the 125-foot maximum 
diagonal dimensions on both Pine and Austin Street.   The Project, including the bay window 
projections, totals just over 128 feet and the Project has taken steps to articulate the façade to offset 
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the impacts.  The Project is compatible in design to the adjacent 1545 Pine Street and narrowly tucks 
into the infill lot.  Strict adherence to the Bulk requirements would physically preclude the construction 
of the Project’s additional dwelling units. 

5. Community Outreach and Engagement  

A Preliminary Project Application was filed for the Project on July 31, 2015.   Over the almost 
six (6) years since the initial application, the Project sponsor has engaged with the community, listened 
to concerns and incorporated design changes in response to this outreach.  Most recently, the Project 
sponsors have listened to the concerns raised by the LPN and its members regarding the Project 
construction on Austin Alley and has made the following additional commitments. The Project 
sponsor will contribute $15,000 in addition to $10,000 previously donated to the improvement of 
Austin Alley.  These improvements may include items such as replacing lights across the alley’s 
intersection, installing plantings or artwork and/or sponsoring the Cultural Heritage Medallion 
Program.  The Project sponsors are themselves the owner and operators of the Grubstake and over 
the years have made significant commitments to the Lower Polk neighborhood and Austin Alley and 
are proud to work to continue to improve their neighborhood.   

Some examples of additional community outreach include:  
 
2017 

• On April 19, 2017, the Project hosted its first community pre-application meeting for the 
Variance application that at that time was required.    

• In June of 2017, the Project also presented to its Lower Polk Neighbors.  

2018 

• On January 16, 2018, the Project presented in front of the Entertainment Commission for 
review.  

• In September 2018, the Project was presented to the LGBTQ Historical Society. At that 
meeting with the LGBTQ Historical Society, Page & Turnbull undertook an Oral History 
Project to supplement the historic analysis being prepared for the Grubstake. 

2019 

• On April 30, 2019, a formal presentation and discussion was undertaken with SF Heritage that 
focused on design and other considerations for The Grubstake.  

• On December 9, 2019 in association with Conditional Use authorization and State Density 
Bonus applications, a second community pre-application meeting was hosted. Prior to the 
larger community meeting, on December 5th, the project was presented to owners and 
residents of adjacent The Austin. 

2021 

• On April 16, 2021, the Project was presented to the Lower Polk Neighbors. 
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Throughout the process, the Project sponsors have worked closely with key stakeholders to 
address their concerns and have 39 letters of support.  While certain owners in the adjacent residential 
building The Austin have expressed concern, all owners in The Austin received notice of the 
Project as part of their disclosure packets prior to purchasing their units.  As noted above, the 
Project began its entitlement journey in July 2015, before construction on The Austin began. All 
current and future owners were made aware of the redevelopment of the Project site via a separate 
disclosure required to be signed that was specific to the 1525 Pine Street project.  That disclosure 
clearly stated that while an application was on file for the Project that “until such time as the 
proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is constructed, it is subject 
to change” and that “[c]ompletion of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may impact unit 
views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the [Austin], particularly those 
of east facing Units in the [Austin].” A copy of that disclosure is included as Attachment D.  The 
Project sponsors, however, understand the concern of The Austin residents regarding shadow on the 
interior lightwell/courtyard and have committed to work with key stakeholders to identify feasible 
measures to direct light from its building to this area.     

*  *   *   *   *  

In sum, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve a Conditional 
Use Authorization as the Project will ensure the return of the Grubstake restaurant to 1525 
Pine Street, provides much needed transit-oriented housing, including on-site affordable 
units, and infills a narrow-underutilized lot.  The Project sponsor has conducted community 
outreach and taken steps to design a development that is compatible with its setting.   

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact me at 
415-273-9670.   

Very truly yours, 

 

Alexis M. Pelosi 

Attachments 



Attachment E 



 
 

■ 244 Kearny Street, 9th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 ■ 415-273-9670 ■ www.pelosilawgroup.com 
 

 
May 4, 2021 
 
 

Mr. Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Re: 1525 Pine Street (Case No. 2015-009955CUA) - May 6, 2021 Hearing 
for Conditional Use Authorization  

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners, 

On May 6, 2021 the Planning Commission will consider a Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) 
for a proposed eight-story, 83-foot-tall mixed used development consisting of 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,473 square feet of commercial space located at 1525 Pine Street (Project).  The Project 
is located on a narrow through lot between Pine Street and Austin Street that currently is the location 
of the Grubstake restaurant.  The Grubstake will return to the ground floor of the Project after 
construction is completed and elements of the Grubstake will be incorporated into the Project through 
the retention, replication and reuse of aspects of the current Grubstake.  The Project will include 13% 
of the units for very low-income tenants in a transit-rich area of the City and utilize the State Density 
Bonus to provide 21 units of much needed housing.    

The Project was originally scheduled to be heard on March 18, 2021.  At the request of the 
Lower Polk Neighbors (LPN), the Project sponsor requested a continuance to allow the Project to be 
presented again to the LPN.1  On April 14th, the Project sponsors presented the Project to the LPN 
at their regularly scheduled meeting.  At that meeting, the Project sponsors shared shadow diagrams 
prepared by PreVision Design evaluating the Project’s shadow on Austin Alley, comparing it to a code 
compliant project. The diagrams show that the increase in height of the building does not meaningfully 
change the shadow cast along Austin Alley. Copies of those diagrams are attached as Attachment A. 

On April 28th, a second meeting was held by the LPN to discuss the Project, as is standard 
practice for projects being considered by the LPN.2  At both meetings, there was strong support for 
the Project and its addition of much needed housing as well as some concern expressed by adjacent 
condo owners at The Austin. The Project sponsors appreciate the LPN making time and space on its 
agenda(s) to hear the Project.   

 

 
1 The Project had previously been presented to the LPN.  At the time, the Project was not utilizing the State Density 
Bonus Law.  While the Project sponsor had notified the LPN of the changes to the Project and invited them to 
community meetings to review the Project changes, a formal presentation to the LPN did not occur and at the time was 
not requested.  When the LPN requested a formal presentation, the Project sponsor requested a continuance.    
2 The LPN’s standard practice is to hear a project at one meeting and discuss it at a subsequent meeting with decisions 
on whether to support or oppose a project made by the Board following the two meetings.  Here, a special meeting was 
called to discuss the Project given the May 6, 2021, Planning Commission hearing date.   
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At the second meeting, the Project agreed to further the Project’s commitment to improving 
Austin Alley and will be contributing an additional $15,000 on top of $10,000 previously committed 
to help fund Austin Alley improvements such as replacing lights and sponsoring the Cultural Heritage 
Medallion Program.  In response to concerns raised by The Austin residents, the Project sponsors will 
investigate light enhancement measures to direct light from the Project to the lightwell/interior 
courtyard of The Austin and will work with key stakeholders on finding a viable solution to the 
concern raised.   The Project sponsors are committed to working with the LPN and we understand 
they will be supporting the Project and the additional housing that it will provide.  The Project has 
also received 39 letters of support.  Those letters are from neighbors, including owners at The Austin, 
community members, businesses and local organizations including Betty Sullivan (SF Bay Times), Dr. 
Bill Lipsky (LGBTQ Historian and Published Author), and Linda and Fernando Santos (former 
owners of the Grubstake).  Copies of these letters are included as Attachment B.    

 
Finally, the Project under consideration has been in process for almost six (6) years.  The initial 

application was filed on July 31, 2015, and since that time the Project has navigated Planning Code 
changes, evaluated not only whether the Grubstake is a historic resource but prepare documentation 
and analysis on the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Cultural District and respond to and address comments from 
the community and design feedback from the Planning Department.  Almost six (6) years for a Project 
of this size shows the Project sponsor’s commitment to not only addressing concerns raised but a 
focus on proposing a development that respects the history of the Grubstake while also providing 
much needed housing.   Regarding the Grubstake, the Project is required to return the restaurant to 
the site.  The Project itself, as it is defined, includes preserving and replicating various elements of the 
Grubstake.    

For these reasons and as discussed in more detail below, we respectfully request that the 
Planning Commission approve the CUA for a Large Lot Development (Section 121.1); Non-
Residential Use Size (Section 121.2); Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6); and Restaurant 
Operating Hours (Section 723). 

1. Project Description  

The Project is located on a through lot with frontage on Pine Street and Austin Street. The 
Project site is occupied by the one-story Grubstake restaurant, which would be demolished and 
replaced with an eight-story, 83-foot-tall building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 
2,473 square feet of commercial space to be occupied by the Grubstake. The Project will include 13% 
of the dwelling units for low-income residents.    

The Grubstake is a known late-night eatery with cultural significance within the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Cultural District. The existing Grubstake is comprised of an old lunch wagon that was located 
at the site in 1917 and has been heavily altered over time.  Although the Grubstake is not a landmark 
or historic building, the restaurant is culturally significant and the Project design includes salvaging 
and reusing some of the interior and exterior features of the Grubstake, including the existing signage, 
and the Project’s design honors the old lunch wagon style.  In April 2018, the Project sponsor retained 
Architectural Resources Group (ARG) to evaluate the Grubstake and make recommendations 
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regarding architectural features that could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the new development.  
Subsequently, the Project sponsor retained ARG to provide design consultation on the Project.  
ARG’s recommendations have been incorporated into the Project and copy of them is included as   
Attachment C.  Finally, the Project sponsor, who also owns Grubstake, intends to reinstate 
Grubstake within the restaurant space after construction, including the late-night dining hours. 

2. Project Approvals  

The Project requires a CUA for a Large Lot Development (Section 121.1); Non-Residential 
Use Size (Section 121.2); Dwelling Unit Mix (Section 207.6); and Restaurant Operating Hours (Section 
723). 

A. Large Lot Development  

The Planning Code requires a CUA for any development on a lot more than 2,500 square feet 
in the Polk Street-NCD.  The Project’s lot is approximately 3,000 square feet and is 25 feet in width.3 
The Project mass and façade are entirely compatible with the surrounding properties including the 
adjacent new residential tower to the west at 1545 Pine Street and the 25-story hotel just across Pine 
Street.  The return of the Grubstake into the Project’s lower levels ensures an active commercial 
ground floor uses and street scene.  Granting the CUA will allow the development of much needed 
housing in a transit rich urban environment and ensure an active commercial use along the ground 
floor that includes the preservation and return of a coveted neighborhood restaurant. 

B. Non-Residential Use in Excess of 2,000 square feet 

The Planning Code requires a CUA for any non-residential use more than 2,000 square feet 
in the Polk Street-NCD. The Grubstake is currently approximately 1,661 square feet and the proposed 
new Grubstake space is approximately 2,473 square feet with some of the additional square footage 
contained in a mezzanine area created by the replication of the existing barrel ceiling.  The additional 
square footage will allow the return of the Grubstake to the Project’s ground floor to serve the 
neighborhood in the same way it has for many years as one of the only late-night dining options in 
the City.  Granting the CUA will ensure a viable restaurant with sufficient kitchen and seating areas.   

C. Dwelling Unit Mix   

The Planning Code requires a CUA for projects in the Polk Street-NCD that do not comply 
with the requirements that 35% of a project’s residential units have a mix of two (2)- and three (3)-
bedroom units with at least 10% as three (3) bedrooms.   The Project proposes that 28% of the units 
are two (2) and three (3) bedrooms with 14% of the units as three (3)-bedroom units.  While the 
Project will provide a lower percentage of overall two (2) and three (3)-bedroom units it will provide 
more three (3)-bedroom units than is required under the Code and will construct two (2) studio units 
in lieu of the needed two (2)-bedroom units, providing more affordable-by-design units in the Project. 

 
3 The Project filed its initial application in 2015 and at that time a CUA was not required for development on lots more 
than 2,500 square feet.  The CUA requirement was implemented through Planning Code changes approved in 2017. 
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The narrow lot and needed lightwells along both sides of the Project creates a significant constraint 
to the site’s floor plan, unit layout and results in the only ability to meet the required unit mix being 
further increasing the building height, a change that not only significantly impacts the cost of the 
Project by changing the construction type proposed but also is not desirable in terms of the adjacent 
structures or urban design patterns.  Granting the CUA will allow the Project to provide more dwelling 
units within a structure that increases building height by only one story. 

D. Restaurant Operating Hours 

The Planning Code requires a CUA for projects in the Polk Street-NCD that are open 
between 2:00 am and 6:00 am.  The Grubstake has historically been known as an after-hours late-night 
dining location and it is those late-night hours that made it unique in the neighborhood during the 
historic context statement period.  Few of these late-night dining options remain, even before the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  The Grubstake historically has had 24-hour operations.  Recently, it has stayed 
open until 4:00 a.m. and granting the CUA will allow the Grubstake to return to its full glory including 
after-hours dining.  

3. Density Bonus Concessions and Waivers  

The Project is relying on the State Density Bonus to achieve the proposed density.  Strict 
adherence to the Planning Code would yield a 15-unit “base project.”   As noted, the Project site is a 
tight infill lot that is both narrow and deep, and fronts two streets.  Added to those constraints is the 
commitment to incorporate the Grubstake into the Project, including replicating its interior and 
exterior.  As the Project sponsor has elected to include two (2) inclusionary housing units on site, the 
Project is eligible for additional density as well as concessions, incentives and waivers to facilitate the 
development and provide flexibility to develop the Project site within the context of the constraints 
described above.    

The Project seeks one concession to reduce the actual cost of development for Permitted 
Obstructions (Section 136) and eight (8) waivers from development standards that otherwise would 
physically preclude the Project.  The eight (8) waivers include relief from strict compliance with the 
Planning Code for (1) Rear Yard (Section 134), (2) Common Useable Open Space (Section 135(g)), 
(3) Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140), (4) Ground-Floor Ceiling Height (Section 145.1(c)(4), (5) 
Transparency (Section 145.1(c)(6), (6) Height (Section 250), (7) Setbacks on Narrow Streets (Section 
261.1), and (8) Bulk (Section 270). 

A. Permitted Obstructions   

The Project seeks a concession from the Planning Code for Permitted Obstructions for bay 
windows on the Austin Street (rear) side of the Project.  The Planning Code limits bay windows from 
extending beyond two (2) feet and the Project proposes bay windows that extend three (3) and ½ feet.   
These bay windows match the bay windows along Pine Street creating cost efficiencies.  The proposed 
bay windows also provide additional rentable floor area and improve the livability of the units facing 
Austin Street.  An analysis has been provided to the City that demonstrates that the cost saving from 
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using one frame wall system as well as the additional floor area gained by the non-compliant windows 
offset the cost of providing affordable housing on site and therefore seek a concession under the 
Density Bonus Law.  

B. Common Useable Open Space  

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code for Common Useable Open Space.  The 
Planning Code requires 1,008 square feet of Common Open Space for the Project’s 21 units.  The 
Project provides 749 square feet of Common Open Space on a roof deck, which is 74% of the open 
space required.  The Project also provides six (6) private balconies for units, but the dimensions of 
the balconies do not meet the minimum requirements to qualify as code compliant private open space. 
There are also Juliet balconies included for every unit that does not have a private open balcony, and 
two (2) and three (3) bedroom units along Austin include both a Juliet balcony and a private balcony.     

Providing code compliant balconies in the Project would result in significant Project changes.  
Specifically, it would result in the complete loss of one (1) unit on Level 2 and would reduce two (2) 
other units to 385 square feet.  It would result in the loss of three (3) units on Levels 3-5 and reduce 
the square footage of two (2) more units.  On Level 6-7, the three (3) bedroom units would become 
two (2) bedroom units and the two (2) bedroom units would become one (1) bedroom units.  This 
change in unit size and mix would render the Project infeasible.  The Project has also explored 
providing additional Open Space on the roof deck to address the open space shortfall.  Unfortunately, 
this is also not an option as the Open Space provided is the maximum amount available due to square 
footage limitations of Assembly occupancy for proposed construction type, as well as limited physical 
space due to mechanical and solar systems on the roof.      

As noted, the Project site is severely constrained by its width and its commitment to specific 
design criteria for the ground floor commercial space.  As a result, the Project is very sensitive to 
minor changes in design. Adherence to Open Space requirements would physically preclude the 
development of the Project with the additional units sought and the Project seeks a waiver from the 
requirements.  

C. Dwelling Unit Exposure   

The Project seeks a waiver for minor deviation from the Planning Code’s Dwelling Unit 
Exposure requirements.  Only one (1) of the Project units do not meet the strict requirements of the 
Planning Code as it provides less than the required 25 feet wide exposure in each direction.  The unit 
instead faces onto a six (6) feet by 25-feet lightwell but also contains a private balcony.  The Project 
requires a waiver as the strict adherence to the Planning Code would physically preclude the 
construction of the Project as proposed.  
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D. Ground Floor Ceiling Height 

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code Ground Floor Ceiling Height 
requirement of 14-feet.  The Project is honoring the design elements of the existing Grubstake 
restaurant on the ground floor, including a barrel ceiling with a proposed ceiling height of 10-feet.   
Because the lot slopes down from west to east and is narrow, strict adherence to the Planning Code 
requirements for Ground Floor Ceiling Height is not viable and would result in a loss of units that 
would physically preclude the development of the proposed Project.  

E. Transparency  
 

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements for Transparency 
requirement that 60 percent of the street frontage on the ground level allow visibility into the building.  
The Project proposes 28% transparency on the ground floor of the Austin Street side of and 26% on 
the Pine Street side.  On the Austin Street side strict compliance would not allow the Project to house 
the required rear egress and solid waste access areas.  On the Pine Street side strict adherence, would 
preclude the required egress and the use of salvaged material from the Grubstake given the very 
narrow width of the lot. As a result, adherence would physically preclude the construction of the 
proposed Project.   

 
F. Height  

The Project seeks a waiver from the 65-feet height limit.  The Project would reach a height of 
83-feet.  The additional height facilitates the development of additional units in the Project.  The 
adjacent project at 1545 Pine Street and the hotel across Pine Street both are taller structures upslope 
of the Project and without the additional height, the Project would be physically precluded from 
achieving the proposed density. 

G. Setbacks  
 
The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the setback 

requirements along the Austin Street (rear) frontage. As a through lot, no setback is provided along 
the Austin Street frontage to maintain the street wall. Austin Street is not a heavily used street and 
relief from setback requirements would not result in a design that overwhelms the street.  Shadow 
studies provided in Attachment A show the shadow along Austin Street. Relief from the setback 
requirements makes the Project viable as strict adherence would reduce the Project’s square footage 
by pushing the building back from the street, resulting in a loss of units and physically precluding 
the development of the Project.   

 
H. Bulk  

The Project seeks a waiver from the Planning Code requirements from the 125-foot maximum 
diagonal dimensions on both Pine and Austin Street.   The Project, including the bay window 
projections, totals just over 128 feet and the Project has taken steps to articulate the façade to offset 
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the impacts.  The Project is compatible in design to the adjacent 1545 Pine Street and narrowly tucks 
into the infill lot.  Strict adherence to the Bulk requirements would physically preclude the construction 
of the Project’s additional dwelling units. 

5. Community Outreach and Engagement  

A Preliminary Project Application was filed for the Project on July 31, 2015.   Over the almost 
six (6) years since the initial application, the Project sponsor has engaged with the community, listened 
to concerns and incorporated design changes in response to this outreach.  Most recently, the Project 
sponsors have listened to the concerns raised by the LPN and its members regarding the Project 
construction on Austin Alley and has made the following additional commitments. The Project 
sponsor will contribute $15,000 in addition to $10,000 previously donated to the improvement of 
Austin Alley.  These improvements may include items such as replacing lights across the alley’s 
intersection, installing plantings or artwork and/or sponsoring the Cultural Heritage Medallion 
Program.  The Project sponsors are themselves the owner and operators of the Grubstake and over 
the years have made significant commitments to the Lower Polk neighborhood and Austin Alley and 
are proud to work to continue to improve their neighborhood.   

Some examples of additional community outreach include:  
 
2017 

• On April 19, 2017, the Project hosted its first community pre-application meeting for the 
Variance application that at that time was required.    

• In June of 2017, the Project also presented to its Lower Polk Neighbors.  

2018 

• On January 16, 2018, the Project presented in front of the Entertainment Commission for 
review.  

• In September 2018, the Project was presented to the LGBTQ Historical Society. At that 
meeting with the LGBTQ Historical Society, Page & Turnbull undertook an Oral History 
Project to supplement the historic analysis being prepared for the Grubstake. 

2019 

• On April 30, 2019, a formal presentation and discussion was undertaken with SF Heritage that 
focused on design and other considerations for The Grubstake.  

• On December 9, 2019 in association with Conditional Use authorization and State Density 
Bonus applications, a second community pre-application meeting was hosted. Prior to the 
larger community meeting, on December 5th, the project was presented to owners and 
residents of adjacent The Austin. 

2021 

• On April 16, 2021, the Project was presented to the Lower Polk Neighbors. 
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Throughout the process, the Project sponsors have worked closely with key stakeholders to 
address their concerns and have 39 letters of support.  While certain owners in the adjacent residential 
building The Austin have expressed concern, all owners in The Austin received notice of the 
Project as part of their disclosure packets prior to purchasing their units.  As noted above, the 
Project began its entitlement journey in July 2015, before construction on The Austin began. All 
current and future owners were made aware of the redevelopment of the Project site via a separate 
disclosure required to be signed that was specific to the 1525 Pine Street project.  That disclosure 
clearly stated that while an application was on file for the Project that “until such time as the 
proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is constructed, it is subject 
to change” and that “[c]ompletion of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may impact unit 
views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the [Austin], particularly those 
of east facing Units in the [Austin].” A copy of that disclosure is included as Attachment D.  The 
Project sponsors, however, understand the concern of The Austin residents regarding shadow on the 
interior lightwell/courtyard and have committed to work with key stakeholders to identify feasible 
measures to direct light from its building to this area.     

*  *   *   *   *  

In sum, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission approve a Conditional 
Use Authorization as the Project will ensure the return of the Grubstake restaurant to 1525 
Pine Street, provides much needed transit-oriented housing, including on-site affordable 
units, and infills a narrow-underutilized lot.  The Project sponsor has conducted community 
outreach and taken steps to design a development that is compatible with its setting.   

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact me at 
415-273-9670.   

Very truly yours, 

 

Alexis M. Pelosi 

Attachments 
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Endorsement Letter List 
1525 Pine Street 

Betty Sullivan, Publisher of The Bay Times 

Donna Sachet, SF LGBT Celebrity & Activist 

Dr. Bill Lipsky, LGBT Historian & Published Author 

Gary Virginia, LGBT Activist & Mr. Leather 1996 

Ken Henderson, REAF Richmond Ermet Foundation 

Gil Padia, Academy of Friends AIDS Nonprofit 

Brent Pogue, LGBT Activist 

Don Berger, LGBT Activist & Longtime Customer 

Nikos Diaman, LGBT Activist 

Phil Clark, Longtime Customer 

Linda & Fernando Santos, Former Grubstake 
Owners (30 years) 

Randy Shaw, Tenderloin Housing Clinic 

Rene Colorado, Tenderloin Lower Polk Merchants 
Association 

Shah Awi, President SF Concierge Social Club 

Kathy Cady, Founder SF Concierge Social Club 

Mei Tien Nguyen, Redding Elementary 

Raquel Roque, Redding Elementary 

Sanaz Nikaein, Austin Homeowner 

Alice Huang, Austin Homeonwer 

Jake Medwell, Austin Resident 

Michael George, Holiday Inn Golden Gateway 

Quensella Miller, SF Walking Tours 

Bamboo Restaurant, Neighboring Business 

Little Chihuahua, Neighboring Business 

Victor’s Pizza, Neighboring Business 

Kasa Indian Restaurant, Neighboring Business 

Golden Farmer’s Market, Neighboring Business 

Jeet Big Times, Neighboring Business 

Duncan Ley, Neighboring Business 

Brian Mcinerney, 1414 VanNess 

Abraham Fahim, Director UCSF 

John Solaegin, Compass 

Janet Witosky, Compass 

Gary Johnson, Compass 

Kristina Hanson, Compass 

Par Haji, Compass 

Compass Realty 
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226 I Markel Street, #309, San Francisco, CA 94114 

February 20, 2018 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As publisher of lhc San Francisco Bay Times, a publication serving the Bay Aren 's 
LGBTQ community since 1978. 1 am writing in support of Grubstake's proposed 
redevelopment project which you are considering. 

Members of our community have for many decades found the Grubstake location to be an 
excellent one to enjoy an affordable and delicious meal and to socializ.e and nenvork with 
friends and colleagues. Grubstake has for many years welcomed the eccentric as well as 
the mainstream members of our diverse community. 

Grubstake is important to us for many reasons. and having provided a safe and 
welcoming environment to gather is extremely vaJuablc. Additionally, the restaurant hao; 
provided volunteers and pro bono product and service in support ofl ITV I ATOS and other 
LGBTQ organizations. 

I have reviewed the proposal submitted by Grubstake executives and I believe it 
accurately and responsibly maintains the unique features, culture and spirit of the long
standing location. We encourage its approval. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Most sincerely, 1 
~' ~.o,J 

Dr G.1!6u11;va 
Co-Publisher/Editor 
San Francisco Buy Times 
s!baytimes.com 
Publishcr@sfbaytimes.com 
415-601 -2113 (direct) 



To Whom It May Concern: 

DOM~ S.1cl'lt1 " . ~&n,.. ... )(JI> ors n ,,.,. , "' 

584 Castro, Sox l99 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

415-695-1942 

March 1, 2018 

As a community aC'tlvist Involved In many groups LGBT and othe-rwrse, I me-t recenttv with 
Jimmy Consos of Grubstake restaurant at 1525 Pinc Strt'C-t and carne away thrilled wnh his 
plans. Mr. Consos understands and honors the history of this iconic eatery and is deterrrnined 
to respect thos.e-who have long ma-de it a favorite S<1n Francisco spot. His amiJUrtg familiarity 
w·ith ttie hi!>tory of the busines$ leads him to build on pa!it succcss!'.s while .a:ddre:ssing new 
tast~s and demograpMcs tn our diverse communrty. He: pJans: to maintain a menu that i ndudes 
populiJr d ishes, while adding new com pie.mental)' hems. Familiar visual elements will b.e 
seamlessly included in the. new vision for the business. And lhesurrounding communitv wll! be 
induded in Grubstake's cocitinumg evoltStion. 

With so rnuth dianeing so rapidly in San Francisco, manv times with no regard for traditions OC' 

history, It is refreshfn.g to see a business ma.I'\ so tn touch w1th Ms amomers and their desire to 
see Grubstake maintain its t f'!putation and grow in popularity. Based on f'li.s relationships with 
lower Polk Neighbors, husinesses, and individua~, wc-.-are confident that his plans will catapult 
Grubstak~ to new successes 11nd enh~nce Its position Within tliti neighboring rommunitY. 

In ;;;ddition, Mr. Con.sos is anxious to be an acbve participam in the larger community and 
offered to provide. material support to non-profit fund raisers and to build re:Jationships with 
many of the S(!J"Vice orpniz:ations with which I work regularly. Such support is vital and greatJv 
appreciated. 

I CQUld not bt more ~.l<dU?d for the hr.ore of Grubst<1ke and f\llty 5upport Mr. Consos' ambitious 
plans: for this l~acy buslness. It will be good for San Francis.col 

S1ncerely, 

~~U_t-
Oonna Sachet 



9/10/2018 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 

My name is Dr. Bill Lipsky and I live in San Francisco. I am writing to enthusiastically support 

1525 Pine Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. The Polk Corridor and Grubstake 

are forever part of our history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the diner is vitally 

important 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his 

team were the new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would 

keep going as we always knew it. and that promise has been kept Not only that, but they're 

doing everything they can to bring in new customers by getting more involved in the 

community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can 

thrive. The infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for 

the day because of electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, 

but the protection of the history as an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than 

a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and his team to ensure the new Grubstake 

embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what makes Grubstake so 

special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community, 1525 Pine Street delivers badly

needed homes for one of the City"s most dynamic neighborhoods, and the project team has 
been an important partner with the Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting 
the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. I strongly support this project for all the 

reasons listed above. 

Best Regards, 

Dr. Bill Lipsky 



February 16, 2018 

Re: Grubstake Diner, 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a local activist and San Francsico resident, I am writing to support the 
proposed Grubstake Diner project at 1525 Pine Street. 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that. the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake diner it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

~cerely, ~ • 4-J 

IG~fl. v 
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February 1, 2018 

Re: 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a resident and activist in the neighborhood, I am writing to support the 
proposed project at 1525 Pine Street. 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciat ion for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that, the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake diner it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

Gil Padia 
Academy of Friends 



Augustj1st. 2018 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission St. Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 

My name is Brent Pogue and I am actively involved in the Academy of Friends Charity Organization. I have 
also been a San Francisco resident for over 30 years and for a number of those years I lived in the Polk St. 

area. I am writing to enthusiastically support 1525 Pine Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. 
The Polk Corridor and Grubstake are forever part of our history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the 

diner is vitally important. 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his team were the 

new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would keep going as we always knew 

it, and that promise has been kept. Not only that. but they're doing everything they can to bring in new 
customers by getting more involved in the community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can thrive. The 
infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for the day because of 
electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, but the protection of the history as 

an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and 
his team to ensure the new Grubstake embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what 

makes Grubstake so special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one-of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community, 1525 Pine Street delivers badly-needed homes 
for one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods, and the project team has been an important partner with the 

Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. 
I strongly support this project for all the reasons listed above. Not only is the Grubstake important to the 

LBGTQ community but the new restaurant Is welcoming to the ever changing demographic of the Polk corridor 

community at large and will be inclusive of 

Best Rega 
/~ 

/ 

~ent 



February 16, 2018 

Re: Grubstake Diner, 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern, 

As a neighborhood resident and longtime customer of Grubstake, I am writing to 
support the proposed Grubstake Diner project at 1525 Pine Street. 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that, the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake dinelj it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ e)~".'i ~ (IY~·"'J \\iwd ! d1:/e 
·\~ ..;._, c_y-h ~ \-l c_ l ~ ~~ ~ k <!\-". ~ ~c. i eJ, 

I 
\\ N ~ 0 I ~()Y-Q_ k~lw~ ~;J"'- J ~ G\.-.-1 J &-t 
~ S..\ ~c.,ve J , 

~"" 1~vv 41<- ~:,:,- -,1~1'--/ 



October 1orn 2018 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission, 

My name is Nikos Diaman and I live in San Francisco. I am writing to enthusiastically support 

152S Pine Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. The Polk Corridor and Grubstake 

are forever part of our history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the diner is vitally 

important. 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his 

team were the new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would 

keep going as we always knew it, and that promise has been kept Not only that, but they're 

doing everything they can to bring in new customers by getting more involved in the 

community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can 

thrive. The infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for 

the day because of electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, 

but the protection of the history as an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than 

a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and his team to ensure the new Grubstake 

embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what makes Grubstake so 

special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one-of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community, 1525 Pine Street delivers badly

needed homes for one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods, and the project team has 

been an important partner with the Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting 
the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. I strongly support this project for all the 

reasons listed above. 

Best Regards, 

Nikos Diaman 



February 16, 2018 

Re: Grubstake Diner, 1525 Pine Street 

To Whom It May Concern. 

As a neighborhood resident and longtime customer of Grubstake, I am writing to 
support the proposed Grubstake Diner project at 1525 Pine Street 

The new Grubstake diner and development will be a positive force in the Lower 
Polk community, adding to an already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. 
The project sponsors are Lower Polk business people and neighborhood 
stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local eccentricities 
shared by few others. 

More than that, the project sponsors have been active in the Lower Polk 
Neighbors community, and always make themselves available to neighbors and 
business owners throughout the planning process. I strongly believe they will 
continue to responsibly operate the new development as they do now. 

As for the proposed proposal of the new Grubstake diner it is not only 
thoughtfully planned and responds to neighborhood input, but also provides a 
great opportunity to continue the legacy business. 

Thank you for your serious consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, ) 1 

)< '-11 v ;:pA. 
f? A I I; p <! L ;q ~ 1~;;: 

~ .f"n G-~ z_ J- y 



09/20/2018 

To Whom It May Concern 

Our names are Fernando and Linda Santos and we are the former owners of Grubstake Diner. We're so 

proud of the role Grubstake and places like it have played in making San Francisco the open, accepting, 

and eccentric city we love, which is why we are writing to enthusiastically support the 1525 Pine Street 

proposal. 

We sold Grubstake with mixed emotions in 2015 after 26 joyful and rewarding years. We also knew it 

was time for a change. The proposal for 1525 Pine Street will ensure the next generation will enjoy the 

diner just like San Franciscans in years past. 

We have high hopes for Grubstake's future. The new owners, Jimmy Consos and Nick Pigott promised to 

run Grubstake as the community knew it and they have lived up to that commitment. We hope to see 

Grubstake live on, but the atmosphere and the feeling customers get when they take a seat are more 

important than the physical building. We trust Jimmy and his team to get the ne.rt Grubstake right. 

We also support the project because 1525 Pine Street delivers badly-needed homes for one of the City's 

most lively neighborhoods. The project team has partnered with the Lower Polk!=BD and the alleyways 

initiative, even deciding to orient the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. Please approve 

1525 Pine Street without delay. 

Best Regards, 



RANDALLM. SHAW 

STEPHEN' L. COLLIER 
RAQUEL FOX 
STEPHEN' P. BOOTH 
MARGARET DEMATI'EO 
TYLER ROUGEAU 
MICHAEL ZITANI 

Claudine Asbagh 

TENDERLOIN HOUSING CLINIC 
126 Hyde Street 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel. (415) 771-9850 
Fax. (415) 771-1287 

July 10, 2018 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 1525 Pine Street 

Dear Ms. Asbagh, 

Contact: 
Email: randy@thclinic.org 
Phone: 771-9850 x 1117 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed demolition of the Grubstake 
restaurant and the construction of a seven-story building containing residential 
units and commercial space (including a newly built Grubstake restaurant). 

I have gotten to know the Grubstake owners through their attending events at the 
Tenderloin Museum. They care about the neighborhood's history. They will do their 
best to restore the Grubstake's key architectural features in the new building. Their 
proposal to preserve the restaurant's look and menu in a new building will enhance 
its chances for longterm viability. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Randy Shaw 
Executive Director 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for t he rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstal..e Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete t he experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in t he Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Address 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

x ____ ~--7=~--~-~ ________ Date Ap.-il ~(vii wil 

Shah Awi • Concierge 
SF Marriott Fisherman's Wharf 

I Z50 Columbus Ave, SF CA 94133 
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To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 
want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 
will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 
Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we' re going to cont inue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

.....-. ...... A~· -r1~ .. - u? 'f) 
Name/Business. ___ ,_ v _ L __ 

1 1
"VY_ ...... _rc4~~~A-=---.....:...µ,("l! 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long trmt' n<'ighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 
want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 
will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Omer, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 
Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 
Poll ne~ If we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

...,enfo¥1Dfn1out. PIHse approve this project without delay. 

Truly. 

Date ~/Jr/z,J 

Name/Business f-R4-! ~ / ;2.,1"" J 

Address, __ ___J,/_.:.~..:..2.-...:_/ _..J..f--1.1.!...:·/\(.~__:(:__f.!....:.:._ ____ _ 



Sanaz Nikaein 

1545 Pine Street #209 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
sanazbanu@yahoo.com 

September 27, 2020 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Attn: Samantha Updegrave 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco CA 94103 

Dear Samantha, 

My name is Sanaz Nikaein and I am a homeowner at The Austin condominiums at 1545 Pine Street. I am 

contacting you to express my support for the currently proposed Grubstake project at 1525 Pine Street. 

I have reviewed the plans and I believe the building will be a great addition to the neighborhood. The 

thoughtful design integrates the building into the community by orienting pedestrian access to Austin 

Alley, a growing hub and key component of the of the Lower Polk Alley initiative. They alley is a 

continuing challenge to residents' safety, and I believe that additional positive activation in Austin Alley 

will be a key ingredient in alleviating this concern. 

As an adjacent neighbor, I am a fan of the Grubstake and appreciate its importance to the 

neighborhood. I want to see it remain here on Pine Street for many years, and I am pleased that the 

proposed project will bring both new housing to the community while also Incorporating the timeless 
charm that makes the Grubstake a one-of-a-kind destination. 

The project sponsor has demonstrated a collaborative planning process_ seekl . 
ng input from nearby 

neighbors and providing tlm ly updates on the status of the proposal 1525 p· 
· me Street will b 

to the Lower Polk com and I encourage the Planning Commls 1 , e an asset 
5 on s approval of the project. 
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San Francisco Entertainment Commission 

City Hall, Room 12, Ground Level 

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Entertainment Commission Members, 

I am writing to support the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street, application number. I am the 

General Manager of The Holiday Inn Golden Gateway Hotel. 

The 1525 Pine Street project will be a positive force in the Lower Polk Community, adding to the 

already eclectic and venerable Polk Street vibe. The project sponsors are Lower Polk business 

people and neighborhood stalwarts, and began this process with an appreciation for local 

eccentricities shared by few others. 

More than that, 1525 Pine Street project sponsors - Jimmy Consos and Nick Pigott - have been 

active in the Lower Polk Neighbors community group, and have made themselves available to 

neighbors and business owners throughout the planning process. The proposal is not only 

thoughtfully-planned and responsive to neighbors, but will be positive for me as a local business 

owner. 

The project team has provided ample notice about 1525 Pine Street's matter at the 

Entertainment Commission, and I fully support the project. 

Thank you and best regards, 

µ;__o._~ ()~ 
Michael George \~ 
General Manager 

Holiday Inn Golden Gateway Hotel 

1500 Van Ness Ave. 

San Francisco, CA 94109 



August31st. 2018 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission St. Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear San Francisco Plannlng Commission, 

My name is Quensella Miller and I am the owner of Q walking tours. I am a San Francisco native and I have 

lived in the Polk Street area for a number of those years. I am writing to enthusiastically support 1525 Pine 

Street as a proud member of the LGBTQ community. The Polk Corridor and Grubsfake are forever part of our 

history and ensuring the next generation can enjoy the diner is vitally Important. 

I was worried when Grubstake was sold in 2015, but when I found out Jimmy Consos and his team were the 

new owners I was hopeful. From the start, we were promised Grubstake would keep going as we always knew 

it, and that promise has been kept. Not only that, but they're doing everything they can to bring in new 

customers by getting more involved in the community. 

The building is falling down and must be replaced if the business and Grubstake's legacy can thrive. The 

infrastructure is in such poor shape Jimmy and his team periodically have to close for the day because of 

electric or plumbing issues. I'd love to see today's Grubstake live on forever, but the protection of the history as 
an iconic LGBTQ late-night hangout is more important than a beleaguered replica train car. I trust Jimmy and 

his team to ensure lhe new Grubstake embraces the spirit of the original and will carefully preserve all of what 

makes Grubstake so special - what makes it ours - like the eclectic photography and decor, and one-of-a-kind 

atmosphere that defines the diner. 

Aside from Grubstake's significance to the LGBTQ community. 1525 Pine Street delivers badly-needed homes 
for one of the City's most dynamic neighborhoods. and the project team has been an important partner with the 

Lower Polk CBD and the alleyways initiative, even orienting the building so its main entrance is on Austin Alley. 

I strongly support this project for all the reasons listed above. 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the 
Grubstake Diner, and want to express rny e::n~hu ~id)tll for the rebuilding 

of the Grubstake Diner. This project will be .great for the neighborhood. 

It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also adds middle income 

and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the 

local community and we need business owners like them to continue to 
invest in the Lower Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a place that people can afford to live and enjoy going out. Please 

approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

X,__-==-~~-.<---------- Date ti3,hjiJC2/ 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing .rs a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of thE· 

(jrubsta,ke Djner, and want to .express my enthusiasm for lht! 1diuiluini; 

of the Grubstake Dlner. This project will be great for the neighborhood. 
It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also adds middle fncome 
and affordable housing and helps complete the experience· along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy .and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in t he 

local community and we need l:>usiness owners like them· to cont1nue to 

invest in the Lower Polk, neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a. place that people can afferd to live and enjoy going out. Please 

approve this project without del<iy. 

Truly, 

~· c: t .,~,'- .,e ~ r 
x. ___ '-"-__ • __ > ___ -_ .. _t _._,1._. ·_z __ c-_._· v ______ o~te 0 '11~.,li.. z 1 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-trme neighbor, patron and supporter of the 

Grubstak~ Diner, and want to express my enthu~fo~m fu1 lhe rebuildi11g 

of the Grubstake Diner. This project will be great for the neighborhood. 
It not only preserves the G1ubstake Diner, it also.adds middle income 

and affordable· housing anc helps complete t he experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in th.e 
local comrnunityand we need busine.ss owners like them to,contlnue to 

invest in the Lower Polk neigh!)orhood if we're going to continue to be 

a place that people can afford to live and enjoy going out. Please 

approve th ts project without delay_ 

Truly, 

Addres• \ Lf J j f 0 Lk__ S \ ,~-e_-€._\ 
' 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-<ime ne1ghoor, pauon ~ndsu~porter ·of the Grubstake Di~er1 <(nd 
want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuOding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 
will be. great for <he neighborhood. It not only preserves t he Grubstake Oi!ler, >t also 
-.dds middle income and 0ffordablc housjng and t)elps comp let" th" cxpe.rience ·•lone 
Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick ho"" gone to g reat lengths to participate ih the local 
community and we need business owners like them to contirtue to invest' in th.e Low~r 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to cont inue to be o plaoe ttlat pepple can afford to live 
and.enjoy goillg out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Date lj / Ql.. l 

Address )3>1 fb Ile Jl 



To Whom It May ·Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the 

Grubstake Diner, anll Wdlll lo exµ1e>> 111y e11thusia&m fortl1e rebuilding 

of the Grupstake Diner. This project will be great for the nelghborhootl. 
It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also adds middle income 

and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy :and Nick have gone to great lengths to parti.cipate in the 

local community and. we need business owners like them·to continue to 

invest in the Lower Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a place that people can afford to live and enjey going out. Please 

;;pprove thls project without delay. 

Truly, 

Address~i' 5 po \ K S,t 5u_; { 



To Whom It May Concern, 

l am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the 

Grubstake Oiner, and want to express rny enthusiasm for the rebui'lding 
of the Grubstake Diner. Th'fs project will be great. fortl]e neighborhood. 

It not only preserves the Grubstake !Jlner, it also acids middle income 
and affordable hous'ing and helps complete the experience along Austin 

Alley. Jimmy and Nic.k have gone to great lengths to participate in the 
loc·al commuriity and we need business owners like them to continue to 

invest in the L0wer Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be 

a pl;;H;e that people can afford to live and enjoy ,goi11g out. Please 
approve t his project withou t delay. 

Truly, . J / 
x.____.c:~A-----"· /--""---~~ _ _ Date 

Narne/Business. _ _ _ ~,),_,G""'-€"_-'-/ _ _,/3-"-. _i_5.___r_,_}_1'_>'1-'· _ej_,, 



To Whom It Mily Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 
adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the e)(perience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 
Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out . Please approve this project w ithout delay. 

Truly, 

x" ___ ,....._.~----"--~------- Date \// 1 j) ( 
~· ~ 
~ 

Name/Business lJL.J n~ ' ......., 

Address \ <:; t/ ~ ( c_ \. le "' ..._ )y q L// (." ci( 
} 



BRIAN MCINERNEY 
415 847-1423 RXMRES@gmoil.com 

April 20, 2021 

To Whom It May Concern. 

As a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and want to 
express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. 

This project will be welcome improvement for the neighborhood. It not only preserves 
the Grubstake Diner, it also adds much needed middle income and affordable housing 
while enhancing the experience along Austin Alley. 

For many years Jimmy and Nick have participated in our local community, assisting and 
contributing to the beautification and safety of the area. We need more business owners 
like them to continue to invest in the Lower Polk neighborhood In order for it to continue 
to be a place people can afford to live and enjoy. 

Please approve this project without delay. 

Sincerely, 

J\. 
Brian Mcinerney 

Property Management 

1412/ 1414 Van Ness at Austin Alley 

-



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project wit hout delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business t\ma l, aNV\ ~I"~ 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuild ing of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Dirier, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

x __ ~.,L-1----/.~,,,__~--4-1---· _ __ Date l>t/jj> 5 / zoz,; 

Name/Business Co'f'Y1-p()_S S 
t 

Address I J./<1 CJ V fJ,_ Y\ Ne-.75 fble fl U -e.___. 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate In the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business cc11VI pti..S 5 

Address / '-/(JO Vd.M./ ~ tfwl<.LJL/ 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuild ing of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Dirier, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

x __ ~.,L-1----/.~,,,__~--4-1---· _ __ Date l>t/jj> 5 / zoz,; 

Name/Business Co'f'Y1-p()_S S 
t 

Address I J./<1 CJ V fJ,_ Y\ Ne-.75 fble fl U -e.___. 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebu ilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

w ill be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

X.___;,A:;z __ ~:;;;..,.___..,------- Date 'f4fr1 

Name/Business._1-.6~'-/{ __ Pt_74-,;;,..._5_S _______ _ 

Address / l/ 00 Vt/ f( N~S 1/¥£° 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-rime neighbor. patron and supporter of the Grubruike Diner, and 

want to e)(Jlress my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, ft also 

odds middle income and affordable housing and helps compl@te the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick h•v• cone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need businesi ownen like them to continue to invest in the lo•ver 

Polk neighborhood if we're going lO continue to be a plaoe lhat people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please apprcve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business ~ 

Address /ij;JtJ ~~ 
~~ C24. c:?ytq 



To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

will be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out . Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

Name/Business 4'.;y \<'; '>t- \' 'v\ d 

Address ___ \ ~_o_D __ V_~_'v\ _ _ ~ __ c;_~_ ...... k __ _ 
c._A- q 4\ o'T-
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To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing as a long-time neighbor, patron and supporter of the Grubstake Diner, and 

want to express my enthusiasm for the rebu ilding of the Grubstake Diner. This project 

w ill be great for the neighborhood. It not only preserves the Grubstake Diner, it also 

adds middle income and affordable housing and helps complete the experience along 

Austin Alley. Jimmy and Nick have gone to great lengths to participate in the local 

community and we need business owners like them to continue to invest in the Lower 

Polk neighborhood if we're going to continue to be a place that people can afford to live 

and enjoy going out. Please approve this project without delay. 

Truly, 

X.___;,A:;z __ ~:;;;..,.___..,------- Date 'f4fr1 

Name/Business._1-.6~'-/{ __ Pt_74-,;;,..._5_S _______ _ 

Address / l/ 00 Vt/ f( N~S 1/¥£° 



 
 

March 20, 2019 

Summary of Grubstake Redesign 

 

In April 2018, Architectural Resources Group (ARG) was retained by Pine Street Development to survey 

the Grubstake Diner at 1525 Pine Street and make recommendations regarding architectural features that 

could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the new development. In October, ARG was asked to provide 

design consultation services to identify opportunities for better incorporating these features into the 

design. Below is list of ARG’s eight recommendations, and detail about how the design was adapted to 

address them.  

  

 

1. Incorporate the lunch wagon in a way that respects the original footprint, orientation, and relationship 
to the street.  

      

 

   

Original: The original design had the arched lunch 
wagon façade located on the second floor. The 
façade was at an angle to the property line and 
did not match the existing footprint.   
 

Revised: The lunch wagon façade was relocated to 
the ground floor in the exact footprint of the 
existing. As lunch wagons were originally conceived 
as movable structures, locating the volume at 
ground level is important for interpretation.  

alexi
Text Box
Attachment C



 

2. Match the existing scale and proportion of original wagon as closely as possible. The limits of the “lunch 
wagon” can be defined by physical barriers, such as windows, or change in material, such as floor finish. 

 

 
3. Replicate metal barrel vault ceiling to create a sense of enclosure. 
4. Reuse or replicate side globe lights.  
5. Retain or recreate characteristic diner features such as the tile floor, linear counter, and backless stools. 
6. Define the interior/exterior relationship of the lunch wagon using windows.  

Revised: The scale and proportion of the lunch 
wagon matches existing and is defined on the 
interior with changes in finish and ceiling height.  
 

Original: The scale of the lunch wagon is not 
clearly defined on the interior.    
 

Original: The barrel vault ceiling is not symmetrically 
defined. The globe lights are inconsistently placed 
and located on walls outside the barrel vault. The 
lunch wagon is not defined by unique finishes or 
colors.   

Revised: The barrel vault ceiling, symmetrical globe 
lights, and replica black and white floor tile define 
the original lunch wagon footprint.  The lunch 
wagon has a unique material palette and color 
scheme that contrasts with the adjacent restaurant 
space. 



 

7. Reuse existing windows including green colored toplites where possible.  

 

8. Salvage, restore, and reinstall murals.  
 

  

 

 

Revised: Existing windows including green 
toplites are being salvaged for reinstallation in 
the lunch wagon façade.    

Original: New windows had a similar style to 
existing but did not match in size or location.     

Original: Murals were salvaged for reinstallation 
throughout the restaurant space.      
 

Revised: Murals are salvaged for reinstallation in the 
lunch wagon. Murals are placed above banquette 
seating, similar to the existing condition.  
 



 
8871.02/The Austin - Additional Disclosure (06-19-2017) FINAL 

THE AUSTIN, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
 

SELLER’S ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURE TO PURCHASERS 
 
 
PACIFIC PINE LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, THE ENTITY THAT OWNS THE 
PROJECT AND IS SELLING THE UNITS, HEREBY PROVIDES THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL 
DISCLOSURE TO BUYERS OF CONDOMINIUM UNITS AT THE AUSTIN.  
 
The Seller of The Austin understands that entitlement applications have been submitted to City agencies for a 
proposed new 7-story mixed-use commercial and residential development at the adjacent property to the east at 
1525 Pine Street.  Complete details for the potential development and proposed construction timeline are not 
available at this time.  The proposed project has not been approved and building permits have not been issued by 
City agencies at this time.  The future of the proposed project is uncertain at this time.  It is unknown whether the 
proposed project will be approved and built.  If the project is built, it may be constructed with different 
specifications.  Until such time as the proposed project is approved, permits are issued and the project is 
constructed, it is subject to change. 
 
If the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street is approved and construction proceeds, then throughout the demolition 
and construction processes at 1525 Pine Street, construction personnel may have temporary access to the Project 
and a construction crane may have a temporary right to traverse the Project’s airspace.  Completion of the proposed 
1525 Pine Street project may impact unit views, light source and privacy for certain Units and areas of the Project, 
particularly those of east facing Units in the Project.  The roof of the proposed 1525 Pine Street project may contain 
venting and mechanical equipment that may be visible from your Unit and the Project, and may contain roof 
deck(s).  The proposed redevelopment of 1525 Pine Street currently includes retaining Grubstake restaurant, as 
discussed in the Seller’s Supplemental Disclosures to Purchasers (the “Disclosure Statement”), as the ground floor 
tenant.  You should contact the San Francisco Planning Department for further detail. 
 
All capitalized terms used but not defined herein shall have the same meaning given to such term in the Disclosure 
Statement. 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
Buyer has fully read and understands this Additional Disclosure and has asked any questions Buyer deems 
appropriate to clarify any issue(s) described herein. 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
Signature ______________________________  ______________________ 
 
Printed Name ______________________________  Date 
 
 
______________________________ 
Seller’s Representative 
 
Unit Number _____________ 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

 

At your request, TJKM has examined traffic issues associated with the proposed development at 
1525 Pine Street in San Francisco, particularly as they relate to the appeal of the project approval 
by the San Francisco Planning Commission.  The primary transportation issues raised by the 
appellant include the analyses of cumulative transportation impacts, impacts on public transit, 
and on vehicle miles traveled. The project consists of a 21-unit eight story residential 
development and a 2,855 square foot commercial area containing a restaurant. The same 
restaurant occupies the site currently but will be demolished and rebuilt. 

Cumulative Transportation Impacts The appellant states that “the MND completely ignores the 
potential significant environmental impacts…of potential cumulative projects.” The MND identifies 
six cumulative projects “within approximately a quarter mile radius of the project site.” The 
projects are located as follows: 

1. 1567 California Street 
2. 1240 Bush Street 
3. 1101 Sutter Street 

4. 955 Post Street 
5. 1200 Van Ness Avenue 
6. 1033 Polk Street 

 

While the cumulative totals of the six projects includes 522 dwelling units and over 155,000 square 
feet of non-residential uses, it is instructive to view the actual location of these developments as 
compared with the 1525 Pine Street development. The figure on the following page illustrates the 
location of the six projects and their relationship to 1525 Pine Street. The figure shows that project 1, 
a 100 dwelling unit development replacing a two story commercial building, is located about two 
blocks away.  Project 2, a five dwelling unit addition is located two blocks away on Austin. The 
remaining four projects are located several blocks away. It is clear that that none of the cumulative 
projects are located in the immediate vicinity of 1525 Pine Street, nor would they come close to 
creating noticeable, let alone significant, impacts. In addition, the implementation of the planned Van  

Date: September 23, 2021 

To: Nicholas Pigott 

From: Chris D. Kinzel, P.E. 

Subject: 1525 Pine Street Traffic Issues 



!!1

!!2

!!3

!!4
!!5

!!6

Sacramento St

P
o
lk

 S
t

Ofarrell St

Geary Blvd

K
im

b
a

ll P
l

California St

L
a
rk

in
 S

t

Post St

Geary St

A
d
a

 C
t

V
a

n
 N

e
s
s
 A

v
e

H
e
le

n
 P

l

H
y
d

e
 S

t

Pine St

Bush St

F
ra

n
k
lin

 S
t

Sutter St

Austin St

Hemlock St

Cedar St

Fern St

Myrtle St

 Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus

DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
LEGEND

Project Site

Cumulative Development Projects

[



 

 

3 

Ness Bus Rapid Transit project, the seventh cumulative project described in the MND, but not 
referenced by the appellant, will provide additional transit capacity to the immediate vicinity.  The 
cumulative projects therefore provide inconsequential and insignificant impacts to the 1525 Pine Street 
project. 

Transit Impacts As the appellant focuses on cumulative transit impacts, it is again useful to note the 
lack of concentration of cumulative development projects near the site. The appellant’s argument 
seems to be that all of the cumulative vehicles circling the blocks looking for parking will congest the 
intersections and impede the ability of transit vehicles to serve riders in a timely manner. The appellant 
has not introduced any information to support this contention. There is substantial transit availability 
in the area near the project including routes on Pine, Polk, and Sutter Streets and Van Ness Avenue, 
where additional improvements are planned.  Given the broad and distant spacing of the cumulative 
projects, it is clear that there is adequate transit capacity utilization to serve the project. With the 
absence of any substantial transit generators among the nearby cumulative projects, there is no 
support for the appellant’s contention that this project will introduce significant cumulative transit 
impacts. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) San Francisco has the lowest VMT in the Bay Area. This is due to the 
compactness of the City, high transit ridership, the proximity of jobs and housing, and other factors. 
These will also be the characteristics of future residents of 1525 Pine Street. The State of California 
Office of Planning and Research has written the guidelines for conducting VMT analyses in California. 
Virtually all agencies in California have adopted VMT policies requiring that a single TAZ containing 
the project be analyzed to determine future VMT generated by project residents. Since residential VMT 
is calculated based on per capita travel, the number of dwelling units in any given area (typically in 
traffic analysis zones or TAZ) is of secondary interest. The primary interest is focused on how many 
miles all people living in that area will travel each day. For this reason, VMT estimation is (by written 
policy) focused on the single TAZ in which the project is located. Other nearby areas are not included 
in the VMT calculation exercise. As has been depicted in the figure accompanying this memorandum, 
the appellant’s TAZ map would include Project 2, which is the addition of five dwelling units. The 
calculation of VMT for the future residents of 1525 Pine Street is based on the simulated travel patterns 
and habits of all existing and future residents of the 8-block area included in TAZ 327. The appellant 
is mistaken in implying that the use of information from other nearby zones will produce more accurate 
results. TAZ 327 has very low VMT and the project will not produce any significant impacts in this or 
other TAZ’s.   

Traffic Effects of Density Bonus From a traffic standpoint, the impacts related to the six dwelling 
units allowed by compliance with San Francisco codes would be a de minimis change to the traffic 
being added and considered in the traffic analysis. This is especially the case due to the project’s 
reliance on transit, pedestrian and bicycle travel. 

Appellant’s Transportation Conclusions The appellant claims the MND’s findings with regard to 
Impacts C-TR-2, C-TR-3, C-TR-4 and C-TR-5 are not supported. These deal with the subjects of this 
memorandum – cumulative impacts related to travel by auto, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit. It is the 
opinion of TJKM that the MND completely and accurately addresses these issues. In fact, the appellant 
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has presented no information that would result in a need to change the MND’s findings and 
conclusions. 

 

 

About the author: Chris D. Kinzel, P.E. is the Vice President and co-founder of TJKM Transportation 
Consultants and has 60 years of transportation experience. TJKM has completed more than 80 
transportation projects in San Francisco.  
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March 20, 2019 

Summary of Grubstake Redesign 

 

In April 2018, Architectural Resources Group (ARG) was retained by Pine Street Development to survey 

the Grubstake Diner at 1525 Pine Street and make recommendations regarding architectural features that 

could be salvaged for reuse or replicated in the new development. In October, ARG was asked to provide 

design consultation services to identify opportunities for better incorporating these features into the 

design. Below is list of ARG’s eight recommendations, and detail about how the design was adapted to 

address them.  

  

 

1. Incorporate the lunch wagon in a way that respects the original footprint, orientation, and relationship 
to the street.  

      

 

   

Original: The original design had the arched lunch 
wagon façade located on the second floor. The 
façade was at an angle to the property line and 
did not match the existing footprint.   
 

Revised: The lunch wagon façade was relocated to 
the ground floor in the exact footprint of the 
existing. As lunch wagons were originally conceived 
as movable structures, locating the volume at 
ground level is important for interpretation.  



 

2. Match the existing scale and proportion of original wagon as closely as possible. The limits of the “lunch 
wagon” can be defined by physical barriers, such as windows, or change in material, such as floor finish. 

 

 
3. Replicate metal barrel vault ceiling to create a sense of enclosure. 
4. Reuse or replicate side globe lights.  
5. Retain or recreate characteristic diner features such as the tile floor, linear counter, and backless stools. 
6. Define the interior/exterior relationship of the lunch wagon using windows.  

Revised: The scale and proportion of the lunch 
wagon matches existing and is defined on the 
interior with changes in finish and ceiling height.  
 

Original: The scale of the lunch wagon is not 
clearly defined on the interior.    
 

Original: The barrel vault ceiling is not symmetrically 
defined. The globe lights are inconsistently placed 
and located on walls outside the barrel vault. The 
lunch wagon is not defined by unique finishes or 
colors.   

Revised: The barrel vault ceiling, symmetrical globe 
lights, and replica black and white floor tile define 
the original lunch wagon footprint.  The lunch 
wagon has a unique material palette and color 
scheme that contrasts with the adjacent restaurant 
space. 



 

7. Reuse existing windows including green colored toplites where possible.  

 

8. Salvage, restore, and reinstall murals.  
 

  

 

 

Revised: Existing windows including green 
toplites are being salvaged for reinstallation in 
the lunch wagon façade.    

Original: New windows had a similar style to 
existing but did not match in size or location.     

Original: Murals were salvaged for reinstallation 
throughout the restaurant space.      
 

Revised: Murals are salvaged for reinstallation in the 
lunch wagon. Murals are placed above banquette 
seating, similar to the existing condition.  
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Values Lux vs Perceived 

Lux value range 
JI 

Reference Lighting Condition 
:1 

Light Step 

0-10 Pitch Black 1 

10-50 Very Dark 2 

50-200 Dark Indoors 3 

200-400 Dim Indoors 4 

400-1,000 Normal Indoors 5 

1,000-5,000 Bright Indoors 6 
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mitigated negative declaration 
 

PMND Date: January 27, 2021; amended on May 6, 2021 
Case No.: 2015-009955ENV, 1525 Pine Street 
Zoning: Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
 65-A Height and Bulk District 
Plan Area: Not applicable 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Lot Size: 3,000 square feet 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 
 c/o Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
 415.749.0302, toby@kermanmorris.com 
Staff Contact: Michael Li 
 628.652.7538, michael.j.li@sfgov.org 

 

Project Description 

The project site (Assessor’s Block 0667, Lot 020) is a 3,000-square-foot rectangular parcel on the south side of Pine 
Street between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street in San Francisco’s Nob Hill neighborhood.  The project site is a 
through lot with one frontage on Pine Street and one frontage on Austin Street, and it is occupied by a one-story 
restaurant called Grubstake.  The project site slopes up gradually from east to west (Polk Street to Van Ness 
Avenue) and from south to north (Austin Street to Pine Street).  The project site is in the Polk Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. 

The proposed project consists of demolishing the existing one-story restaurant and constructing an eight-story, 
83-foot-tall building (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse) containing 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the 
premises during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, 
and mezzanine of the new building.  The dwelling units would be on the second through eighth floors.  The 
proposed project would not include any automobile parking, and the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be 
removed.  A total of 32 bicycle parking spaces would be provided (28 Class 1 spaces in a storage room in the 
basement of the proposed building and two Class 2 spaces on both the Pine Street and Austin Street sidewalks 
adjacent to the project site).  Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be provided in 
the form of a common roof deck. 

mailto:toby@kermanmorris.com
mailto:michael.j.li@sfgov.org


 

A substantial amount of interior and exterior features of the existing building would be removed and reused 
and/or replicated in the new commercial space: 

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

• Reuse existing windows where possible and where not possible, replicate to match existing 

• Salvage, restore and reuse murals 

• Reuse the existing Grubstake signage, including light box signage and neon lights 

• Replicate the wooden bar 

• Reuse/replicate the tile floor, chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools 

• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

In addition, the project sponsor would develop and implement an interpretive program that focuses on the 
history of the project site.  The primary goal of the interpretive program is to educate visitors and future residents 
about the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, 
social, and physical landscape contexts.  The interpretive program would include the installation of permanent 
on-site interpretive displays but may also include development of digital/virtual interpretive products. 

Finding 

This project could not have a significant effect on the environment.  This finding is based upon the criteria of the 
Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory 
Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as 
documented in the initial study for the project, which is attached. Mitigation measures are included for this project 
to avoid potentially significant effects (see Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, pp. 96-110). 

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence the project could have 
a significant effect on the environment. 

_________________________ _________________________ 

Lisa Gibson Date of Adoption of 
Environmental Review Officer Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

cc: Toby Morris – Kerman Morris Architects LLP 
 Alexis Pelosi – Pelosi Law Group 
 Claudine Asbagh – Current Planning Division 
 Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 

May 6, 2021
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Initial Study 
1525 Pine Street 

Planning Department Case No. 2015-009955ENV 

A. Project Description 
Project Location 

The project site (Assessor’s Block 0667, Lot 020) is a 3,000-square-foot rectangular parcel on the south side of Pine 
Street between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street in San Francisco’s Nob Hill neighborhood (see Figure 1).  The 
project site is a through lot with one frontage on Pine Street and one frontage on Austin Street, and it is occupied 
by a one-story restaurant called Grubstake.  The project site slopes up gradually from east to west (Polk Street to 
Van Ness Avenue) and from south to north (Austin Street to Pine Street).  The project site is in the Polk Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. 

Project Characteristics 

The proposed project consists of demolishing the existing one-story restaurant and constructing an eight-story, 
83-foot-tall building (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse) containing 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the 
premises during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, 
and mezzanine of the new building.  The dwelling units would be on the second through eighth floors.  The 
proposed project would not include any automobile parking, and the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be 
removed.  A total of 32 bicycle parking spaces would be provided (28 Class 1 spaces in a storage room in the 
basement of the proposed building and two Class 2 spaces on both the Pine Street and Austin Street sidewalks 
adjacent to the project site).  Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be provided in 
the form of a common roof deck.  See Attachment A for the project plans. 

A substantial amount of interior and exterior features of the existing building would be removed and reused 
and/or replicated in the new commercial space:1 

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

• Reuse existing windows where possible and where not possible, replicate to match existing 

  

 
1 Project plans for 1525 Pine Street, Sheets G6.00 and G6.01, July 31, 2020 April 20, 2021.  All documents cited in this Initial Study are 

available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California as part 
of the project file for Case No. 2015-009955ENV. 
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Figure 1: Project Location SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department 
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• Salvage, restore and reuse murals 

• Reuse the existing Grubstake signage, including light box signage and neon lights 

• Replicate the wooden bar 

• Reuse/replicate the tile floor, chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools 

• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

In addition, the project sponsor would develop and implement an interpretive program that focuses on the 
history of the project site.2  The primary goal of the interpretive program is to educate visitors and future residents 
about the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, 
social, and physical landscape contexts.  The interpretive program would include the installation of permanent 
on-site interpretive displays but may also include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  See 
Section E.3, Cultural Resources, of this initial study for more information. 

Project Construction 

Construction of the proposed project is expected to last 18 months.  The proposed building would rest on a 
concrete mat slab foundation supported by drilled piers; pile driving would not be required.  Construction of the 
proposed project would require excavation to a depth of up to 14 feet below ground surface and the removal of 
about 1,500 cubic yards of soil from the project site. 

Project Approvals 

The proposed project would require the following approvals: 

Planning Commission 

• Conditional Use Authorization to develop a lot larger than 2,499 square feet, establish a nonresidential 
use larger than 1,999 square feet, establish a restaurant on the ground floor, establish a liquor license, 
operate a business between the hours of 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m., reuse the vintage projecting blade sign, 
and modify the required dwelling unit mix 

• Granting of waivers under the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program related to building 
height/bulk, rear yard, usable open space, permitted obstructions, dwelling unit exposure, setbacks on 
narrow streets, ground-floor ceiling height, and ground-floor transparency and fenestration. 

Actions by Other City Departments 

• Demolition Permit (Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection) 

• Site/Building Permit (Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection) 

Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission constitutes the Approval Action for the proposed 
project.  The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day period for the appeal of the Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration to the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. 

 
2 Project plans for 1525 Pine Street, Sheet  G6.01, July 31, 2020 April 20, 2021. 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 4 1525 Pine Street 

B. Project Setting 
Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site is on the northern half of an improved block bounded by Pine Street on the north, Polk Street on 
the east, Bush Street on the south, and Van Ness Avenue on the west.  Austin Street, which runs east-west and 
divides the project block into northern and southern halves, forms the southern boundary of the project site.  The 
topography of the project site and the project vicinity slopes up from east to west. 

Existing buildings on the project block vary in height from one story to 12 stories.  The property adjacent to and 
east of the project site is occupied by a three-story building with residential uses above a ground-floor 
commercial use.  Other buildings on the project block that front Polk Street, Bush Street, and Van Ness Avenue 
vary in height from one story to five stories and contain residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  The property 
adjacent to and west of the project site is occupied by a six-story building and a 12-story building containing a 
total of approximately 100 dwelling units and 10,000 square feet of ground-floor commercial space. 

The project vicinity is characterized by residential, retail, office, hotel, and automotive uses.  The scale of 
development in the project vicinity ranges in height from 15 feet to 225 feet.  On the northeast corner of Pine 
Street and Van Ness Avenue, there is a 25-story, 225-foot-tall hotel (Holiday Inn).  On the southwest corner of Pine 
Street and Van Ness Avenue, there is a 12-story, 128-foot-tall retirement home (San Francisco Towers).  Other land 
uses in the area include Stuart Hall High School (0.3 mile west of the project site), Lafayette Park (0.3 mile 
northwest), Redding Elementary School (0.1 mile east), Saint Francis Memorial Hospital (0.2 mile east), and 
Sergeant John Macaulay Park (0.3 mile southeast). 

The project site is well served by public transit.  Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni operates the 
1 California, 1AX California “A” Express, 1BX California B” Express, 2 Clement, 3 Jackson, 19 Polk, 27 Bryant, 
31AX Balboa ”A” Express, 31BX Balboa ”B” Express, 38 Geary, 38AX Geary “A” Express, 38BX Geary “B” Express, 
38R Geary Rapid, 47 Van Ness, and 49 Van Ness/Mission bus lines and the California cable car.  Golden Gate 
Transit operates multiple bus lines along Van Ness Avenue, one-half block west of the project site. 

Cumulative Context 

The cumulative context for land use effects are typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of the project site, 
or at the neighborhood level.  Cumulative development in the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-
mile radius of the project site) includes the following projects, which are either under construction or for which 
the Planning Department has a project application on file.  The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis 
vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this 
document. 

• Case No. 2018-011249ENV: 1567 California Street (demolition of an existing two-story commercial building 
and construction of an eight-story building containing 100 dwelling units and approximately 9,825 square 
feet of commercial space) 

• Case No. 2020-004634ENV: 1240 Bush Street (addition of five dwelling units to an existing 16-unit building) 

• Case No. 2019-022850ENV: 1101 Sutter Street (renovation of an existing three-story building, demolition of 
an existing two-story building, and construction of a 14-story building containing a total of 201 dwelling 
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units, approximately 6,970 square feet of commercial space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 
3,650 square feet of childcare space, and 59 parking spaces) 

• Case No. 2015-015950ENV: 955 Post Street (demolition of an existing two-story building and construction 
of an eight-story building containing 90 dwelling units and approximately 1,540 square feet of commercial 
space) 

• Case No. 2015-012577ENV: 1200 Van Ness Avenue (demolition of an existing five-story medical office 
building and construction of a 13-story building containing 107 dwelling units, approximately 
109,260 square feet of medical offices, approximately 25,570 square feet of commercial space, and 
275 parking spaces) 

• Case No. 2014.0914ENV: 1033 Polk Street (demolition of an existing two-story commercial building and 
construction of an eight-story building containing 19 dwelling units and approximately 605 square feet of 
commercial space) 

• Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project: Implementation of right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long 
segment of Van Ness Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit 
service 

Implementation of the nearby cumulative development projects would result in the construction of a total of 
522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 
3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project 
vicinity. 

C. Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans 
 Applicable Not Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the 
planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or 
region, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other than 
the planning department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from 
regional, state, or federal agencies. 

  

San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps 

The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City’s zoning maps, governs permitted 
uses, densities, and the configuration of buildings within San Francisco.  Permits to construct new buildings or to 
alter or demolish existing buildings may not be issued unless the proposed project complies with the Planning 
Code, an exception or variance is granted pursuant to the provisions of the Planning Code, or legislative 
amendments to the Planning Code are included and adopted as part of the proposed project. 

Land Use 

The project site is in the Polk Street  NCD.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 723, the zoning controls of the Polk 
Street NCD are designed to encourage and promote development that is compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The building standards monitor large-scale development and protect rear yards at residential 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 6 1525 Pine Street 

levels.  Consistent with the mixed-use character of Polk Street, new buildings may contain most types of 
commercial uses on the ground and second floors.  The zoning controls encourage neighborhood-serving 
businesses but limit new eating, drinking, other entertainment, and financial service uses, which can produce 
parking congestion, noise, and other nuisances.  The proposed project’s residential and restaurant uses are 
principally permitted and conditionally permitted, respectively (i.e., conditional use authorization from the 
Planning Commission pursuant to Planning Code Section 723, Table 723) is required for the restaurant). 

Height and Bulk 

The project site is in a 65-A Height and Bulk District, which permits a maximum building height of 65 feet.  Bulk 
controls reduce the size of a building’s floorplates as the building increases in height.  Pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 270(a), the bulk controls in an “A” Bulk District become effective at a building height of 40 feet.  Beginning 
at a building height of 40 feet, the maximum length of any wall shall not exceed 110 feet, and the maximum diagonal 
dimension shall not exceed 125 feet.  The proposed project would exceed the height and bulk controls for the 
project site.  The project sponsor is requesting that the Planning Commission grant waivers from the height and 
bulk controls pursuant to the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program. 

Parking and Loading 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, parking for residential and commercial uses is not required.  Pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 151.1, up to 0.5 parking spaces is permitted for each dwelling in the Polk Street NCD.  
Additionally, up to one parking space for every 2,000 square feet of occupied floor area is permitted for eating and 
drinking uses.  The proposed project would not provide any parking spaces.  Pursuant to Planning Code 
Section 152, off-street freight loading loading spaces are required for residential uses that exceed 100,000 square 
feet of occupied floor area and for retail uses that exceed 10,000 square feet of occupied floor area.  The proposed 
residential and restaurant uses would not exceed these thresholds; no off-street freight loading spaces are 
required or proposed.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.2, the project is required to provide 21 Class 1 
bicycle parking spaces (21 for the dwelling units, none for the restaurant) and three Class 2 bicycle parking spaces 
(one for the dwelling units, two for the restaurant).  The project would provide a total of 32 bicycle parking spaces 
(28 Class 1 spaces in a storage room in the basement of the proposed building and two Class 2 spaces on both the 
Pine Street and Austin Street sidewalks adjacent to the project site). 

Floor Area Ratio 

Floor area ratio (FAR) is the ratio of gross floor area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot.  Pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 124(b), FAR shall not apply to dwellings or other residential uses in NCDs.  The proposed 
project consists of residential and commercial uses in the Polk Street NCD.  FAR is not applicable to the residential 
component of the proposed project, but the nonresidential component of the proposed project complies with the 
2.5 to 1 FAR applicable to the project site.  The project site has an area of 3,000 square feet.  Up to 7,500 square 
feet of nonresidential space could be developed on the project site, and the restaurant would be approximately 
2,855 square feet. 
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Plans and Policies 

San Francisco General Plan 

The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan)establishes objectives and policies to guide land use decisions 
related to the physical development of San Francisco.  It is comprised of ten elements, each of which addresses a 
particular topic that applies citywide: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and Industry; Community Facilities; Community 
Safety; Environmental Protection; Housing; Recreation and Open Space; Transportation; and Urban Design.  Any 
conflict between the proposed project and polices that relate to physical environmental issues are discussed in 
Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects.  The compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan 
policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their 
deliberations on whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 

Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning Initiative, 
which added Section 101.1 to the Planning Code and established eight Priority Policies. These policies, and the 
topics in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, that address the environmental issues associated with 
these policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of 
neighborhood character; (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and 
Housing, regarding housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles 
(Questions 5a and 5b, Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from 
commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; 
(6) maximization of earthquake preparedness (Question 15a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic 
building preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question 10a, Shadow, 
and Question 11a, Recreation). 

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an Initial Study under CEQA, prior to issuing a permit for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of consistency with 
the General Plan, the City is required to find that the proposed project or legislation would be consistent with the 
Priority Policies. 

As noted above, the compatibility of the proposed project with General Plan objectives and policies that do not 
relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their deliberations on 
whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project.  Any potential conflicts that are identified as part of the 
process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the proposed project and are not required to be 
addressed in this Initial Study. 

Regional Plans and Policies 

The five principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policy-plans to guide planning in the nine-
county Bay Area include the Association for Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area and Projections 2040, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan – Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan.  Based on the size and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated 
conflicts with regional plans would occur. 
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D. Summary of Environmental Effects 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below.  The following pages 
present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Land Use and Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources 

 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 

 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities and Service 
Systems 

 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Transportation and 
Circulation 

 Public Services  Wildfire 

 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 Air Quality  Geology and Soils   

This Initial Study examines the proposed project to identify potential effects on the environment.  For each item 
on the Initial Study checklist, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project both individually 
and cumulatively.  All items on the Initial Study checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant Impact 
with Mitigation Incorporated,” “Less than Significant Impact,” “No Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon 
evaluation, the Planning Department has determined that the proposed project could not have a significant 
adverse environmental effect relating to that issue.  A discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than 
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated” and “Less than Significant Impact,” and for most items checked 
with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “No Impact” or “Not Applicable” without 
discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects are based upon field 
observation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, and/or standard reference material available 
within the Planning Department, such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife.  The items checked above have been determined to be “Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated.” 

Aesthetics and Parking 

In accordance with CEQA Section 21099: Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Projects, 
aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant 
environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area;  
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b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above criteria; therefore, this initial study does not consider aesthetics or 
parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.3 

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled 

In addition, CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) requires that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop 
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of 
projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.”  CEQA Section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of 
the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts pursuant to Section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, 
as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be 
considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA. 

In January 2016, the OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA 
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA4 recommending that transportation impacts for projects 
be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric.  On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of the future 
certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the OPR’s 
recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of 
projects (Resolution No. 19579).  The VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of project impacts on non-
automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling. 

E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:      

a) Physically divide an established community?      

b) Cause a significant physical environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

     

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.  (No Impact) 

The division of an established community typically involves the construction of a physical barrier to 
neighborhood access, such as a new freeway, or the removal of a means of access, such as a bridge or a roadway.  

 
3 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist for CEQA Section 21099: Modernization of Transportation Analysis, 1525 Pine 

Street (hereinafter “CEQA section 21099 Checklist”), December 30, 2020. 
4 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.  Available at 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
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Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the construction of a physical barrier to 
neighborhood access or the removal of an existing means of access; it would result in the construction of a new 
building containing 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  Implementation 
of the proposed project would not alter the established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks.  
Although portions of the sidewalks adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project 
construction, these closures would be temporary in nature.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
physically divide an established community and would have no impact. 

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant physical environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect.  (Less than Significant) 

Land use impacts would be considered significant if the proposed project would conflict with any plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  Environmental plans and 
policies are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be 
met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the City’s physical environment.  Examples of such plans, 
policies, or regulations include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s 2017 Clean Air Plan and the 
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s San Francisco Basin Plan.  As discussed in Section C, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, the proposed project would not substantially conflict with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, including 
Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, San Francisco’s Strategies to Address 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy), and the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, as 
discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, Section E.7, Air Quality, Section E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
Section E.14, Biological Resources, respectively.  Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact related to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations. 

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative land use impact.  (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity (within a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes projects 
that are either under construction or for which the Planning Department has a project application on file. 

As previously discussed in the Project Setting, the nearby cumulative development projects would result in the 
construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial space, 2,000 square 
feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical offices, and 334 parking 
spaces in the project vicinity.  The nearby cumulative development projects would not physically divide an 
established community by constructing a physical barrier to neighborhood access or removing a means of access.  
Like all projects proposed in San Francisco, the nearby cumulative development projects are required to comply 
with applicable plans, policies, and regulations, including those adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect such as Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, 
San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy, and the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects to conflict 
with such plans, policies, or regulations and would not create a significant cumulative land use impact. 

  



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 11 1525 Pine Street 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:      

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing units, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing? 

     

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial unplanned population 
growth.  (Less than Significant) 

In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in substantial 
unplanned population growth or new development that might not otherwise occur without the project.  The 
proposed project, which would result in the construction of a new building containing 21 dwelling units and 
approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space, would directly increase the residential population on the 
project site and contribute to anticipated population growth in both the neighborhood and citywide contexts. 

The 2010 United States Census reported a population of 805,235 persons in San Francisco.5  Based on an average 
of 2.36 persons per household from 2014 to 2018, implementation of the proposed project would increase the 
residential population at the project site by about 50 residents.6  The increase in the number of dwelling units and 
residents associated with the proposed project is not considered substantial unplanned population growth that 
would cause a substantial adverse physical change to the environment.  Moreover, the project site is already 
developed, is in an established neighborhood, is in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses, and 
is served by existing infrastructure.  The proposed project would not indirectly induce substantial population 
growth in the project vicinity because it would not extend any roads or other infrastructure into areas where roads 
or other infrastructure currently do not exist. 

The existing restaurant, Grubstake, would vacate the premises during the demolition and construction period but 
would return to occupy the basement, ground floor, and mezzanine of the new building.  The restaurant would 
increase in size from 1,660 to 2,855 square feet, but the number of employees is not expected to increase 
substantially, if at all.  Implementation of the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned 
employment growth that would cause a substantial adverse physical change to the environment. 

The proposed project would be consistent with San Francisco General Plan objectives and policies and 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) priority development area goals and criteria; it is located on an infill 
site, would be served by existing transit, and is in an area containing a mix of moderate density housing, services, 
retail, employment, and civic or cultural uses. 

 
5 United States Census Bureau, QuickFacts, San Francisco County, California.  Available at 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/PST045219, accessed October 1, 2020. 
6 Ibid. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocountycalifornia,US/PST045219
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The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population or employment growth in the 
project vicinity or citywide such that an adverse physical change to the environment would occur.  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or people 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing.  (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units because there are no 
existing housing units on the project site.  Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the need to 
construct replacement units to house substantial numbers of people.  The project sponsor is also the 
owner/operator of Grubstake, the existing restaurant on the project site.  Grubstake would be temporarily 
displaced from the project site during the demolition and construction period but would return to occupy the 
basement, ground floor, and mezzanine of the new building.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or people.  This impact would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to population and housing.  (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative context for population and housing effects is typically citywide.  Over the last several years, the 
supply of housing has not met the demand for housing in San Francisco.  In December 2013, the ABAG projected 
regional housing needs in the Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area: 2015-2023.  According to this 
plan, the housing growth need of San Francisco for 2015 through 2023 is 28,869 dwelling units: 6,234 units in the 
very low income level (0 to 50 percent of the area median income); 4,639 units in the low income level (51 to 
80 percent); 5,460 units in the moderate income level (81 to 120 percent); and 12,536 units in the above moderate 
income level (120 percent and higher).7  These numbers are consistent with the development pattern identified in 
Plan Bay Area 2040, a state-mandated, integrated long-range transportation, land use, and housing plan.8  As part 
of the planning process for Plan Bay Area 2040, San Francisco identified priority development areas, which consist 
of areas where new development will support the day-to-day needs of residents and workers in a pedestrian-
friendly environment served by transit.  The project site is located within the Downtown/Van Ness/Northeast 
Neighborhoods Priority Development Area.  Although the proposed project, in combination with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, it would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur.  For these reasons, the proposed 
project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact related to population and housing. 

  

 
7 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Regional Housing Need Plan, San Francisco Bay Area: 

2015-2023, July 2013.  Available at https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015-23_rhna_plan.pdf, accessed December 28, 2020. 
8 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and ABAG, Plan Bay Area 2040, July 26, 2017.  Available at 

https://www.planbayarea.org/plan-bay-area-2040, accessed December 28, 2020. 

https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015-23_rhna_plan.pdf
https://www.planbayarea.org/plan-bay-area-2040
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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with Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 
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Not 
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3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in article 10 
or article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code? 

     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

     

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

     

Impact CR-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource.  (Less than Significant) 

Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA statute and 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Historical resources include properties listed in, or formally determined 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) or in an adopted local 
historic register.  Historical resources also include resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey 
meeting certain criteria.  Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be 
historically significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources.  The 
significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an 
adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance ...”9 

Existing Building 

The existing building on the project site is a raised one-story lunch-wagon-style diner that consists of two 
volumes.  The western volume is a lunch wagon originally constructed before 1916 that features a curved sheet 
metal roof and four metal sash, single lite casement windows with awning toplites.  The eastern volume, which 
wraps around the rear of the western volume is a wood-frame rectangular structure that was added to the lunch 
wagon in 1975 and consists of a flat roof, vertical wood siding, two aluminum sliding windows, and a partially 
glazed wood door.  The eastern volume is set back from the front property line, and the setback is filled with a 
raised porch that extends to the sidewalk. 

Determining whether the existing building is a historical resource under CEQA involves an assessment of the 
building’s significance, integrity, and character-defining features. 

Significance 

The existing building is a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and is eligible for listing in the 
California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the development of LGBTQ enclaves in the 
Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1970s.10  The existing building is a contributor to the historic 

 
9 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2)(A). 
10 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part I, 1525 Pine Street (hereinafter “HRER, Part I”), 

May 15, 2019, p. 3. 
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district based on its strong association with LGBTQ businesses and social groups.  The restaurant (re)opened as 
Grubstake in the 1960s and was a popular destination for the LGBTQ community through the 1980s.  Grubstake 
developed a reputation for being an open and welcoming establishment to members of the LGBTQ community 
during a time when businesses often did not open their doors to them. 

The existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an individual resource under 
Criterion 1 (Events).11  The existing building does not appear to have individually made any significant 
contributions to the early development of the Polk Gulch neighborhood.  The original lunch wagon structure was 
relocated to the project site from Sutter Street around 1916 after the neighborhood had been largely redeveloped 
and reconstructed following the 1906 earthquake.  Additionally, no significant events were identified through 
archival research or through oral history as having taken place at Grubstake that on their own influenced local, 
regional or national trends related to LGBTQ rights, activism, or cultural and social trends. 

Under Criterion 2 (Persons), the existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an individual 
resource or as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.12  In order to be considered eligible under 
Criterion 2, a property must illustrate (rather than commemorate) a person’s important achievements and must 
be associated with the person’s productive life and work during the period in which those achievements were 
accomplished.  From the 1910s through the 1980s, the restaurant changed ownership several times.  Although 
many of the owners were successful businessmen and/or restaurateurs, none of them appear to have made 
significant contributions to local, state, or national history such that the subject property would be individually 
significant for its association with their work.  During the 1960s and 1970s, Grubstake became a popular late-night 
eatery among the LGBTQ community that thrived in the Polk Gulch neighborhood at the time.  While many 
patrons of the Grubstake included prominent figures within the LGBTQ community, such as Harvey Milk, 
Grubstake was not a primary place where significant or recognizable individuals conducted their business. 

Under Criterion 3 (Architecture), the existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an 
individual resource or as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.13  The existing building is not the 
work of a master architect or builder and does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, 
or method of construction.  Prior to or around 1916, a lunch wagon, the manufacturer and origins of which are 
unknown, was relocated to the project site from Sutter Street.  The lunch wagon sustained a minor gabled roof 
rear addition shortly after being relocated to the project site.  In 1975, additional alterations to expand the lunch 
wagon at the east side and rear created the current conditions on the project site.  Many of the prominent features 
that characterize lunch wagons (e.g., small rectilinear layout, simple entrance stairs, decorative glazing, an interior 
layout/circulation defined by a lunch counter with limited seating, and the relationship of a small wagon to the 
overall site) no longer exist due to the 1975 expansion.  The existing building is no longer representative of a lunch 
wagon as it appears to have evolved from a lunch wagon into a diner by way of the 1975 expansion.  The additions 
that allowed the existing building to transition from a mobile eatery to a larger permanent restaurant were not 
completed by a master architect or builder and do not characterize the building in a unique or outstanding 
manner such that it would be considered an individually eligible resource.  Additionally, 1525 Pine Street was 
surveyed as part of the Planning Department’s Draft Neighborhood Commercial Buildings Historic Resources Survey 

 
11 HRER, Part I, p. 5. 
12 HRER, Part I, pp. 6-7. 
13 HRER, Part I, pp. 7-8. 
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and was determined not to be significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as an exemplary or outstanding 
storefront. 

Under Criterion 4 (Information Potential), the existing building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as 
an individual resource or as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.14  Regarding the built 
environment, this criterion applies to rare construction types.  The existing building is not an example of a rare 
construction type. 

Integrity 

Although the existing building has undergone major alterations, those alterations were implemented in 1975, 
which is within the period of significance of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District (1960s to 1990s).  Therefore, the 
existing building retains integrity and conveys its overall significance as a contributor to the historic district.15 

Character-Defining Features 

The character-defining features of the existing building include the following and express its historical significance 
as a contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District under Criterion 1 (Events) for its association with the 
development of LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1970s:16 

• Polk Street commercial corridor “spine” with clusters of contributing properties 

• Dense urban fabric with one- and two-way streets, paved sidewalks, and minimal street trees 

• Commercial uses of contributing resources, which historically included a variety of LGBTQ-associated 
businesses such as bars, nightclubs, restaurants, clothing stores, record stores, bathhouses, and theaters. 

• Twentieth century commercial blocks and residential-over-commercial buildings (most constructed 
between 1907 and 1921) with: 

o One- to four-story massing 

o Classical Revival (Edwardian era), Eclectic, and altered styles 

o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 

o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 

o Flat roofs 

The character-defining features of the existing building include the following:17 

• Stepped up, one-story massing that includes a raised porch at the front and a stepped up entry 

• Projecting volume at the front comprised of the former lunch wagon structure that includes a curved 
sheet metal roof and four front-facing and three side-facing metal-sash, single-lite casement windows 
with narrow awning-style toplites of green marbled decorative glazing 

 
14 HRER, Part I, p. 9. 
15 HRER, Part I, p. 9. 
16 HRER, Part I, pp. 9-10. 
17 HRER, Part I, p. 10. 
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• Prominent signage including the projecting sign at the front and the business sign above the rectangular 
massing 

• Interior features including: 

o Two distinct interior spaces: the dining room and the lunch wagon space occupied by a bar 
partially separated by the east wall of the lunch wagon 

o Large mural located along the east wall by Jason Philips, dated 1976 

o Chevron-shaped bar that extends the length of the lunch wagon space 

o Stained glass infilled skylight openings in the curved roof of the lunch wagon volume 

o Checkered patterned floor tiles within the lunch wagon volume 

o Globe light fixtures mounted to the walls throughout the dining room and lunch wagon 

o Mixture of booth and table seating 

In summary, the existing building is eligible for listing in the California Register as a contributor to the Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Historic District under Criterion 1 (Events), retains its integrity, and exhibits character-defining features.  
For these reasons, the existing building is considered a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch 
LGBTQ Historic District, which is a historical resource under CEQA. 

Proposed Project 

The proposed project consists of the demolition of the existing one-story restaurant, Grubstake, and the 
construction of an eight-story mixed-use building. The ground floor would contain a one-story-with-mezzanine 
commercial space to be reoccupied by Grubstake, and the second through eighth floors would contain 
21 dwelling units.  A substantial amount of interior and exterior features of the existing building would be 
removed and reincorporated replicated in the new commercial space:18 

• Match the original footprint/orientation of the lunch wagon 

• Match the existing scale and proportion of the lunch wagon 

• Replicate the metal barrel vault ceiling 

• Replicate the train car façade 

• Reuse/replicate decorative lights and side globe lights 

• Reuse existing windows where possible and where not possible, replicate to match existing 

• Remove, restore and reinstall murals  

• Reuse the existing Grubstake signage, including light box signage and neon lights 

• Replicate the wooden bar 

• Reuse/replicate the tile floor, chrome accents, linear counter and backless stools 

 
18 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part II, 1525 Pine Street (hereinafter “HRER, Part II”), 

October 22, 2020, pp. 1-2. 
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• Retain the menu style and most-liked traditional dishes 

The Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District is significant for its association with the LGBTQ community that developed 
as an enclave in the Polk Gulch neighborhood beginning in the 1960s and generally is exhibited by the character-
defining features discussed on the preceding page.  The historic district currently contains 15 identified known 
contributing properties, including the existing building, and has the potential for more contributors to be 
identified through additional research. 

Although the proposed project includes the demolition of a contributor to the historic district, the proposed 
project would not cause a significant impact to the historic district; additionally, the existing building is not an 
individually eligible historic resource.19  There would be 14 known contributing properties remaining after the 
proposed project has been completed, and there is the potential for more contributing properties to be identified 
through additional research.  As discussed above, many of the character-defining features of the existing building 
would be reincorporated, or otherwise replicated in the new commercial space (interior and exterior) to be 
reoccupied by Grubstake as part of the design of the proposed project. Retention of character-defining features 
through reincorporation and/or replication improves the proposed project’s compatibility with the character of 
the historic district. 

The proposed eight-story building would generally be compatible with the character-defining features of the Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District:20 

• The existing commercial use’s relationship to the Polk Street commercial corridor “spine” would not 
change. 

• The proposed project would maintain the existing sidewalk widths and features and would add street 
trees on Pine and Austin streets. 

• While the existing building would be demolished, the new building would include a ground-floor-with-
mezzanine commercial space to be reoccupied by Grubstake.  Interior and exterior character-defining 
features from the existing Grubstake space would be removed and reincorporated, or otherwise 
replicated in the new commercial space.  The features to be reincorporated are those that have been 
identified as illustrating the significance of the contributing space to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 
District. 

• The proposed project would include a ground-floor storefront to be reoccupied by Grubstake, angled bay 
windows at the residential upper floors above, and a flat roof. 

While the proposed project includes the demolition of a contributing property in an identified-eligible historic 
district, the new building would retain and reuse and/or replicate many of the historic aspects and features of the 
property that make it a contributor such that it would generally be compatible with the character-defining 
features of the district.  The character-defining features to be retained and incorporated into the design of the 
proposed project are features that illustrate and will continue to illustrate the existing building’s significance as a 
contributor to the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  Overall, the proposed project would not result in the 
material impairment of the district, as the district would still convey its significant association with the 

 
19 HRER, Part II, p. 2. 
20 HRER, Part II, pp. 2-3. 
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development of LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood from the 1960s to the 1990s.21  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

The project sponsor has agreed to implement Improvement Measures I-CR-1a: Documentation, I-CR-1b: 
Interpretation, and I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and Reuse.22 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation 

A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 

Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor should undertake Historic 
American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the 
subject property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The documentation should be funded 
by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code of Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the 
reuse and/or replication of character-defining features to be incorporated into the new construction and 
provide content to the interpretation program, both of which are part of the proposed project.  The 
professional overseeing the documentation should meet with Planning Department staff for review and 
approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one aspect may commence.  The 
specific scope of the documentation should be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.  The 
documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 

Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and dimension of the 
subject property.  Planning Department preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings 
or an as-built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with modification to meet HABS 
guidelines as determined by Planning Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation 
staff will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured drawings. 

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level Photographs: Either Historic 
American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital 
photography should be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should be reviewed by Planning 
Department preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital photography should be conducted 
according to the latest National Park Service standards.  The photography should be undertaken by a 
qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS/HALS photography.   Photograph views for 
the data set should include contextual views; views of each side of the building and interior views, 
including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of the building; and detail views of 
character-defining features, including landscape elements. All views should be referenced on a 
photographic key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should show the 
photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view.  Historic photographs should also 
be collected, reproduced, and included in the data set. 

 
21 HRER, Part II, p. 3. 
22 Agreement to Implement Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 2019-009955ENV, 1525 Pine Street, January 25, 2021. 
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The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning Department should monitor its 
preparation.  The HABS/HALS documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type 
for each facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify other interested repositories. 

The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff before issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed 
and approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any demolition or site permit is granted 
for the affected historical resource. 

The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and electronic form to the 
Planning Department and offered to repositories including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public 
Library, the Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the California Historical 
Society, and the GLBT Historical Society.  The Planning Department will make electronic versions of the 
documentation available to the public at no charge. 

B. Video Recordation 

Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical resource or contributor to a 
historic district on the project site, the project sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake 
video documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This mitigation measure would 
supplement the traditional HABS/HALS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference 
materials that would be available to the public and inform future research. 

The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer with experience recording 
architectural resources.  The professional videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed 
video recordation for review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The 
documentation should be narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).  The documentation 
should include as much information as possible—using visuals in combination with narration—about the 
materials, construction methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of the historic 
resources. 

The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to 
issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any building permits for the project. 

Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the Planning Department, and to 
repositories including: History Room at the San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California 
Historical Society, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest Information Center of the 
California Historical Information Resource System.  This improvement measure would supplement the 
traditional HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be 
available to the public and inform future research. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation 

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive program focused on the history 
of the project site as outlined in the project description.  The interpretive program should be developed 
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and implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying information 
and graphics to the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The 
project sponsor should utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of the 
Historic Resource Evaluation review process.  As feasible, coordination with local artists or community 
members should occur.  The primary goal of the program is to educate visitors and future residents about 
the property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features within broader historical, 
social, and physical landscape contexts.  These themes would include but not be limited to the subject 
property’s historic significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 
District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken for this project. 

This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject 
to review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various 
components of the interpretive program that should be developed in consultation with a qualified 
preservation professional.  The HRPIP should describe the interpretive product(s), locations or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be 
approved by Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. 

The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-site interpretive displays but 
may also include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the 
plan should include the proposed format and accessible location of the interpretive content, as well as 
high-quality graphics and written narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 
1525 Pine Street and the historical context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  The display should 
be placed in a prominent, public setting within, on, or in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive 
material(s) should be installed within the project site boundaries and made of durable all-weather 
materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality and installed to allow for high public 
visibility.  The interpretive plan should also explore contributing to digital platforms that are publicly 
accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  Interpretive material could include 
elements such as virtual museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites.  All 
interpretive material should be publicly available. 

The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the 
architectural addendum to the site permit.  The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such 
interpretive program should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of 
a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 

Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt to convene a community group 
consisting of local preservation organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the 
GLBT Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 

The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the archaeological program if 
archaeological interpretation is required. 

The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive programs currently proposed or 
installed in the vicinity or for similar resources in the city. 
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Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and 
Reuse 

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to reuse many of the significant 
features associated with Grubstake in the proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-
defining features of the historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated into the 
proposed project, the project sponsor should provide Planning Department preservation staff with a 
salvage plan that outlines the details of how the features to be reused and incorporated into the 
proposed project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and maintained.  The salvage plan should be 
reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural 
addendum to the site permit. 

Implementation of these improvement measures would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-
significant impacts. 

Impact CR-2: The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archeological resource.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Determining the potential for encountering archeological resources is based on relevant factors such as the 
location, depth, and amount of excavation proposed as well as any recorded information on known resources in 
the area.  Construction of the proposed project would require excavation to a depth of up to 14 feet below ground 
surface and the removal of about 1,500 cubic yards of soil.  Due to the depth of the proposed excavation, the 
Planning Department conducted a Preliminary Archeological Review and determined that the project site is 
sensitive for prehistoric archeological resources and human remains as well as historic-period archeological 
resources.23 

Excavation as part of the proposed project could damage or destroy these subsurface archeological resources, 
which would impair their ability to convey important scientific and historical information.  The proposed project 
could result in a significant impact on archeological resources if such resources are present within the project site.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Archeological Testing, would be required to reduce the potential 
impact on archeological resources to a less-than-significant level.  Archeological testing, monitoring, and data 
recovery would preserve and realize the information potential of archeological resources.  The recovery and 
documentation of information about archeological resources that may be encountered within the project site 
would enhance knowledge of prehistory and history.  This information would be available to future archeological 
studies, contributing to the collective body of scientific and historic knowledge.  With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource should one be discovered during excavation of the project site. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, 
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects.  The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological 
consultant from the rotational Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the 

 
23 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, 1525 Pine Street, October 27, 2017. 
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Planning Department (Department) archeologist.  After the first project approval action or as directed by 
the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to 
obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. 

The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein.  In 
addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or 
data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological consultant’s work shall be 
conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by 
the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment 
and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the 
project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction 
can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a 
less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) and (c). 

Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO shall meet and consult on the 
scope of the archeological testing program reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related 
soils-disturbing activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review 
and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP).  The archeological testing program shall be conducted 
in accordance with the approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected 
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing 
method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources 
and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings to the ERO.  If, based on the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in consultation with the 
archeological consultant, shall determine if additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that 
may be required include preservation in place, archeological interpretation, monitoring, additional 
testing, and/or an archeological data recovery program.  No archeological data recovery shall be 
undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Department archeologist. 

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall 
determine whether preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed project shall be 
redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological resource.  If preservation in 
place is not feasible, a data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the 
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the 
resource is feasible. 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an archeological site24 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, 
an appropriate representative25 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted.  The 
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of 
the associated archeological site.  A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided 
to the representative of the descendant group. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils- disturbing activity shall 
comply with all applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate notification of the Medical 
Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the Native American 
Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his 
or her inspection and make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition within 
48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also 
be notified immediately upon discovery of human remains. 

The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement 
(“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and 
the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD.  However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are 
unable to reach an agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future 
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects 
discovered during soils-disturbing activity additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological 
testing program and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the Medical Examiner, and 
the ERO. 

 
24 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
25 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual 

listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native 
American Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate 
representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, 
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine what project 
activities shall be archeologically monitored.  In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such 
as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, 
driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological 
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to 
their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training program for soils-disturbing 
workers that will include an overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the 
expected resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed 
upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the 
project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no 
effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the 
deposit shall cease.  The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is 
evaluated.  If, in the case of pile driving or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), 
the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation activities 
may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be 
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with 
the ERO.  The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit.  The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the 
identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO for a determination as to whether the resources are 
significant and implementation of an archeological data recovery program therefore is necessary. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall 
submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program.  The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, 
and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.  The 
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed 
data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to 
contain.  That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the 
expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data 
classes would address the applicable research questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to 
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the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.  
Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if 
nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program for 
significant finds. 

• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 

• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered 
data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of a significant archeological 
resource, the ERO may require that information provided by archeological data recovery be made 
available to the public in the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, archeological 
signage and displays or another interpretive product.  The project archeological consultant shall prepare 
an Archeological Public Interpretation Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan 
may be a stand-alone document or may be included as an appendix to the Final Archeological Resources 
Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The draft interpretive plan shall be subject to the ERO for review 
and approval and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 

Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR 
shall include a curation and deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  Once approved by the ERO, the 
consultant shall also prepare a public distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) 
shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The 
Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD or other electronic medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site 
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and feature locations and copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical 
Resources. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact CR-3: The proposed project would disturb human remains.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered during construction, any inadvertent damage to 
human remains would be considered a significant impact.  In order to reduce this potential impact to a less-than-
significant level, the project sponsor must implement Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Archeological Testing, which 
includes the required procedures for the treatment of human remains.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-CR-2, as described above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on 
previously unknown human remains. 

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on cultural resources.  (Less than Significant) 

The Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District currently consists of 15 identified known contributing properties.  Besides 
the proposed project, there is one other cumulate development project proposed within the district boundaries 
that would result in impacts to a contributor.  This other cumulative development project includes the demolition 
of a two-story commercial building at 1567 California Street and the construction of an eight-story, mixed-use 
building.  The existing building at 1567 California Street, formerly occupied by a popular gay dance club called 
Buzzby’s, is a contributor to the district.  Combined, the proposed projects at 1525 Pine Street and 1567 California 
Street would result in the demolition of two contributors to the district.  However, the proposed project at 
1525 Pine Street would incorporate a number of the character-defining features of the contributor such that it 
would be compatible with the historic district and its significance as a contributor would continue to be 
illustrated.  The cumulative impact of the two proposed projects would be minimal such that the district would 
retain sufficient integrity and continue to convey its significance through the retention of 13 known 
contributors.26  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Environmental impacts on archeological resources are generally site-specific and limited to the construction area 
of an individual development project.  The nearest cumulative project is at 1567 California Street, approximately 
0.1 mile northeast of the project site.  The proposed project would not combine with any cumulative projects to 
create a significant cumulative impact on archeological resources.  This impact would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

  

 
26 HRER, Part II, p. 3. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
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Less Than 
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with Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope 
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

     

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

     

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to 
a California Native American tribe. 

     

Impact TC-1: The proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Public Resources Code Section 21074(a)(2) requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal 
cultural resources.  As defined in Section 21074(a)(1), tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are listed, or 
determined to be eligible for listing, in a national, state, or local register of historical resources. 

Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52, effective July 1, 2015, within 14 days of a determination that an application for a 
project is complete or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency is required to contact 
the Native American tribes that are culturally or traditionally affiliated with the geographic area in which the 
project is located.  Notified tribes have 30 days to request consultation with the lead agency to discuss potential 
impacts on tribal cultural resources and measures for addressing those impacts. 

On December 4, 2017, the Planning Department mailed a “Tribal Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources 
and CEQA” to the appropriate Native American tribal representatives who have requested notification.  During the 
30-day comment period, no Native American tribal representatives contacted the Planning Department to request 
consultation. 

However, there is always some potential for unknown tribal cultural resources to be encountered during 
excavation activities.  As discussed under Impact CR-2, the project site is in an archeologically sensitive area with 
the potential for prehistoric archeological resources, which may be considered TCRs.  In the event that 
construction activities disturb unknown archeological sites that are considered TCRs, any inadvertent damage 
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would be considered a significant impact.  Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program, would address impacts related to the discovery of 
previously unknown TCRs. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or 
Interpretive Program 

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American origin, the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether 
preservation in place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined that preservation-in-place of 
the TCR would be both feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an 
archeological resource preservation plan, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during 
construction to ensure the permanent protection of the resource. 

If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal representative, determines that 
preservation in place of the TCR is not a sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall 
prepare an interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native American tribal 
representatives and the project sponsor.  The plan shall identify proposed locations for displays or 
installations, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installations, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term maintenance program.  The interpretive program 
may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational displays.  
Upon approval by the ERO and prior to project occupancy, the interpretive program shall be 
implemented by the project sponsor. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1, impacts on TCRs would be less than significant. 

Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources.  (Less than Significant) 

Environmental impacts on TCRs are generally site-specific and limited to the construction area of an individual 
development project.  The nearest cumulative project is at 1567 California Street, approximately 0.1 mile 
northeast of the project site.  The proposed project would not combine with any cumulative projects to create a 
significant cumulative impact on TCRs.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 
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5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION— 
Would the project: 

     

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 
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b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?  

     

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

     

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

Appendix G Questions and Significance Criteria 

San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31 directs the Planning Department to identify environmental effects 
of a project using as its base the environmental checklist form set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  As 
it relates to transportation and circulation, Appendix G asks whether the project would: 

• conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 

• conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b); 

• substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses; and 

• result in inadequate emergency access 

The Planning Department uses significance criteria to facilitate the transportation analysis and address the 
Appendix G checklist.  The Planning Department separates the significance criteria into construction and 
operation. 

Construction 

Construction of the project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would require a substantially 
extended duration or intense activity; and the effects would create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations; or interfere with accessibility for people walking or 
bicycling or substantially delay public transit. 

Operation 

The operational impact analysis addresses the following five significance criteria.  A project would have a 
significant effect if it would: 

• create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or public transit 
operations; 

• interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site, and adjoining areas, 
or result in inadequate emergency access; 

• substantially delay public transit; 
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• cause substantial additional VMT or substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing 
physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding 
new roadways to the network; or 

• result in a loading deficit and the secondary effects would create potentially hazardous conditions for 
people walking, bicycling, or driving or substantially delay public transit. 

Project-Level Impacts 

Impact TR-1: Construction of the proposed project would not require a substantially extended duration or intense 
activity and the secondary effects would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, 
bicycling, or driving; or interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public 
transit.  (Less than Significant) 

Construction of the proposed project is expected to last 18 months.  During this period, construction activities are 
expected to occur on weekdays from 7:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m., with occasional work on Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. 
until 4:00 p.m. when needed. 

Construction staging would largely occur on the project site, with transport of materials either via Pine Street or 
Austin Street.  During the construction period, it may be necessary to temporarily close the sidewalk along Pine 
Street and/or Austin Street.  The project sponsor would be required to follow the Regulations for Working in 
San Francisco Streets.27  During sidewalk closures, signage and protection for people walking would be erected, 
as appropriate, and the contractor would be required to maintain adequate bicycle and walking circulation at all 
times.  Travel lane closures along Pine Street would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts 
on local traffic.  No closure or relocation of existing bus stops or other changes to transit service would be 
necessary, and no temporary changes to existing bicycle facilities would be necessary 

The impact of construction traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities on surrounding roadways and 
truck routes, as well as connecting local streets, due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks.  
Given the project site’s proximity to high-quality local and regional transit service, a substantial portion of 
construction workers would be expected to take public transit to and from the project site, with only a minor 
number of workers traveling to and from the project site in private vehicles.  Nonetheless, construction truck and 
worker vehicle traffic could result in minor congestion and conflicts with vehicles, transit, people walking and 
bicyclists. 

Construction activities would be temporary and of limited duration, and the majority of construction activity 
would occur during off-peak hours when traffic volumes are minimal and potential for conflicts is low (i.e., most 
construction workers would arrive at the project between 5:30 a.m and 7:00 a.m. and depart from the project site 
between 2:00 p.m. and 3:30 p.m.). 

Considering the temporary duration and the magnitude of project-related construction activities, construction 
would not result in substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicular circulation or with accessibility 

 
27 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, September 2012.  Available at 

https://www.sfmta.com/reports/construction-regulations-blue-book, accessed December 31, 2020. 

https://www.sfmta.com/reports/construction-regulations-blue-book
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to the project vicinity.  Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant transportation-related 
construction impact, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan, discussed 
below, would further reduce any less-than-significant transportation impacts related to project construction. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and implementation of a coordinated 
construction traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-
related traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated construction traffic 
management plan should be prepared in coordination with other public and private projects within a 
one-block radius that may have overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review and 
approval by the City’s interdepartmental Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan 
should include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following measures: 

Restricted Construction Access Hours: Limit truck movements and deliveries requiring lane 
closures to occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening weekday 
commute hours. 

Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction workers 
to carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and 
from the project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, providing secure bicycle 
parking spaces, participating in the free-to-employee-and-employer ride matching program from 
www.511.org, participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of 
San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 

Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construction worker parking will be identified 
as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking 
plan.  The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking will be 
discouraged. 

Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures: The project sponsor should coordinate sidewalk 
closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC 
and interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of requested closures. 

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access: The project 
sponsor/construction contractor(s) should meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, 
Muni Operations, and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians.  This should include an assessment of the need for temporary transit stop 
relocations or other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and 
pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project. 

Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 
updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact person, 
construction activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane 
closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby residences and adjacent businesses 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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through a website, social media, or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental 
Review Officer. 

Impact TR-2: Operation of the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
driving, walking, or bicycling, or for public transit operations.  (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project is estimated to generate 824 daily person trips in the form of 112 auto trips, 429 walking 
trips, 213 transit trips, and 70 trips by other modes (e.g., bicycle, motorcycle, taxi).  However, the proposed project 
would not alter the existing street grid, reconfigure the intersections near the project site, or introduce other 
physical features that would increase hazards for people driving, walking, or bicycling, or for public transit 
operations. 

Driving Impacts 

The proposed project does not include any changes to the public right-of-way that would result in hazards for 
people driving.  The proposed project does not include a garage, so there would be no new curb cuts on Pine 
Street or Austin Street; the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be removed, eliminating one location at which 
potential conflicts between people driving could occur.  Operation of the proposed project would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Walking Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the level of pedestrian activity in the area above existing 
levels, with the proposed project estimated to generate 55 walking trips during the p.m. peak hour.  People 
walking to and from the project site would likely be traveling to and from public transit stops and stations in the 
project vicinity or to and from nearby businesses along Polk Street and Van Ness Avenue.  The nearby sidewalks 
are wide enough to adequately accommodate an increase in the level of pedestrian activity.  The Pine Street 
sidewalk is 9 feet wide, and the portion of the Austin Street sidewalk in front of the project site is 7.5 feet wide; 
further west, the width of the Austin Street sidewalk increases to 15 feet.  The nearest major intersections to the 
project site (Pine Street/Polk Street and Pine Street/Van Ness Avenue) are controlled intersections with traffic 
lights that inform pedestrians of when it is safe to cross the street. 

The proposed project does not include a garage, so there would be no new curb cuts on Pine Street or Austin 
Street; the existing curb cut on Austin Street would be removed.  Since the proposed project does not include a 
garage, there would be no vehicles crossing the Pine Street or Austin Street sidewalks and creating potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Bicycling Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the level of bicycling activity in the area above existing 
levels.  Bicyclists intending to travel north or south from the project site would exit the building through the rear 
door on Austin Street and ride approximately 100 feet east to Polk Street, which has a northbound bicycle lane on 
the east side of the street and a southbound bicycle lane on the west side of the street.  From Polk Street, 
bicyclists can connect to an eastbound bicycle route along California Street (one block north of the project site) 
and a westbound bicycle route along Sutter Street (two blocks south of the project site). 
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The proposed project is estimated to generate 12 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips.  The addition of this small number 
of project-generated vehicle trips along surrounding streets would not be substantial.  Operation of the proposed 
project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people bicycling.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Public Transit Impacts 

Muni operates buses along Pine, Polk, and Sutter streets, and both Muni and Golden Gate Transit operate 
multiple bus lines along Van Ness Avenue.  Implementation of the proposed project would not alter the 
established street grid or result in any other changes that could adversely affect public transit operations adjacent 
to or near the project site.  The proposed project does not include a garage, so there would be no new curb cut on 
Pine Street and no vehicles exiting the project site onto Pine Street and into the path of an approaching bus.  
Operation of the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for public transit 
operations.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-3: Operation of the project would not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and 
from the project site and adjoining areas or result in inadequate emergency access.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would not alter the established street grid, permanently close any streets 
or sidewalks, or eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes.  Although portions of the sidewalks adjacent 
to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction, these closures would be 
temporary in nature.  Once construction of the proposed project has been completed, people walking and 
bicycling would experience unrestricted access to and from the project site as they currently do under existing 
conditions. 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the permanent closure of any existing streets in the 
project vicinity or any alterations to the roadway network that would preclude or restrict emergency vehicle 
access to the project site.  Therefore, emergency vehicle access would remain unchanged from existing 
conditions.  Emergency vehicles would continue to access the project site from Pine Street or Austin Street.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-4: Operation of the proposed project would not substantially delay public transit.  (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is well served by public transit, with local and regional transit providers (Muni and Golden Gate 
Transit, respectively) operating multiple bus lines on streets adjacent to and within one-quarter mile of the 
project site. 

The proposed project is estimated to generate 27 transit trips during the p.m. peak hour.  Transit riders to and 
from the project site would use the nearby Muni bus lines for local trips, and the regional lines (potentially with 
transfers to and from Muni) for trips outside San Francisco.  Among transit riders inbound to the project site, trip 
origins would be dispersed from within San Francisco and regional locations.  The variety of origins yields an 
insubstantial number of project trips coming from any one origin or along any one transit line during the 
p.m. peak hour and could be accommodated by existing transit capacity.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
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not have an impact on ridership and capacity utilization28 for local and regional transit operators during the 
p.m. peak hour. 

The proposed project would not result in the relocation or removal of any existing bus stops or other changes that 
would alter transit service.  Although the proposed project is estimated to generate 12 p.m. peak hour vehicle 
trips, the addition of this small number of project-generated vehicle trips along surrounding streets would not 
substantially delay public transit.  The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 
transit delay, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-5: Operation of the proposed project would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially 
induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding 
new roadways to the network.  (Less than Significant) 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 

As discussed in Section D, Summary of Environmental Effects, in January 2016, the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) recommended that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) metric.  In March 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the OPR’s 
recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of 
projects. 

Many factors affect travel behavior.  These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of the 
transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, development scale, 
demographics, and transportation demand management.  Typically, low-density development at great distance 
from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more 
automobile travel compared to development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and 
travel options other than private vehicles are available. 

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county San Francisco 
Bay Area region.  In addition, some areas of the city have lower VMT ratios than other areas of the city.  These 
areas of the city can be expressed geographically through transportation analysis zones (TAZs).  TAZs are used in 
transportation planning models for transportation analysis and other planning purposes.  The zones vary in size 
from single city blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) uses the San Francisco Chained 
Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles and taxis for different land use types.  
Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on observed behavior from the California Household Travel 
Survey 2010-2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and 
observed vehicle counts and transit boardings.  SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual 
actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete day.  
The Transportation Authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which examines the entire 
chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project.  For retail uses, the Transportation 
Authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to 
the entire chain of trips).  A trip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail 

 
28 Capacity utilization is the number of passengers on board a transit vehicle relative to the total capacity. 
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projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT 
to each location would overestimate VMT.29, 30 

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 17.2.31  For retail development, 
the existing regional average daily VMT per retail employee is 14.9.  Average daily VMT for retail uses are projected 
to decrease under future 2040 cumulative conditions.  Please see Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, 
which includes the TAZ (327) in which the project site is located. 

Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Land Use 

Existing Cumulative 2040 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

minus 15% 

TAZ 327 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

Bay Area 
Regional 
Average 

minus 15% 

TAZ 327 
Average 

Households 

(Residential) 
17.2 14.6 2.9 16.1 13.7 2.6 

Employment 

(Retail) 
14.9 12.6 7.2 14.6 12.4 7.3 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional VMT, which is 
defined as VMT exceeding the regional average minus 15 percent.32  The OPR’s Revised Proposal on Updates to the 
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (“proposed transportation impact guidelines”) 
recommends screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in 
significant impacts to VMT.  If a project meets one of the three screening criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, 
Small Projects, and Proximity to Transit Stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than 
significant for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required.  Map-Based Screening is used to determine 
if a project site is located within a TAZ that exhibits low levels of VMT.  Small Projects are projects that would 
generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day.  The Proximity to Transit Stations criterion includes projects that are 
within a half-mile of an existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio that is equal to or greater than 0.75, 
vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed by the Planning Code without conditional use 
authorization, and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

 
29 To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour with a 

stop at the retail site.  If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and a restaurant on 
the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT.  A trip-based approach allows us to apportion all 
retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting. 

30 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F, 
Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 

31 Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development and averaged across the household population to determine 
VMT per capita. 

32 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, February 2019 (updated 
October 2019), p. 15.  Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-
update, accessed October 26, 2020. 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update
https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-update
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In TAZ 327, the existing average daily household VMT per capita is 2.9, and the existing average daily VMT per retail 
employee is 7.2.33  In TAZ 327, the future 2040 average daily household VMT per capita is estimated to be 2.6, and 
the future 2040 average daily VMT per retail employee is estimated to be 7.3.  Given that the project site is located 
in an area in which the existing and future 2040 residential and retail employee VMT would be more than 
15 percent below the existing and future 2040 regional averages, the proposed project’s residential and restaurant 
uses would not result in substantial additional VMT.  Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit 
Stations screening criterion, which also indicates the proposed project’s residential and restaurant uses would 
not cause substantial additional VMT.34  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Roadway Capacity and Roadway Network 

The proposed project would not add travel lanes to the existing streets in the project vicinity or create new streets 
that could accommodate vehicles.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially induce 
additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding new 
roadways to the network.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact TR-6: Operation of the proposed project would not result in a loading deficit.  (Less than Significant) 

Freight Loading 

The proposed project would generate an average of approximately 13 freight delivery/service vehicle trips per 
day, which corresponds to a demand of one loading space during the average and peak hour of loading activity.35  
The proposed project would not provide any on-street or off-street loading facilities, and there are no on-street 
commercial freight loading zones (yellow curb) on Pine, Polk, or Austin streets near the project site.  Given that the 
proposed project is entirely residential except for a 2,855-square-foot restaurant, large trucks (e.g. semi-trucks, 
tractor-trailers) are not anticipated to need access to the project site.  There are three on-street parking spaces on 
the south side of Pine Street between the project site and the intersection with Polk Street that, when available, 
could be utilized by freight and service delivery vehicles.  Since the project site is a through lot, freight and service 
delivery vehicles could also park on Austin Street, which has lower volumes of vehicle traffic than Pine Street.  
Although the proposed project would not provide any on-street or off-street loading facilities, the unmet loading 
demand is not anticipated to create potentially hazardous conditions (e.g., double-parking) for people driving, 
walking, or bicycling or that substantially delay public transit.  This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Passenger Loading 

The proposed project would generate a passenger loading demand of one vehicle during the p.m. peak hour, 
resulting in a needed supply equivalent to one passenger vehicle (22 feet).36  The proposed project would not 

 
33 CEQA Section 21099 Checklist. 
34 Ibid. 
35 The residential use would generate 0.4 freight delivery/service vehicle trips per day, while the restaurant use would generate 12 freight 

delivery/service vehicle trips per day.  The residential use would generate a peak-hour loading demand of 0.02 space, while the 
restaurant use would generate a peak-hour loading demand of 0.7 space. 

36 During the p.m. peak hour, the residential use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.02 space.  During the p.m. peak hour, 
the restaurant use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.08 space.  In total, the proposed project would generate a 
passenger loading demand of 0.1 space, which is rounded up to one space, during the p.m. peak hour. 
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provide an on-street passenger loading zone (white curb), but there is an approximately 60-foot-long passenger 
loading zone on Pine Street that begins in front of the project site and extends westward.  The length of the 
passenger loading zone would be sufficient to accommodate the anticipated demand of one vehicle during the 
p.m. peak hour, including the demand of one loading instance during the peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak 
hour.37  The passenger loading zone is not anticipated to be continually occupied.  In addition, there is an 
approximately 20-foot-long passenger loading zone on the south side of Austin Street across from the project site.  
The existing supply of passenger loading facilities is sufficient to satisfy the demand and would not result in a 
loading deficit.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Residential Move-In/Move-Out Activities 

It is anticipated that residents of the building would utilize adjacent on-street parking spaces on the south side of 
Pine Street for move-in/move-out activities.  Should on-street parking be necessary for move-in/move-out 
activities, spaces would need to be reserved through the SFMTA’s temporary signage program.38  Typically, these 
activities occur during off-peak times, such as in the evenings and on weekends, when there are lower traffic and 
walking volumes in the area.  Austin Street is another option for move-in/move-out activities if Pine Street is not a 
convenient location.  Given the options available for accommodating residential move-in/move-out activities 
discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a loading deficit that would create potentially 
hazardous conditions (e.g., double-parking) for people driving, walking, or bicycling or that substantially delay 
public transit.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

2040 Cumulative Conditions 

The 2040 cumulative conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other 
reasonably foreseeable projects (cumulative projects) within one-quarter mile of the project site.  See Section B, 
Project Setting, for a list of cumulative projects considered in this analysis. 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant 
construction-related transportation impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

It is possible that the proposed project and cumulative development projects could be constructed 
simultaneously.  All project sponsors would be required to follow the Regulations for Working in San Francisco 
Streets.  Sidewalk and travel lane closures would be needed at various stages throughout construction.  During 
sidewalk closures, signage and protection for people walking would be erected, as appropriate, and the 
contractors would be required to maintain adequate bicycle and walking circulation at all times.  Travel lane 
closures along affected streets would be coordinated with the City in order to minimize the impacts on local 
traffic. 

The effect of any simultaneous construction-related traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities on 
surrounding roadways and truck routes, as well as connecting local streets, due to the slower movement and 
larger turning radii of trucks.  Construction truck and worker vehicle traffic could result in minor congestion and 

 
37 During the peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak hour, the residential use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.03 space.  

During the peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak hour, the restaurant use would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.17 space.  In 
total, the proposed project would generate a passenger loading demand of 0.2 space, which is rounded up to one space, during the 
peak 15 minutes of the p.m. peak hour. 

38 Information about the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s temporary signage permits is available at 
https://www.sfmta.com/permits/temporary-signage, accessed October 8, 2020. 

https://www.sfmta.com/permits/temporary-signage
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conflicts with vehicles, transit, people walking and bicyclists.  However, construction activities would be 
temporary and of limited duration, and the majority of construction activity would occur during off-peak hours 
when traffic volumes are minimal and potential for conflicts is low. 

This impact would be less-than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary.  Implementation of 
Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan, would further reduce this less-
than-significant impact. 

Impact C-TR-2: Operation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people driving, walking, or bicycling, or for public transit operations.  (Less 
than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would increase the level of vehicle, pedestrian, 
and bicycle activity in the project vicinity, which has the potential to result in more conflicts between these 
different modes of transportation.  The proposed project does not include a garage, and five of the 
seven cumulative projects do not include garages.  Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles 
entering and exiting the respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or 
bicycling or with public transit operations.  The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101 Sutter Street 
and 1200 Van Ness Avenue, are each located on a site with three street frontages.  Each of these projects could be 
designed in such a way that the garage fronts on a street that does not include a bicycle lane or public transit 
service.  This design approach could eliminate or minimize potential conflicts between vehicles entering and 
exiting the respective project sites and people driving, walking, or bicycling, and public transit operations. 

The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not create potentially hazardous 
conditions for people driving, walking, or bicycling or for public transit operations.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not interfere with 
accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site and adjoining areas or result in 
inadequate emergency access.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, 
permanently close any streets or sidewalks, or eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes.  Although 
portions of the sidewalks adjacent to the various project sites could be closed for periods of time during project 
construction, these closures would be temporary in nature.  Once construction of the proposed project and 
cumulative projects has been completed, people walking and bicycling would experience unrestricted access to 
and from the various project sites as they currently do under existing conditions. 

Implementation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would not result in the permanent closure of 
any existing streets in the project vicinity or any alterations to the roadway network that would preclude or restrict 
emergency vehicle access to the project site.  Therefore, emergency vehicle access would remain unchanged from 
existing conditions. 

The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not interfere with accessibility.  This 
impact would be less-than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not substantially delay 
public transit.  (Less than Significant) 

Operation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles 
on the local roadway network.  The proposed project would add 97 daily vehicle trips, including 12 vehicle trips 
during the p.m. peak hour.  Based on their respective unit counts and square footages of nonresidential uses, 
three of the cumulative development projects would generate fewer daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle trips than 
the proposed project, while four of the cumulative projects would generate more daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle 
trips than the proposed project.  The cumulative projects are geographically dispersed throughout the project 
vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be distributed along the local street network instead of being 
concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit operates. 

The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not substantially delay public transit.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not cause substantial 
additional VMT or substantially induce automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested 
areas or by adding new roadways to the network.  (Less than Significant) 

Table 1: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, under Impact TR-5 shows the estimated VMT in the year 2040 for the 
San Francisco Bay Area and in TAZ 327.  The future 2040 regional average daily household VMT per capita is 
estimated to be 16.1, and the future 2040 regional average daily VMT per retail employee is estimated to be 14.6.  
In TAZ 327, the future 2040 average daily household VMT per capita is estimated to be 2.6, and the future 2040 
average daily VMT per retail employee is estimated to be 7.3. 

Given that the proposed project and cumulative projects are in an area in which the daily averages for future 2040 
residential and retail employee VMT would be more than 15 percent below the future 2040 regional averages, the 
proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects to cause substantial additional VMT.  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Neither the proposed project nor the cumulative projects would add travel lanes to the existing streets in the 
project vicinity or create new streets that could accommodate vehicles.  For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with cumulative projects to substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing 
physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding new roadways to the network.  This impact would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-TR-6: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant 
loading impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic and loading demand associated with cumulative 
projects in the project vicinity, loading impacts are localized and site-specific.  The cumulative projects are 
geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the 
proposed project or each other to create significant cumulative loading impacts.  The nearest cumulative project 
is at 1567 California Street, approximately 0.1 mile northeast of the project site.  The loading demand for this 
cumulative project would be addressed locally on California Street, not one block to the south (Pine Street) where 
the project site is located.  Similarly, the loading demand for the proposed project would be addressed locally on 
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Pine and Austin streets, not one block to the north (California Street).  The proposed project, in combination with 
cumulative projects, would not result in a loading deficit that would create potentially hazardous conditions 
(e.g., double-parking) for people driving, walking, or bicycling or that substantially delay public transit.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

6. NOISE. Would the project result in:      

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

     

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

     

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan area, or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the area to excessive noise levels? 

     

The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan area or in an area within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport.  Therefore, Topic E.6.c is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact NO-1: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity in excess of established standards.  (Less than 
Significant) 

Construction Impacts 

The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately 18 months and would not involve 
construction activities at night.  Construction equipment and activities would generate noise that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.  Construction noise levels would fluctuate 
depending on construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source and 
affected receptor, and the presence (or absence) of barriers.  Impacts would generally be limited to periods during 
which excavation occurs, new foundations are installed, and exterior structural and facade elements are altered.  
Interior construction noise would be substantially reduced by exterior walls. 

Construction of the proposed project would require excavation of the project site to a depth of 14 feet below 
ground surface.  The proposed building would rest on a concrete mat slab foundation supported by drilled piers; 
pile driving would not be required. Therefore, there would be no noise impacts associated with pile driving during 
construction of the proposed project. 
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Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code).  The ordinance 
requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 
80 dBA39 at a distance of 100 feet from the source.  Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project Construction 
Equipment, provides typical noise levels produced by various types of construction equipment that would be 
employed for construction of the proposed project.  Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, impact wrenches) 
are exempt from the Noise Ordinance (Section 2907) provided they have manufacturer-recommended and City-
approved mufflers for both intake and exhaust.  In addition, Section 2907 requires that jackhammers and pavement 
breakers be equipped with manufacturer-recommended and City-approved acoustically attenuating shields or 
shrouds in order to be exempt from the Noise Ordinance limits.  Section 2908 prohibits construction work between 
8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line, unless a 
special permit is authorized by the Director of San Francisco Public Works or the Director of the Department of 
Building Inspection.  The proposed project would be required to comply with the regulations set forth in the Noise 
Ordinance. 

Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project Construction Equipment40, 41 

Construction Equipment and Quantity 
Noise Level 

(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 

Noise Level 

(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 

Air Compressor (2) 78 72 

Bore/Drill Rig (2) 84 78 

Crane (1)  81 75 

Dumpers/Tenders (4) 76 70 

Excavator (1) 81 75 

Forklift (1) 83 77 

Pump (1) 81 75 

Vibratory Roller (1) 77 71 

Notes: The above Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level 100 percent) for the 1-hour measurement 
period.  Noise levels in bold exceed the San Francisco Noise Ordinance limit. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site 
(1515-1517 Pine Street and 106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the 
west), residences on the south side of Austin Street about 35 feet south of the project site, residences on the east 
side of Polk Street about 150 feet east of the project site, Redding Elementary/Early Education School (1421 Pine 
Street) about 265 feet east of the project site, and Saint Francis Memorial Hospital (900 Hyde Street) about 0.2 mile 
east of the project site. 

 
39 dBA, or A-weighted decibel, is an overall frequency-weighted sound level in decibels that approximates the frequency response of the 

human ear.  The dBA scale is the most widely used for environmental noise assessment. 
40 Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide, 2006, p. 3.  Available online at 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf, accessed January 4, 2021. 
41 San Francisco Planning Department, Noise Impact Analysis Guidelines – DRAFT, Table 5.1, March 2020. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf
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The adjacent and nearby residences would likely experience temporary and intermittent increases in noise levels 
associated with construction activities as well as the passage of construction trucks to and from the project site.  
However, these increases in noise levels are not expected to be substantially greater than ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity, which already exceed 70 Ldn.42, 43  The school and hospital likely would not experience any construction-
related noise disturbances given their further distance from the project site.  Project-related construction activities 
would not expose individuals to temporary increases in noise levels that are substantially greater than ambient 
noise levels.  Construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Operational Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project would add 21 dwelling units and a 2,855-square-foot restaurant to the 
project vicinity.  Vehicular traffic makes the largest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout most of 
San Francisco.  Generally, traffic would have to double in volume to produce a noticeable 3-dBA increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.44  The intersection of Pine and Larkin streets, two blocks east of the 
project site, is the closest intersection for which traffic counts have been collected.  Traffic counts recorded 
20,444 westbound vehicles passing through this intersection on a daily basis, with 2,038 westbound vehicles 
passing through this intersection during the p.m. peak hour.45  The proposed project would generate 97 daily 
vehicle trips, including 12 during the p.m. peak hour.  Project-generated vehicle trips would not cause traffic 
volumes to double on nearby streets; as a result, project-generated traffic noise would not have a noticeable 
effect on ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

Mechanical building equipment, such as heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, as well as other 
noise-generating devices (home entertainment systems) associated with the residential uses would create 
operational noise.  However, these noise sources would be subject to the Noise Ordinance. Specifically, 
Section 2909(a) prohibits any person from producing or allowing to be produced, on a residential property, a 
noise level in excess of five dBA above ambient noise levels at any point outside the property line.  In addition, 
Section 2909(b) prohibits any person from producing or allowing to be produced, on a commercial or industrial 
property, a noise level in excess of eight dBA above ambient noise levels at any point outside the property line.  
Moreover, Section 2909(d) establishes maximum noise levels for fixed noise sources (e.g., mechanical equipment) 
of 55 dBA (from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 45 dBA (from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) inside any sleeping or living 
room in any dwelling unit located on residential property to prevent sleep disturbance.  The proposed project 
would include standard HVAC equipment, which would generate operational noise.  The HVAC systems as well as 
any noise-generating devices that may be associated with the residential uses would be required to meet the 
noise standards described above.  The proposed project would not include any additional noise-generating 
sources such as backup generators. 

 
42 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Areas Potentially Requiring Noise Insulations, 

March 2009.  Available at https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2019-09/Noise.pdf, accessed Octobe 28, 2020. 
43 Ldn, or day-night average sound level, is the energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-hour period. 
44 United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement 

Guidance, December 2011, p. 9.  Available online at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf, 
accessed December 28, 2020. 

45 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, SFMTA Traffic Count Data 1993-2015.  Available at 
https://www.sfmta.com/reports/sfmta-traffic-count-data, accessed October 6, 2020. 

https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2019-09/Noise.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
https://www.sfmta.com/reports/sfmta-traffic-count-data
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Given that the proposed project’s vehicle trips would not cause a doubling of traffic volumes on nearby streets 
and that proposed mechanical equipment and other noise-generating devices would be required to comply with 
the Noise Ordinance, operational noise from the proposed project would not result in a noticeable increase in 
ambient noise levels.  The proposed project would not generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity in excess of applicable standards.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact NO-2: Construction and operation of the proposed project would generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be described in 
terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration.  Construction-related vibration primarily results from the use of 
impact equipment such as pile drivers (both impact and vibratory), hoe rams, vibratory compactors and 
jackhammers.  The operation of heavy construction equipment, particularly pile drivers and other heavy-duty 
impact devices (such as pavement breakers), creates seismic waves that radiate along the surface of the ground 
and downward.  These surface waves can be felt as ground vibration and can result in effects that range from 
annoyance for people to damage to structures.  Groundborne vibration generally attenuates rapidly with distance 
from the source of the vibration. 

Receptors sensitive to vibration include structures (especially older masonry structures), people (especially 
residents, the elderly, and the sick), and equipment (e.g., magnetic resonance imaging equipment, high-
resolution lithographic, optical, and electron microscopes).  In addition, vibration may disturb nesting and 
breeding activities for biological resources.  Except for long-term occupational exposure, groundborne vibration 
and noise rarely affect human health. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site 
(1515-1517 Pine Street and 106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the 
west).  The buildings housing these uses are of wood or steel construction (not masonry) and have not been 
identified as historic resources.  However, the two buildings to the east are older residential structures that were 
constructed prior to 1925.46  There are no sensitive equipment uses (e.g., facilities using magnetic resonance 
imaging equipment, high resolution lithographic, optical and electron microscopes) or biological resources on or 
near the project site. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed project would not require the types of construction activities, such as blasting or 
pile driving, that could produce substantial groundborne vibration.  However, construction equipment such as 
excavators bore/drill rigs, loaded trucks, and vibratory rollers could generate varying degrees of temporary 
groundborne vibration.  Therefore, the potential for construction-related vibration impacts on adjacent/nearby 
sensitive receptors was evaluated. 

 
46 San Francisco Planning Department, Property Information Map, https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/.  The building at 1515-1517 Pine Street 

was constructed in 1924, and the building at 106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street was constructed in 1908. 

https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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The latest California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) guidance manual, Transportation and Construction 
Vibration Guidance Manual,47 includes guidelines to use in construction projects to address the potential for 
building damage, as summarized in Table 3: Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria.  Vibration 
levels are measured in inches per second and expressed as a peak particle velocity (PPV).  This analysis uses the 
“Continuous/Frequent” threshold of 0.3 PPV for older residential structures for the adjacent buildings to the east 
of the project site and the “Continuous/Frequent” threshold of 0.5 PPV for new residential structures for the 
adjacent building to the west of the project site. 

Table 3: Caltrans Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria 

Structure Type and Condition 

Maximum Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec) 

Transient Sources 
Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings 0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 

Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.5 0.3 

New residential structures 1.0 0.5 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.0 0.5 

Note: Transient sources create a single, isolated vibration event (e.g., blasting or drop balls).  Continuous/frequent intermittent sources 
include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, Table 19, April 2020. 

Construction-related vibration levels were estimated using industry standard methodology as documented by 
Caltrans in the Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual and other relevant authorities.  This 
analysis predicts construction-related vibration levels at the nearest sensitive receptors, conservatively assuming 
construction equipment is operating at (within 5 feet of) the nearest property line as summarized in Table 4: 
Predicted Construction Vibration Levels at Receptor.  Anticipated construction activities are limited to general 
earthmoving, light demolition, and other activities that produce relatively low levels of vibration.  Activities that 
produce high levels of vibration, such as blasting or pile driving, are not required or proposed. 

  

 
47 California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, April 2020.  Available at 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf, accessed 
January 8, 2021. 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tcvgm-apr2020-a11y.pdf
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Table 4: Predicted Construction Vibration Levels at Receptor 

Construction 
Equipment 

Peak Particle Velocity (in/sec) 
Minimum Safe 

Setback (from older 
residential structures) 

1515-1517 Pine Street 
(setback of 5 feet) 

106 Austin Street / 
1331-1339 Polk Street 

(setback of 5 feet) 

1527-1545 Pine Street 
(setback of 5 feet) 

Bore/Drill Rig 0.52 0.52 0.52 10 feet 

Excavator 0.52 0.52 0.52 10 feet 

Loaded Trucks 0.45 0.45 0.45 9 feet 

Vibratory Roller 1.23 1.23 1.23 19 feet 

Notes: 

1. Bold values exceed the Caltrans criterion for building damage of 0.3 PPV for older residential structures. 

2. Italicized values exceed the Caltrans criterion for building damage of 0.5 PPV for new residential structures. 

3. Other construction equipment listed in Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Construction Equipment (air compressor, crane, 
forklift, pump) do not produce vibration levels in the range where building damage is a concern. 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, Table 18 and Equation 12, 
April 2020. 

As shown in Table 4, construction-related vibration levels would exceed the screening threshold of 0.3 PPV at the 
eastern property line and 0.5 PPV at the western property line.  Given that the vibration thresholds would be 
exceeded at the adjacent properties to the east and west, project construction could result in a potentially 
significant impact.  To reduce construction-related vibration impacts to less-than-significant levels, the project 
sponsor would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures 
and Vibration Monitoring During Construction, which would require the project sponsor to incorporate all feasible 
means to avoid damage to potentially affected buildings.  Implementation of this mitigation measure may include 
maintaining buffer distances, using alternative construction equipment, and undertaking a monitoring plan, 
among other requirements. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner shall submit a project-specific 
Pre-construction Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department 
(Lead Agency) for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid damage to potentially 
affected buildings.  The property owner shall ensure that the following requirements of the Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan are included in contract specifications. 

Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the property owner or their 
designees shall engage a consultant to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected 
buildings.  If potentially affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially historic, a structural 
engineer or other professional with similar qualifications shall document and photograph the existing 
conditions of the potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  The project sponsor shall submit the 
survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating construction 
activity. 
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If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected historic buildings.  The Pre-
construction Survey shall include descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all 
identified historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the character-defining features that 
could be damaged during construction, and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or 
damaged features.  The report shall also include pre-construction drawings that record the pre-
construction condition of the buildings and identify cracks and other features to be monitored during 
construction.  The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional should be the lead 
author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic buildings and/or structures could be affected by the 
project.  These reports shall be submitted to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity. 

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their designee shall undertake a 
monitoring plan to avoid or reduce project-related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings 
and/or structures and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired.  The Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan shall apply to all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior 
to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the monitoring program to the Lead Agency for approval.  
If historic buildings could be affected, the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be 
submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and approval, if applicable. 

The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components, 
as applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction and condition of the affected 
buildings and/or structures on adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant in 
coordination with a structural engineer (or professional with similar qualifications) and, in the 
case of potentially affected historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified historic 
preservation professional, shall establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at 
each building/structure on adjacent properties, based on existing conditions, character-defining 
features, soil conditions, and anticipated construction practices (common standards are a peak 
particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for historic and some old buildings, a PPV of 
0.3 inch per second for older residential structures, and a PPV of 0.5 inch per second for new 
residential structures and modern industrial/commercial buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all vibration-generating equipment to be 
used during construction (including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, demolition, 
excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan shall identify potential alternative 
equipment and techniques that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are 
observed in excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled piles could be substituted for 
driven piles, if feasible, based on soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in 
some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements. For projects that require pile driving, the project sponsor shall 
incorporate into construction specifications for the project a requirement that the construction 
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contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid or reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. 
Such methods may include one or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project construction (such as predrilling 
piles, using sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent the movement of adjacent 
structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be maintained based on vibration 
levels and site constraints between the operation of vibration-generating construction 
equipment and the potentially affected building and/or structure to avoid damage to the extent 
possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and equipment for vibration monitoring.  
To ensure that construction vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the 
acoustical consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each affected building and/or structure on 
adjacent properties and prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels in 
excess of the standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of those established in the plan, 
the contractor(s) shall halt construction and put alternative construction techniques 
identified in the plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-
historic buildings and/or structures) shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in 
the event the development project exceeds the established standards. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are historic, the historic 
preservation consultant shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If no damage has occurred to nearby buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially affected buildings are historic) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings) shall submit a monthly report 
to the Lead Agency for review.  This report shall identify and summarize the vibration 
level exceedances and describe the actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction techniques and/or Lead Agency 
review of the damage report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to ensure that vibration 
levels at each affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties are not exceeded. 

• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and parties responsible for periodic 
inspections.  The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on 
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historic buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-
historic buildings and/or structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each affected 
building and/or structure on adjacent properties during vibration-generating construction activity 
on the project site.  The plan will specify how often inspections and reporting shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be followed should damage to any 
building and/or structure occur due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or 
structure(s) shall be remediated to their pre-construction condition at the conclusion of 
vibration-generating activity on the site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any 
building and/or structure, the building and/or structure shall be restored to its pre-construction 
condition in consultation with the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional 
and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the Lead Agency shall receive a final 
report from the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings 
and/or structures).  The report shall include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or 
structure condition summaries, descriptions of all instances of vibration level exceedance, identification 
of damage incurred due to vibration, and corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and 
structures.  The Lead Agency shall review and approve all Vibration Monitoring Results Reports. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-2, impacts from construction-related vibration would be less 
than significant. 

Operational Impacts 

Operational vibration primarily results from the passing of buses and heavy trucks.  The proposed project is a 
mixed-use building containing residential and restaurant uses that would not include operational sources of 
vibration.  For these reasons, operation of the proposed project would not generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Impact C-NO-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to noise and vibration.  (Less than 
Significant) 

There are seven cumulative development projects in the project vicinity that could contribute to increases in 
noise and vibration. 

Cumulative Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction noise associated with the proposed project and cumulative projects would be subject to the Noise 
Ordinance and would be temporary in duration.  The cumulative projects are geographically dispersed 
throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the proposed project or each 
other to substantially increase ambient noise levels.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine 
with cumulative projects to create a significant cumulative construction noise impact. 
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Cumulative Operational Noise Impacts 

Mechanical equipment and other noise-generating devices associated with the proposed project and the 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance.  The cumulative projects are 
geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the 
proposed project or each other to substantially increase ambient noise levels.  In addition, the proposed project 
would not combine with the cumulative projects to double existing traffic volumes in the project vicinity.  The 
proposed project would add 97 daily vehicle trips, including 12 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour.  Based on 
their respective unit counts and square footages of nonresidential uses, three of the cumulative development 
projects would generate fewer daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle trips than the proposed project, while four of the 
cumulative projects would generate substantially more daily and p.m. peak hour vehicle trips than the proposed 
project.  All of these additional vehicle trips would be distributed along the local street network and would not 
combine with the 97 daily vehicle trips generated by the proposed project to double existing traffic volumes in the 
project vicinity.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects to create a 
significant cumulative operational noise impact. 

Cumulative Vibration Impacts 

Environmental impacts related to groundborne vibration are generally site-specific, and groundborne vibration 
generally attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration.  The cumulative projects are 
geographically dispersed throughout the project vicinity and would not be close enough to combine with the 
proposed project or each other to generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative projects to create a significant 
cumulative impact related to groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 
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7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:      

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

     

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or 
regional ambient air quality standard? 

     

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

     

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

     

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano counties.  The air district is 
responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the air basin within federal and state air quality standards, 
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as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act, respectively.  Specifically, the air district 
has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and 
implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards.  The federal and state Clean Air Acts 
require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally.  The most recent air 
quality plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan 
updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the requirements of the 
state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce 
ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission 
control measures to be adopted or implemented.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals: 

• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air quality 
standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and 

• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 
and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The 2017 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin.  Consistency with 
this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of air quality plans. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the following six 
criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), and lead.  These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are regulated by 
developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels.  In general, 
the air basin experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards.  
The air basin is designated as either in attainment48 or unclassified for most criteria pollutants with the exception 
of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment for either the state or 
federal standards.  By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project 
is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards.  Instead, a project’s individual 
emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts.  If a project’s contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.49 

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and operational 
phases of a project.  Table 5: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds, identifies air quality significance 
thresholds followed by a discussion of each threshold.  Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant 
emissions below these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially 
to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the 
air basin. 

 
48 “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant.  “Non-

attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant.  “Unclassified” refers to 
regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status for a specified criteria air pollutant. 

49 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. 
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Table 5: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds50 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day) 
Average Daily 

Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 

Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive Dust 
Construction Dust Ordinance or other 
Best Management Practices 

Not Applicable 

Ozone Precursors.  As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment for ozone and 
particulate matter.  Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of 
photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx).  The potential for a 
project to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for 
stationary sources.  To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air 
quality standard, air district Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants 
above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions.  For ozone precursors ROG and NOx, the offset 
emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) per day).51  These levels represent 
emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a 
considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development projects result in 
ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural coating and construction activities.  
Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of land use projects, 
and those projects that result in emissions below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions.  Due 
to the temporary nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions. 

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).52  The air district has not established an offset limit for PM2.5.  However, the 
emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in nonattainment areas is an appropriate 
significance threshold.  For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year 
(82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. per day), respectively.  These emissions limits represent levels below 
which a source is not expected to have an impact on air quality.53  Similar to ozone precursor thresholds 
identified above, land use development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of 

 
50 Ibid, page 2-2. 
51 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 

page 17.  
52 PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller.  PM2.5, termed 

“fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
53 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 

page 16. 
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increases in vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities.  Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases of a land 
use project.  Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only the average daily thresholds are 
applicable to construction-phase emissions. 

Fugitive Dust.  Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases.  Studies have shown 
that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly controls fugitive dust,54 and 
individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.55  The air 
district has identified a number of best management practices to control fugitive dust emissions from 
construction activities.56  The City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176-08, effective 
July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control fugitive dust, and the best management practices 
employed in compliance with the City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance are an effective strategy for 
controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Other Criteria Pollutants.  Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the state standards in 
the past 11 years, and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards.  The primary source of 
CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic.  Construction-related SO2 emissions represent a 
negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions, and construction-related CO emissions represent less than 
five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO emissions.  As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment 
for both CO and SO2.  Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that in order to exceed 
the California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) for CO, 
project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at affected intersections 
(or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited).  Therefore, given the Bay Area’s 
attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 emissions that could result from development projects, 
development projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2 emissions, and 
quantitative analysis is not required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs).  TACs collectively 
refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute 
(i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects on human health, including carcinogenic effects.  Human health 
effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and mortality.  There are hundreds of different 
types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity.  Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a 
given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the air district 
using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the degree of 
control.  A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated 

 
54 Western Regional Air Partnership, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 2006.  Available at 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed August 25, 2020. 
55 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page D-47. 
56 Ibid. 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf
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and considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the substances to provide quantitative 
estimates of health risks.57 

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more 
sensitive to adverse health effects than others.  Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care centers, 
hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air quality 
because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, 
as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than that of other land uses.  Therefore, these 
groups are referred to as sensitive receptors.  Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences 
would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years.58  Therefore, assessments of 
air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all population 
groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, lung 
development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.59  In addition 
to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern.  The California Air Resources Board identified DPM as 
a TAC in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.60  The estimated cancer risk 
from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in 
the region. 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered 
with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an inventory and assessment of air 
pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco.  Areas with poor air 
quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were identified based on health-protective criteria that 
consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with 
particularly vulnerable populations.  Each of the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria is discussed below. 

Excess Cancer Risk.  The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk exceeds 
100 incidents per one million persons exposed.  This criterion is based on United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and 
community-scale level.61  As described by the air district, the EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per one million to 
be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk.  Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,62 the EPA states that it “…strives to provide 

 
57 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic compound 

from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk.  The applicant is then subject to a health risk 
assessment for the source in question.  Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased 
risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more TACs. 

58 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, February 2015, 
pages 4-44 and 8-6. 

59 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: 
Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 

60 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions 
from Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998. 

61 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 
page 67. 

62 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
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maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest 
number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million 
and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk that a 
person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 
70 years.”  The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most 
pristine portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.63 

Fine Particulate Matter.  In April 2011, the EPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, “Particulate Matter Policy Assessment.”  In this document, the EPA 
concludes that the then-current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a level within the 
range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.  The Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as 
supported by the EPA’s “Particulate Matter Policy Assessment,” although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for 
uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 

Proximity to Freeways.  According to the California Air Resources Board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, asthma 
exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children.  Siting sensitive uses in close proximity to freeways 
increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health effects.  As evidence shows that 
sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway are at an increased health risk from air 
pollution,64 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations.  Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay Area, those 
zip codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area health vulnerability scores as a 
result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional protection by lowering the standards for identifying 
parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons 
exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.65 

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to the 
San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as referred to as Health Code Article 38: Enhanced 
Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments (Article 38).  The purpose of Article 38 is to 
protect the public health and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.  In 
addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the 
project’s activities would add a substantial amount of emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air 
quality. 

  

 
63 BAAQMD, Clean Air Plan, May 2017, page D-43. 
64 ARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April 2005.  Available at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm, accessed August 25, 2020. 
65 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map (Memo and 

Map), April 9, 2014.  These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, Ordinance No. 224-14, 
Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
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Construction Air Quality Impacts 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction and long-term 
impacts from project operation.  The following addresses construction-related air quality impacts resulting from 
the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  (Less than 
Significant) 

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter in 
the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions).  Emissions of ozone precursors and 
fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles.  
However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or 
asphalt paving.  The proposed project includes 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of 
commercial space.  During the project’s approximately 18-month construction period, construction activities 
would have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as discussed 
below. 

Fugitive Dust 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown dust that 
could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere.  Depending on exposure, adverse health effects 
can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos 
that may be constituents of soil.  Although there are federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of 
state and regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout 
the country.  California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than 
national standards.  The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure.  According to the 
California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 µg/m3 in the San Francisco 
Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths.66 

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during 
site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of 
onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and avoid orders to stop work by the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other 
construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more 
than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not the 

 
66 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in California, 

Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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activity requires a permit from the DBI.  The Director of the DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites 
less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 

In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible 
for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control 
construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the 
Director of the DBI: 

• Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust 
from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 
15 miles per hour. 

• During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. 

• Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil 
shall be covered with a 10-mil (0.01-inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or be 
contained using other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. 

• San Francisco Ordinance No. 175-91 restricts the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust 
control activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project occurring within 
the boundaries of San Francisco unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC).  Non-potable water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities 
during project construction and demolition.  The SFPUC operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the 
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these activities at no charge. 

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of off- 
and on-road vehicles and equipment.  To assist lead agencies in determining whether short-term construction-
related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the project may exceed the criteria air 
pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 5, above, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
(May 2017), developed screening criteria.  If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of 
the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts.  A project that exceeds the screening 
criteria may require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would 
exceed significance thresholds.  The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening levels are generally 
representative of new development on greenfield67 sites without any form of mitigation measures taken into 
consideration.  In addition, the screening criteria do not account for project design features, attributes, or local 
development requirements that could also result in lower emissions. 

  

 
67 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or industrial 

projects. 
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The proposed project includes 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space.  The 
size of proposed construction activities would be below the criteria air pollutant screening criteria for the 
“apartment, high-rise” land use type (249 dwelling units) and the “quality restaurant” land use type (277,000 sf) 
identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.  Thus, quantification of construction-related criteria air 
pollutant emissions is not required.  The proposed project’s construction activities would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate toxic air contaminants, including 
diesel particulate matter, which would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation) 

The project site is located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the project 
site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site 1515-1517 Pine Street and 106 Austin 
Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the west) and residences on the south side 
of Austin Street about 35 feet south of the project site. 

Regarding construction emissions, off-road equipment, which includes construction-related equipment, is a large 
contributor to DPM emissions in California, although since 2007, the ARB has found the emissions to be 
substantially lower than previously expected.68  Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially 
lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now 
considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.69  For example, revised fine particulate matter 
emission estimates for the year 2010 (DPM is a major component of total fine particulate matter) have decreased 
by 83 percent from previous 2010 emission estimates for the air basin.70  Approximately half of the reduction can 
be attributed to the economic recession, and approximately half can be attributed to updated assumptions 
independent of the economic recession (e.g., updated methodologies used to better assess construction 
emissions).71 

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment.  Specifically, 
both the EPA and the California air board have set emissions standards for new off-road equipment engines, 
ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4.  Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 1996 and 2000, and Tier 4 Interim 
and Final emission standards for all new engines were phased in between 2008 and 2015.  To meet the Tier 4 
emission standards, engine manufacturers will be required to produce new engines with advanced emission-
control technologies.  Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the EPA 
estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 
90 percent.72  

 
68 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p. 1 and p. 13 (Figure 4), October 2010. 
69 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 
70 ARB, “In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model,” Query accessed online, April 2, 2012, 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category. 
71 ARB, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road 

Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 
72 United States Environmental Protection Agency, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse_or_category
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In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of their 
temporary and variable nature.  As explained in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines: 

“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most cases would 
be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an 
influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations.  
Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of 
approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005).  In addition, current models and methodologies for conducting health 
risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not 
correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities.  This results in 
difficulties with producing accurate estimates of health risk.”73 

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to produce overestimated 
assessments of long-term health risks.  However, within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as discussed above, 
additional construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-
term health risks from existing sources of air pollution. 

The proposed project would require heavy-duty off-road diesel vehicles and equipment during the 18-month 
construction period.  Project construction activities would result in short-term emissions of DPM and other TACs.  
The project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality and project construction activities 
would generate additional air pollution, affecting nearby sensitive receptors and resulting in a significant impact.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, would reduce the magnitude of this 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  While emissions reductions from limiting idling, educating workers and the 
public, and properly maintaining equipment are difficult to quantify, other measures, specifically the requirement 
for equipment with Tier 2 engines and Level 3 Verified Diesel Emission Control Strategy (VDECS) can reduce 
construction emissions by 89 to 94 percent compared to equipment with engines meeting no emission standards 
and without a VDECS.74  Emissions reductions from the combination of Tier 2 equipment with Level 3 VDECS is 
almost equivalent to requiring only equipment with Tier 4 Final engines.  Therefore, compliance with Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-2 would reduce construction emissions impacts on nearby sensitive receptors to less-than-
significant levels. 

  

 
73 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 8-7. 
74 PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 2 with Tier 1 and Tier 0.  Tier 0 off-road 

engines do not have PM emission standards, but the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Exhaust and Crankcase 
Emissions Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling – Compression Ignition has estimated Tier 0 engines between 50 and 100 hp to have a 
PM emission factor of 0.72 g/hp-hr and greater than 100 hp to have a PM emission factor of 0.40 g/hp-hr.  Therefore, requiring off-road 
equipment to have at least a Tier 2 engine would result in between a 25 percent and 63 percent reduction in PM emissions, compared 
to off-road equipment with Tier 1 or Tier 0 engines.  The 25 percent reduction comes from comparing the PM emission standards for 
off-road engines between 25 hp and 50 hp for Tier 2 (0.45 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr).  The 63 percent reduction comes from 
comparing the PM emission standards for off-road engines above 175 hp for Tier 2 (0.15 g/bhp-hr) and Tier 0 (0.40 g/bhp-hr).  In 
addition to the Tier 2 requirement, ARB Level 3 VDECSs are required and would reduce PM by an additional 85 percent.  Therefore, the 
mitigation measure would result in between an 89 percent (0.0675 g/bhp-hr) and 94 percent (0.0225 g/bhp-hr) reduction in PM 
emissions, as compared to equipment with Tier 1 (0.60 g/bhp-hr) or Tier 0 engines (0.40 g/bhp-hr). 
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 

A. Engine Requirements.  

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 
20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall have 
engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and 
have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy (VDECS).  Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 
Final off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left 
idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road 
and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). 
The Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and 
Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the two-minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment 
operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and 
require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune 
equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or designee 
may waive the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) 
if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If 
the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that 
the equipment used for onsite power generation meets the requirements of 
Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is 
technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired 
emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; installation of the 
equipment would create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the 
operator; or, there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road 
equipment that is not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS.  If the ERO 
grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-
road equipment, according to the table below. 
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Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Alternative 

Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be 

met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1.  If 

the  determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.  If the ERO 

determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.  Before starting on-site construction 
activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization 
Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and approval.  The Plan shall state, in 
reasonable detail, how the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with 
a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every 
construction phase.  The description may include, but is not limited to: 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (tier rating), horsepower, 
engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation.  
For VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, serial 
number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and 
installation date and hour meter reading on installation date.  For off-road 
equipment using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type 
of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the 
Plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications.  The Plan 
shall include a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply 
fully with the Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site 
during working hours.  The Contractor shall post at the construction site a 
legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan.  The sign shall also state that 
the public may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any time during 
working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan.  The 
Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on 
each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring.  After start of construction activities, the Contractor shall submit 
quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan.  After 
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of 
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occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report 
summarizing construction activities, including the start and end dates and 
duration of each construction phase, and the specific information required in 
the Plan. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2, this impact would be less than significant. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and TACs primarily from an increase in 
motor vehicle trips.  However, land use projects may also result in criteria air pollutants and TACs from 
combustion of natural gas, landscape maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating.  The 
following addresses air quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants, 
but not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact AQ-1, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), has developed 
screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-generated criteria air pollutants.  
If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant does not need to 
perform a detailed air quality assessment. 

The proposed project, which includes 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space, 
is expected to generate 97 daily vehicle trips to and from the project site.  The proposed project would be below 
the criteria air pollutant screening criteria for the “apartment, high-rise” land use type (510 dwelling units) and the 
“quality restaurant” land use type (47,000 sf) identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.  Thus, 
quantification of project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions is not required.  The proposed project would 
not exceed any of the significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to criteria air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, including 
diesel particulate matter, exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.  (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed above, the project site is within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone.  The nearest sensitive receptors to 
the project site include the adjacent residences on either side of the project site (1515-1517 Pine Street and 
106 Austin Street/1331-1339 Polk Street on the east and 1527-1545 Pine Street on the west) and residences on the 
south side of Austin Street about 35 feet south of the project site.  The proposed project would not include a new 
source of TACs, such as a backup diesel generator, but it would add new sensitive receptors (residents) to the 
project site. 

Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants 

Vehicle Trips.  Individual projects result in emissions of TACs primarily as a result of an increase in vehicle trips.  
The air district considers roads with fewer than 10,000 vehicles per day “minor, low-impact” sources that do not 
pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and recommends that these 
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sources be excluded from the environmental analysis.  The proposed project’s 97 daily vehicle trips would be well 
below this level and would be distributed among the local roadway network.  Therefore, an assessment of 
project-generated TACs resulting from vehicle trips is not required, and the proposed project would not generate 
a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive receptors.  This impact would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 Clean Air 

Plan.  (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan is a 
road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the state ozone 
standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone and ozone 
precursors to neighboring air basins.  In determining consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan, this analysis 
considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, (2) include 
applicable control measures from the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of 
control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local 
scale; (2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from TACs; and (3) protect the 
climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  To meet the primary goals, the 2017 Clean Air Plan recommends 
specific control measures and actions.  These control measures are grouped into various categories and include 
stationary and area source measures, mobile source measures, transportation control measures, land use 
measures, and energy and climate measures.  The 2017 Clean Air Plan recognizes that to a great extent, 
community design dictates individual travel mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions 
of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth 
into vibrant urban communities where goods and services are close at hand and people have a range of viable 
transportation options.  To this end, the 2017 Clean Air Plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 

The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and energy and 
climate control measures.  The proposed project’s impact related to greenhouse gases are discussed in 
Section E.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options ensure 
that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site instead of taking trips via private 
automobile.  These features ensure that the proposed project would avoid substantial growth in automobile trips 
and vehicle miles traveled.  The proposed project’s anticipated 97 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible 
increase in air pollutant emissions.  Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the 
San Francisco General Plan, as discussed in Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans.  
Transportation control measures that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the 
San Francisco General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the City’s Transit First Policy, bicycle 
parking requirements, and transit impact development fees.  Compliance with these requirements would ensure 
that the proposed project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  
Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan to 
meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. 
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Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control measures are projects 
that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects that propose excessive parking beyond 
parking requirements.  The proposed project would add 21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of 
commercial space to a dense, walkable urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service.  It 
would not preclude the extension of a transit line, bike path or other transit improvement, and it would not 
include any parking.  Thus, the proposed project would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures 
identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan.  Because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable air quality plan that 
demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the state and federal ambient air 
quality standards, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number 
of people.  (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, 
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, fiberglass 
manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities.  Observation indicates 
that the project site is not substantially affected by sources of odors.75  The proposed project does not include 
any of the land uses listed above; it includes 21 dwelling units and an approximately 2,855-square-foot restaurant.  
During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors.  However, 
construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion.  Thus, the 
proposed project would not create significant sources of new odors.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the project area, would result in less-than-significant cumulative air quality impacts.  (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact.  Emissions from past, 
present and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis.  No single project 
by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards.  Instead, a 
project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.76  The project-level 
thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  Therefore, because the 
proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-1) and operational (Impact AQ-3) emissions would not exceed the 
project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not be considered to result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. 

As discussed above, the project site is located in an area that already experiences poor air quality.  The proposed 
project would add new sources of TACs (e.g., construction vehicle trips) within an area already adversely affected 
by air quality, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts on nearby sensitive 

 
75 Field observation, October 6, 2020. 
76 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. 
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receptors.  This would be a significant cumulative impact.  The proposed project would be required to implement 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, which could reduce construction emissions by as much as 
94 percent.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:      

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

     

GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts.  GHG emissions cumulatively contribute 
to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change.  No single project could generate 
enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the combination of 
GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global 
climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and methodologies for 
analyzing GHGs.  These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which 
address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions.  CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions 
resulting from a project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate 
GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a 
plan.  San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions77 presents a comprehensive assessment of 
policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in 
compliance with the CEQA Guidelines.  These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 35 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions in 2018 compared to 1990 levels,78 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air 
district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming 
Solutions Act).79 

Given that the City has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s GHG reduction 
goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under Executive Orders S-3-

 
77 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, July 2017.  Available at 

https://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG/GHG_Strategy_October2017.pdf, accessed August 11, 2020. 
78 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint.  Available at https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-

footprint, accessed April 9, 2020. 
79 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 2010 Clean Air 

Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 

https://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG/GHG_Strategy_October2017.pdf
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
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0580 and B-30-1581, 82 and Senate Bill 32,83, 84 the City’s GHG reduction goals are consistent with Executive 
Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  Therefore, proposed 
projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy would be consistent with the aforementioned 
GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would 
therefore not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. 

The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution 
to cumulatively significant GHG emissions.  Because no individual project could emit GHGs at a level that could 
result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a cumulative context, and this section does 
not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would 
result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  (Less than Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs 
during construction and operational phases.  Direct operational emissions include GHG emissions from new 
vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion).  Indirect emissions include emissions from electricity 
providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey water; and emissions associated with waste removal, 
disposal, and landfill operations. 

The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the site by introducing a new building containing 
21 dwelling units and approximately 2,855 square feet of commercial space on a project site that is currently 
occupied by a one-story restaurant.  Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential and restaurant operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal.  Construction 
activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 

 
80 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005.  Available at 

https://www.library.ca.gov/Content/pdf/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf, accessed 
August 11, 2020.  Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be 
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce 
emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).  Because of the differential heat absorption potential of 
various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on 
each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential. 

81 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015.  Available at 
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/2015/04/29/news18938/index.html, accessed August 11, 2020.  Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state 
GHG emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030. 

82 San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, determine City 
GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

83 Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming Solutions Act 
of 2006) by adding Section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced by 40 percent below 
1990 levels by 2030. 

84 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; institute 
requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; and establish 
requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 

https://www.library.ca.gov/Content/pdf/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/2015/04/29/news18938/index.html
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The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the 
GHG reduction strategy.  As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce the 
project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste disposal, and use of refrigerants. 

Compliance with the City’s Transportation Sustainability Fee and bicycle parking requirements would reduce the 
proposed project’s transportation-related emissions.  These regulations reduce GHG emissions from single-
occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero or lower GHG emissions 
on a per capita basis. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the City’s Green 
Building Code, the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance, and the Commercial Water Conservation 
Ordinance, all of which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project’s 
energy-related GHG emissions.85 

The proposed project’s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the City’s Recycling 
and Composting Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and Green Building Code 
requirements.  These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by 
landfill operations.  These regulations also promote reuse of materials, conserving their embodied energy86 and 
reducing the energy required to produce new materials. 

Compliance with the City’s street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon sequestration.  
Regulations requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds.87  Thus, the proposed 
project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.88 

The project sponsor is required to comply with these regulations, which have proven effective as San Francisco’s 
GHG emissions have measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City 
has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals 
for the year 2020.  Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017.  Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly 
Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change.  In addition, San Francisco’s 
local GHG reduction targets are consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Orders S-3-05 
and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG reduction goals of 
executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not 
conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of 
significance.  As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
GHG emissions.  No mitigation measures are necessary. 

 
85 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat water 

required for the project. 
86 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building materials to the 

building site. 
87 While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased ground level ozone is 

an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally.  Reducing volatile organic compound 
emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming. 

88 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 1525 Pine Street, October 19, 2020. 
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9. WIND. Would the project:      

a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of 
substantial pedestrian use? 

     

Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial 
pedestrian use.  (Less than Significant) 

A proposed project’s wind impacts are directly related to its height, orientation, design, location, and surrounding 
development context.  Based on wind analyses for other development projects in San Francisco, a building that 
does not exceed a height of 85 feet generally has little potential to cause substantial changes to ground-level wind 
conditions.  The proposed project would be 83 feet tall (plus an additional 17-foot-tall elevator penthouse).  A 
wind consultant evaluated the proposed project for its potential to affect ground-level wind conditions, and the 
findings of that evaluation are summarized below.89 

The 12-story, 130-foot-tall building adjacent to and west of the project site substantially shelters the project site 
from westerly winds.  In addition, the 25-story, 225-foot-tall hotel on the northeast corner of Pine Street and 
Van Ness Avenue shelters the project site from northwesterly winds.  Due to this sheltering effect, the proposed 
project would have little to no potential to intercept overhead winds and redirect them downward to the Pine 
Street sidewalk.  Given its height and surrounding development context, the proposed project would not cause 
substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions adjacent to and near the project site.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative wind impact.  (Less than Significant) 

Of the cumulative development projects identified in Section B, Project Setting, 1567 California Street is the 
closest to the project site (0.1 mile northeast).  At a proposed height of 85 feet, this cumulative project has little 
potential to cause substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions.  In addition, the presence of intervening 
multi-story buildings between 1567 California Street and the proposed project would prevent the two projects 
from interacting with each other to affect ground-level wind conditions.  The other cumulative projects are either 
too short or too far away from the project site to combine with the proposed project to create wind hazards in 
publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use.  For this reason, the proposed project would not combine 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant 
cumulative wind impact. 

  

 
89 RWDI, Screening-Level Wind Analysis, 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, California, October 13, 2020. 
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10. SHADOW. Would the project:      

a) Create new shadow that substantially and adversely 
affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible 
open spaces? 

     

Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.  (Less than Significant) 

In 1984, San Francisco voters approved an initiative known as “Proposition K, The Sunlight Ordinance,” which was 
codified as Planning Code Section 295 in 1985.  Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures 
above 40 feet in height that would cast additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at 
any time of the year, unless that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open 
space.  Public open spaces that are not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission as well as 
private open spaces are not subject to Planning Code section 295. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of a building exceeding 40 feet in height.  
The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis to determine whether the proposed 
project would have the potential to cast shadow on nearby parks, open spaces, or San Francisco Unified School 
District (SFUSD) properties that participate in the Shared Schoolyard Project.90  The shadow fan analysis 
prepared by the Planning Department determined that the proposed project would not cast shadow on any 
nearby parks or open spaces but that it has the potential to cast shadow on Redding Elementary School, 
approximately one block east of the project site.91 

A shadow analysis confirmed that the proposed project would not cast shadow on Redding Elementary School at 
any time during the year.92  Existing buildings between the project site and the school would block shadow from 
the proposed project from reaching the school. 

The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the project vicinity at 
various times of the day throughout the year.  Shadows on streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels 
commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA.  Although 
occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading 
of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

 
90 The Shared Schoolyard Project is a program that opens certain San Francisco Unified School District properties on weekends to 

provide recreation opportunities for children and families.  More information is available at https://www.sfusd.edu/sharedschoolyard, 
accessed January 25, 2021. 

91 San Francisco Planning Department, 1525 Pine Street Shadow Fan, August 31, 2019. 
92 Prevision Design, Memorandum of No Shadow Effect: 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, December 19, 2019. 

https://www.sfusd.edu/sharedschoolyard


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 69 1525 Pine Street 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the 
use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open spaces.  This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative shadow impact.  (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative shadow impacts occur when two or more projects would shadow the same area.  As discussed above, 
the proposed project would not shade any nearby parks, open spaces, or SFUSD properties that participate in the 
Share Schoolyard Project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative shadow 
impact on publicly accessible open spaces. 

The sidewalks in the project vicinity are already shadowed for much of the day by multi-story buildings.  Although 
implementation of the proposed project and nearby cumulative development projects would add new shadow to 
the sidewalks in the project vicinity, these shadows would be transitory in nature, would not substantially affect 
the use of the sidewalks, and would not increase shadows above levels that are common and generally expected 
in a densely developed urban environment. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative shadow impact. 
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11. RECREATION. Would the project:      

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

     

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

     

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be 
accelerated.  (Less than Significant) 

The neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities closest to the project site are Lafayette Park (0.3 mile 
northwest), Helen Wills Park (0.45 mile north), Washington & Hyde Mini Park (0.35 mile northeast), Sergeant John 
Macaulay Park (0.3 mile southeast), and the Tenderloin Children’s Playground (0.45 mile southeast). 

The proposed project would increase the population of the project site by about 50 residents.  This residential 
population growth would increase the demand for recreational facilities.  The proposed project would partially 



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 70 1525 Pine Street 

offset the demand for recreational facilities by providing on-site open space for the project residents in the form 
of a common roof deck.  Although the project residents may use parks, open spaces, and other recreational 
facilities in the project vicinity, the additional use of these recreational facilities is expected to be modest in light 
of the small population increase that would result from the proposed project. 

On a citywide/regional basis, the increased demand on recreational facilities from 50 new residents would be 
negligible considering the number of people living and working in San Francisco and the region as well as the 
number of existing and planned recreational facilities.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project 
would not increase the use of existing recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Less than 
Significant) 

The proposed project would provide some on-site open space for the project residents in the form of a common 
roof deck, which would partially offset the demand for recreational facilities.  In addition, the project site is within 
0.5 mile of five parks, as discussed above.  It is anticipated that these existing recreational facilities would be able 
to accommodate the increase in demand for recreational resources generated by the project residents.  For these 
reasons, the construction of new or the expansion of existing recreational facilities, both of which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment, would not be required.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of 522 dwelling units and an incremental increase in population and demand for 
recreational facilities and resources.  The City has accounted for such growth as part of the Recreation and Open 
Space Element of the General Plan.93  In addition, San Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 
and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, and renovation of the City’s network of recreational resources.  As 
discussed above, there are five parks within 0.5 mile of the project site.  It is expected that these existing 
recreational facilities would be able to accommodate the increase in demand for recreational resources 
generated by nearby cumulative development projects.  Moreover, the cumulative development projects would 
be required to provide usable open space to partially meet the demand for recreational resources from the future 
residents of those projects.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on 
recreational facilities or resources. 

  

 
93 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April 2014, pp. 20-36.  Available 

online at http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf
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12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:      

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded, water, wastewater treatment, or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

     

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years? 

     

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

     

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

     

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

     

Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is entirely paved and is currently developed with an existing building, and the restaurant on the 
project site is already served by existing utilities.  Although the proposed project would need to be connected to 
these existing utilities, the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented; 
in that event the SFPUC may develop new or expanded water supply facilities to address shortfalls in single and 
multiple dry years, but this would occur with or without the proposed project.  Impacts related to new or 
expanded water supply facilities cannot be identified at this time or implemented in the near term; instead, the 
SFPUC would address supply shortfalls through increased rationing, which could result in significant cumulative 
effects, but the project would not make a considerable contribution to impacts from increased rationing.  (Less 
than Significant) 
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Construction Impacts 

The proposed project’s construction activities are required to comply with Article 21 of the San Francisco Public 
Works Code (Ordinance No. 175-91), which restricts the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control 
activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries 
of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).  
Non-potable water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction or 
demolition.  Recycled water is available from the SFPUC for dust control on roads and streets.  However, per State 
regulations, recycled water cannot be used for demolition, pressure washing, or dust control through aerial 
spraying.  The SFPUC operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant 
that provides recycled water for these activities at no charge.  Required compliance with Ordinance No. 175-91 
would ensure that the proposed project’s construction activities would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to water supply. 

Operational Impacts 

In 2016, the SFPUC adopted its 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which estimates that current and 
projected water supplies will meet future retail demand through 2035 under normal-year, single-dry-year and 
multiple-dry-year conditions.94, 95  However, if a multiple-dry-year event occurs, the SFPUC will implement water 
use and supply reductions through its retail water shortage allocation plan. 

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water quality objectives 
to maintain the health of rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem (the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment).96  The state water 
board has stated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment by the year 2022, assuming all 
required approvals are obtained by that time.  Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in 
a substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from the Tuolumne River watershed during dry years, 
requiring rationing to a greater degree in San Francisco than previously anticipated to address supply shortages 
not accounted for in the UWMP. 

The SFPUC has prepared a memorandum discussing future water supply scenarios given the adoption of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment.97  As discussed in the SFPUC memorandum, implementation of the plan amendment is 
uncertain for several reasons, and whether, when, and the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would 
be implemented and how those amendments could affect SFPUC’s water supply is currently unknown.  The 
SFPUC memorandum estimates total shortfalls in water supply (that is, total retail demand minus total retail 
supply) to retail customers through under three increasingly supply-limited scenarios: 

 
94 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016, 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75, accessed July 3, 2020. 
95 “Retail” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to individual customers within San Francisco and several individual customers 

outside of San Francisco.  “Wholesale” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to other water agencies supplying other 
jurisdictions. 

96 State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and Final Substitute Environmental Document, December 12, 2018.  Available at 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

97 Memorandum from Steven R. Ritchie, SFPUC, to Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, 
Environmental Planning Division, May 31, 2019. 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf
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1. Without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment wherein the water supply and demand 
assumptions contained in the UWMP and the 2009 Water Supply Agreement as amended would remain 
applicable; 

2. With implementation of a voluntary agreement between the SFPUC and the State Water Resources 
Control Board that would include a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to 
benefit fisheries at a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur under the 
Bay-Delta Plan Amendment); and 

3. With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment as adopted. 

As estimated in the SFPUC memorandum, water supply shortfalls during dry years would be lowest without 
implementation and highest with implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.  Shortfalls under the 
proposed voluntary agreement would be between those with and without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment.98 

Under these three scenarios, the SFPUC would have adequate water to meet total retail demands through 2040 in 
normal years.99  For single dry and multiple (years 1, 2 and 3) dry years of an extended drought, the SFPUC 
memorandum estimates that shortfalls of water supply relative to demand would occur both with and without 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.  Without implementation of the plan amendment, shortfalls 
would range from approximately 3.6 to 6.1 million gallons per day (mgd) or a 5 to 6.8 percent shortfall during dry 
years through the year 2040. 

With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, shortfalls would range from 12.3 mgd (15.6 percent) in a 
single dry year to 36.1 mgd (45.7 percent) in years seven and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 
2025 demand levels and from 21 mgd (23.4 percent) in a single dry year to 44.8 mgd (49.8 percent) in years seven 
and eight of the 8.5-year design drought based on 2040 demand. 

The proposed project does not require a water supply assessment under the California Water Code.  Under 
Sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare 
water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15155.100  The proposed mixed-use project would result in 21 dwelling units and approximately 

 
98 On March 26, 2019, the SFPUC adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation 

process.  To date, those negotiations are ongoing under the California Natural Resources Agency.  The SFPUC submitted a proposed 
project description that could be the basis for a voluntary agreement to the state water board on March 1, 2019.  As the proposed 
voluntary agreement has yet to be accepted by the state water board as an alternative to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the 
shortages that would occur with its implementation are not known with certainty; however, if accepted, the voluntary agreement 
would result in dry year shortfalls of a lesser magnitude than under the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

99 Based on historic records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow obligations, and fully 
implemented infrastructure under the 2018 Phased Water System Improvement Program Variant, normal or wet years occurred 85 out 
of 97 years.  This translates into roughly nine normal or wet years out of every 10 years.  Conversely, system-wide rationing is required 
roughly one out of every 10 years.  This frequency is expected to increase as climate change intensifies. 

100 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)(1), “a water-demand project” means: 
(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of 

floor space. 
(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area. 
(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 
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2,855 square feet of commercial space; as such it does not qualify as a “water-demand” project as defined by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)(1), and a water supply assessment is not required and has not been prepared 
for the project. 

While a water supply assessment is not required, the following discussion provides an estimate of the project’s 
maximum water demand in relation to the three supply scenarios.  No single development project alone in 
San Francisco would require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to 
take other actions, such as imposing a higher level of rationing across the city in the event of a supply shortage in 
dry years.  Therefore, a separate project-only analysis is not provided for this topic.  The following analysis instead 
considers whether the proposed project, in combination with both existing development and projected growth 
through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could have significant cumulative impacts on the environment.  It also considers whether a high level of rationing 
would be required that could have significant cumulative impacts.  It is only under this cumulative context that 
development in San Francisco could have the potential to require new or expanded water supply facilities or 
require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in turn could result in significant physical environmental impacts 
related to water supply.  If significant cumulative impacts could result, then the analysis considers whether the 
project would make a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact. 

Based on guidance from the California Department of Water Resources and a citywide demand analysis, the 
SFPUC has established 50,000 gallons per day as an equivalent project demand for projects that do not meet the 
definitions provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)(1).101  The development proposed by the project would 
represent 4.2 percent of the 500-unit limit and 0.7 percent of the 500,000 square feet of commercial space 
provided in Section 15155(a)(1)(A) and (B), respectively.  In addition, the proposed project would incorporate 
water-efficient fixtures as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the City’s Green Building 
Ordinance.  It is therefore reasonable to assume that the proposed project would result in an average daily 
demand of less than 50,000 gallons per day of water. 

The SFPUC has prepared estimates of total retail demand in five-year intervals from 2020 through 2040.102  
Assuming the project would demand no more than 50,000 gallons of water per day (or 0.05 mgd), Table 6: 
Proposed Project Demand Relative to Total Retail Demand (mgd), compares this maximum with the total retail 
demand from 2020 through 2040.  At most, the proposed project’s water demand would represent a small fraction 
of the total projected retail water demand, ranging from 0.07 to 0.06 percent between 2020 and 2040. As such, the 
project’s water demand is not substantial enough to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

 
(E) An industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more 

than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 
(F) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 

(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section. 
(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500-dwelling-

unit project. 
101 Memorandum from Steven R. Ritchie, SFPUC, to Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, 

Environmental Planning Division, May 31, 2019. 
102 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June 2016, 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75, accessed July 3, 2020. 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
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Table 6: Proposed Project Demand Relative to Total Retail Demand (mgd) 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total Retail Demand 72.1 79 82.3 85.9 89.9 

Total Demand of Proposed Project 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 

Total Demand of Proposed Project as 
Percentage of Total Retail Demand 

0.07% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 

Source: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of 
San Francisco, June 2016 

Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented.  As 
indicated above, the proposed project’s maximum demand would represent 0.06 percent of the total retail 
demand in 2040 when implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a retail supply shortfall 
of up to 49.8 percent in a multi-year drought.  The SFPUC has indicated that it is accelerating its efforts to develop 
additional water supplies and explore other projects that would increase overall water supply resilience in the 
case that the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented.  The SFPUC has identified possible projects that it will 
study, but it has not determined the feasibility of the possible projects, has not made any decision to pursue any 
particular supply projects, and has determined that the identified potential projects would take anywhere from 
10 to 30 years or more to implement.  The potential impacts that could result from the construction and/or 
operation of any such water supply facility projects cannot be identified at this time.  In any event, under such a 
worst-case scenario, the demand for the SFPUC to develop new or expanded dry-year water supplies would exist 
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. 

Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment were to take effect sometime after 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfall, the expected action of the 
SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing.  As discussed in the 
SFPUC memorandum, the SFPUC has established a process through its Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan for 
actions it would take under circumstances requiring rationing.  The level of rationing that would be required of 
the proposed project is unknown at this time.  Both direct and indirect environmental impacts could result from 
high levels of rationing.  However, the small increase in potable water demand attributable to the project 
compared to citywide demand would not substantially affect the levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise 
be required throughout the city.  Therefore, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to 
a cumulative environmental impact caused by implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the residential population at the project site by about 
50 residents, resulting in an incremental increase of wastewater flows from the project site.  The proposed project 
would incorporate water-efficient fixtures, as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the 
San Francisco Green Building Ordinance.  Compliance with these regulations would reduce wastewater flows to 
the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant.  The SFPUC’s infrastructure capacity plans account for projected 
population and employment growth.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not 
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exceed the capacity of the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant to treat wastewater flows from the project site.  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact UT-4: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards or in 
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals.  
(Less than Significant) 

In September 2015, the City approved an agreement with Recology, Inc., for the transport and disposal of the 
City’s municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County.  The City began disposing its 
municipal solid waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in January 2016, and that practice is anticipated to continue 
for approximately nine years, with an option to renew the agreement thereafter for an additional six years.  
San Francisco had a goal of 75 percent solid waste diversion by 2010, which it exceeded at 80 percent diversion, 
and has a goal of 100 percent solid waste diversion or “zero waste” to landfill or incineration by 2020.  The 
San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance requires mixed construction and 
demolition debris to be transported by a registered transporter to a registered facility that must recover for reuse 
or recycling and divert from landfill at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris.  The 
San Francisco Green Building Code also requires certain projects to submit a recovery plan to the San Francisco 
Department of the Environment demonstrating recovery or diversion of at least 75 percent of all demolition 
debris.  The San Francisco Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance requires all properties and everyone 
in San Francisco to separate solid waste into recyclables, compostables, and landfill trash.  The proposed project 
would be subject to these ordinances and all other applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on utilities and service systems.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial 
space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, and 109,260 square feet of medical 
offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project vicinity.  This cumulative development would result in an 
incremental increase in population, water consumption, and wastewater and solid waste generation.  The SFPUC 
has accounted for such growth in its water demand and wastewater service projections, and the City has 
implemented various programs to divert 80 percent of its solid waste from landfills.  Like all projects proposed in 
San Francisco, the nearby cumulative development projects are required to comply with ordinances and policies 
related to water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on utilities and service systems. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services 
such as fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks, or other public facilities? 

     

The proposed project’s impacts on parks are discussed under Section E.9, Recreation.  Impacts on other public 
services are discussed below. 

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for fire protection and police protection, but not to 
the extent that would require new or physically altered fire or police facilities, the construction of which could 
result in significant environmental impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site receives fire protection and emergency medical services from the San Francisco Fire 
Department’s Battalion 8, which includes Fire Station No. 3 at 1067 Post Street (approximately 0.2 mile southeast 
of the project site).103  The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police 
Department’s Northern Station at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately 0.9 mile northeast of the project site.104  
Implementation of the proposed project would add about 50 residents on the project site, which would increase 
the demand for fire protection, emergency medical, and police protection services.  This increase in demand 
would not be substantial given the overall demand for such services on a citywide basis.  Moreover, fire 
protection, emergency medical, and police protection resources are regularly redeployed based on need in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios.  The proximity of the project site to Fire Station No. 3 and Northern Station 
would help minimize Fire Department and Police Department response times should incidents occur at the 
project site.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not require the construction of 
new or alteration of existing fire and police facilities.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would increase the population of school-aged children and the demand for 
school services, but not to the extent that would require new or physically altered school facilities, the 
construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of 21 dwelling units and an anticipated 
population increase of about 50 residents.  Some of the new residents of the 21 households could consist of 
families with school-aged children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School 
District (SFUSD), while other children might attend private schools.  It is anticipated that existing SFUSD schools in 

 
103 https://sf-fire.org/fire-station-locations#divisions, accessed August 11, 2020. 
104 https://www.sanfranciscopolice.org/station-finder, accessed August 23, 2020. 

https://sf-fire.org/fire-station-locations%23divisions
https://www.sanfranciscopolice.org/station-finder
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the project vicinity would be able to accommodate this minor increase in demand.  Furthermore, the proposed 
project would be required to pay a school impact fee based on the construction of net new residential square 
footage to fund SFUSD facilities and operations.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial unmet demand for school facilities and would not require the construction of 
new or alteration of existing school facilities.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a substantial unmet demand for 
school facilities and would not require the construction of new or alteration of existing school facilities.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would increase demand for other public services, but not to the extent that 
would require new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could result in 
significant environmental impacts.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would add about 50 residents on the project site, which would increase 
the demand for other public services such as libraries.  This increase in demand would not be substantial given 
the overall demand for public services on a citywide basis.  Regarding library services, the San Francisco Public 
Library operates the Main Library and 27 branches throughout San Francisco.105  It is anticipated that the Main 
Library (0.75 mile southeast of the project site) and the Chinatown (0.7 mile northeast) and Golden Gate Valley 
(0.7 mile northwest) branches would be able to accommodate the minor increase in demand for library services 
generated by the proposed project.  For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not require 
the construction of new or alteration of existing governmental facilities.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on public services.  (Less than Significant) 

The geographic context for cumulative fire, police, and library impacts are the police, fire, and library service 
areas, while the geographic context for cumulative school impacts is the school district service area.  
Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial 
space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical 
offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project vicinity, resulting in an incremental increase in population and 
demand for fire protection, police protection, school services, and other public services.  The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, the school district, and other City agencies have accounted for such growth in providing 
public services to the residents of San Francisco.  In addition, fire protection, emergency medical, and police 
protection resources are regularly redeployed based on need in order to maintain acceptable service ratios.  
Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to many of the same development impact fees 
applicable to the proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact on public services. 

 
105 San Francisco Public Library website, https://sfpl.org, accessed January 26, 2021. 

https://sfpl.org/
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Topics: 

Potentially 
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Less Than 
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with 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

     

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

     

The project site is completely paved and is currently developed with an existing building, so it does not contain 
any riparian habitat, other sensitive natural community, or federally protected wetlands.  There are no adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other approved local, state, or regional 
habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site.  Therefore, Topics E.14.b, E.14.c, and E.14.f are not 
applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  
(No Impact) 

The project site and project vicinity are in an urban environment with high levels of human activity.  The project 
site is completely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  Any candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species have been previously extirpated (lost) from the area.  For these reasons, implementation of the 
proposed project would have no impact on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. 
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Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the 
use of native wildlife nursery sites.  (Less than Significant) 

San Francisco is within the Pacific Flyway, a major north-south route of travel for migratory birds along the 
western portion of the Americas.  The project site is fully developed and is not considered an urban bird 
refuge.106, 107 

Multi-story buildings are potential obstacles that can injure or kill birds in the event of a collision, and bird strikes 
are a leading cause of worldwide declines in bird populations.  Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-
Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to reduce avian mortality rates associated with bird strikes.  
This ordinance focuses on location-specific hazards and building feature-related hazards.  Location-specific 
hazards apply to buildings in, or within 300 feet of and having a direct line of sight to, an urban bird refuge.  The 
project site is not in or within 300 feet of an urban bird refuge, so the standards related to location-specific 
hazards are not applicable to the proposed project.  Feature-related hazards, which can occur on buildings 
anywhere in San Francisco, are defined as freestanding glass walls, wind barriers, skywalks, balconies, and 
greenhouses on rooftops that have unbroken glazed segments of 24 square feet or larger.  The proposed project 
would be required to comply with the feature-related standards of Planning Code Section 139 by using bird-safe 
glazing treatment on 100 percent of any feature-related hazards. 

The project site is completely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  As discussed above, 
there are no resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, no established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, and no native wildlife nursery sites on the project site. 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site does not contain existing trees or other vegetation that would need to be removed as part of the 
proposed project.  The removal of street trees or significant trees, as well as the planting of new street trees, is 
subject to the provisions of the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, which is codified as Article 16 of the 
San Francisco Public Works Code.108 Implementation of the proposed project would include the planting of street 
trees along Pine Street and Austin Street, subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works.  The 
proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances that protect biological resources.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

 
106 An urban bird refuge is defined by San Francisco Planning Code Section 139(c)(1) as an open spaces two acres and larger dominated 

by vegetation, including vegetated landscaping, forest, meadows, grassland, or wetlands, or open water. 
107 San Francisco Planning Department, Urban Bird Refuge Map.  Available at https://sfplanning.org/resource/urban-bird-refuge, 

accessed August 23, 2020. 
108 Street trees and significant trees are defined in Article 16, Sections 802 and 810A, respectively, of the San Francisco Public Works Code. 

https://sfplanning.org/resource/urban-bird-refuge
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Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological resources.  (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would result in the construction of multi-story buildings that can 
injure or kill birds in the event of a collision and would result in the removal of existing street trees or other 
vegetation.  Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same bird-safe building and urban 
forestry ordinances applicable to the proposed project.  Moreover, there are no candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species or any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community in the project vicinity.  For these 
reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

     

iv) Landslides?      

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?      

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

     

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

     

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

     

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
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A geotechnical investigation was conducted to assess the geologic conditions underlying the project site and 
provide recommendations related to the proposed project’s design and construction.  The findings and 
recommendations are presented in a geotechnical report and are summarized below.109 

The geotechnical investigation included the drilling of two test borings on the project site to depths of 
approximately 41 and 80 feet below ground surface (bgs).  The project site is underlain by about three feet of fill 
consisting of sand, and this layer of fill is underlain by about 20 feet of loose to medium dense silty sand.  From a 
depth of 23 feet bgs to the maximum depths of the test borings, the soil consists of loose to very dense silty sand. 

Groundwater was encountered in the test borings at a depth of about 50 feet bgs.  Depending on the amount of 
rainfall, groundwater levels at the project site are expected to fluctuate seasonally and annually. 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause potential adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, 
seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction, or landslides.  (Less Than Significant) 

The project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and there are no known active faults that 
run underneath the project site or in the project vicinity.  The closest active fault to the project site is the 
San Andreas Fault, which is about 7.1 miles to the west.  The project site is not in a liquefaction hazard zone or a 
landslide hazard zone.110 

The proposed project is required to comply with the seismic safety standards set forth in the California Building 
Code and the San Francisco Building Code.  The Department of Building Inspection (DBI) is the City agency 
responsible for reviewing the proposed project’s building permit application, structural drawings and 
calculations, and geotechnical report and ensuring that the proposed project complies with the seismic safety 
standards and other applicable requirements.  Project compliance with the Building Code would ensure that the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or 
seismic-related ground failure would be low. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not cause potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-
related ground failure, liquefaction, or landslides.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.  (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is entirely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  For these reasons, 
construction of the proposed project would not result in the loss of topsoil.  Site preparation and excavation 
activities would disturb soil to a depth of up to 14 feet bgs, creating the potential for windborne and waterborne 
soil erosion.  Construction activities would be required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 260-13), which requires all construction sites, regardless of size, to implement best management 

 
109 Krazan & Associates, Inc., Updated Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Facility, 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, 

California (hereinafter “Geotechnical Report”), June 28, 2016, updated August 18, 2017. 
110 San Francisco Planning Department, GIS database geology layer, accessed August 31, 2020. 
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practices to prevent construction site runoff discharges into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system.  
Compliance with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance would ensure that the project would not result in 
erosion.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact GE-1, the potential for landslide or liquefaction at the project site is low.  In addition, 
the proposed project is required to comply with the provisions of the California Building Code and the 
San Francisco Building Code that address issues related to seismic safety and unstable soil.  The geotechnical 
report includes recommendations related to the following aspects of construction: site preparation; engineered 
fill; drainage and landscaping; utility trench backfill; foundations; floor slabs and exterior flatwork; lateral earth 
pressures and retaining walls; pavement design; and seismic parameters.  Implementation of these 
recommendations would ensure that the proposed project would not cause the soil underlying the project site to 
become unstable and result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  
This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a result of being 
located on expansive soil.  (Less than Significant) 

Expansive soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (i.e., to shrink and swell) 
due to variations in moisture content.  Expansive soils are typically very fine-grained and have a high to very high 
percentage of clay.  They can damage structures and buried utilities and increase maintenance requirements.  
The presence of expansive soils is typically associated with high clay content and determined based on site-
specific data.  Section 1803 of the California Building Code states that in areas likely to have expansive soil, the 
building official shall require soil tests to determine where such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report 
must include recommendations and special design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on 
expansive soils, as necessary.  Compliance with building code requirements would ensure that potential impacts 
related to expansive soils would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact GE-5: The project would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.  (Not 
Applicable) 

The proposed project would not include the use septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; it would 
be connected to the existing wastewater disposal system.  For these reasons, Topic E.15.e is not applicable to the 
proposed project. 

Impact GE-6: The project would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Paleontological resources are fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of organisms preserved in or on the earth's 
crust that are of paleontological interest and provide information about the history of life on earth.  
Paleontological resources represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource.  The potential 
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for a project to affect paleontological resources varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and 
previous disturbance. 

The project site and immediate vicinity have been mapped as having low or unknown potential for 
paleontological resources.  Construction of the proposed project would require excavation to a depth of up to 
14 feet bgs and the removal of about 1,500 cubic yards of soil from the project site.  Based on the proposed 
ground-disturbing activities, there is the possibility that unanticipated paleontological resources could be 
discovered during excavation of the project site.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a: Worker 
Environmental Awareness Training, and M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources, would 
address impacts related to paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training 

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that all workers are trained on the 
contents of the Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The 
Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction site during 
ground disturbing activities to provide pre-construction worker environmental awareness training 
regarding potential paleontological resources. 

In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) shall inform construction 
personnel of the immediate stop work procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or 
other potential fossils are unearthed at the project site, and the laws and regulations protecting 
paleontological resources.  As new workers arrive at the project site for ground disturbing activities, they 
would be trained by the construction supervisor. 

The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the worker training to the Planning 
Department.  The letter shall confirm the project’s location, the date of training, the location of the 
informational handout display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be transmitted to the 
Planning Department within five (5) business days of conducting the training. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources 

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource during construction, 
excavations within 25 feet of the find shall temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a 
qualified paleontologist (pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995, 1996)).  
Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when deemed appropriate by the qualified 
paleontologist in consultation with the Planning Department. 

The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is scientifically significant; (2) the 
necessity for involving other agencies and stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and 
(4) methods for resource recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a determination 
that the resource is not scientifically important, this conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological 
Evaluation Letter to demonstrate compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The 
Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 
30 business days of the discovery. 
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If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance and there are no feasible 
avoidance measures, a Paleontological Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the 
qualified paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation program shall include measures 
to fully document and recover the resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning 
Department.  Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be monitored as determined by the 
qualified paleontologist for the duration of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, 
once work is resumed. 

The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction monitoring at the project site; 
(2) fossil preparation and identification procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and 
(4) preparation of a Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology report) at the conclusion of 
ground disturbing activities.  The paleontology report shall include dates of field work, results of 
monitoring, fossil identifications to the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil collection, a 
discussion of the scientific significance of the fossil collection, conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list 
of specimens, and a repository receipt from the curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for the preparation and implementation of the mitigation program, in addition to any costs necessary to 
prepare and identify collected fossils and for any curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  
The mitigation program shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 10 business 
days of the discovery.  The paleontology report shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review 
within 30 business days from conclusion of ground disturbing activities or as negotiated following 
consultation with the Planning Department. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a and M-GE-6b would reduce impacts on paleontological 
resources to less-than-significant levels. 

A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local geologic 
principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains minerals not known to 
occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool.  The project site is entirely paved and is currently 
developed with an existing building.  No unique geologic features exist at the project site.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact on unique geologic features. 

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to geology and soils.  (Less than Significant) 

Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific.  Nearby cumulative development 
projects would be subject to the same seismic safety standards and design review procedures applicable to the 
proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to geology and 
soils. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:      

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

     

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?  

     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would:  

     

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site; 

     

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site; 

     

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation?  

     

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?  

     

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.  (Less than Significant) 

Project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system and 
would be treated to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay.  The NPDES 
standards are set and regulated by the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The proposed project’s discharges from residential operations and stormwater would not exceed water quality 
standards.  The project would be required to comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, 
Section 147 (Stormwater Management).  The intent of the City’s stormwater management program is to reduce 
the volume of stormwater entering the City's combined and separate sewer systems and to protect and enhance 
the water quality of receiving waters, pursuant to and consistent with federal and state laws, lawful standards, 
and orders applicable to stormwater and urban runoff control and the City's authority to manage and operate its 
drainage systems.  Required compliance with all applicable federal and state laws, lawful standards, and orders 
would ensure that operation of the proposed project would not violate water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements. 
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Construction activities such as excavation, earthmoving, and grading would expose soil and could result in 
erosion and excess sediments being carried in stormwater runoff to the combined stormwater/sewer system.  In 
addition, stormwater runoff from temporary on-site use and storage of vehicles, fuels, waste, and other hazardous 
materials could carry pollutants to the combined stormwater/sewer system if proper handling methods are not 
employed.  Runoff from the project site would drain into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system, ensuring 
that such runoff is properly treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant before being discharged into 
San Francisco Bay. 

As discussed in Section E.15, Geology and Soils, the project site is generally underlain by fill consisting of sand.  
This layer of fill is underlain by loose, medium dense, and very dense silty sand.  Groundwater is present at 
approximately 50 feet bgs.  The proposed project’s excavation and permanent structures do not have the 
potential to encounter groundwater and impact water quality. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact HY-1, groundwater is located approximately 50 feet bgs.  The proposed project’s 
excavation does not have the potential to encounter groundwater, decrease groundwater supplies, or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river through the addition of impervious surfaces, in 
a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or off-site, substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, or create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is entirely paved and is currently developed with an existing building.  For these reasons, 
construction of the proposed project would not increase the area of impervious surfaces on the project site or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, 
siltation, or flooding on-or off-site.  With no increase in the area of impervious surfaces on the project site, the 
proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  This impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood hazard, 
tsunami, or seiche zones.  (No Impact) 

There are no dams or levees near the project site.  As shown on Map 6, Potential Inundation Areas Due to 
Reservoir Failure, in the Community Safety Element of the General Plan, the project site is not in an area that 
would be flooded in the event that an existing dam or levee fails.111 

As shown on Map 5, Tsunami Hazard Zones, San Francisco, 2012, in the Community Safety Element of the General 
Plan, the project site is not in a tsunami hazard zone, so the proposed project would not be at risk of inundation 
by tsunami.112  A seiche is a periodic oscillation (rise and fall) of the surface of an enclosed or semi-enclosed body 
of water that can be caused by atmospheric or seismic disturbances.  Tidal records for San Francisco Bay show 
that the 1906 earthquake caused a seiche of approximately four inches.  A temporary four-inch rise in the water 
level of San Francisco Bay would not reach the project site, which is at least one mile from San Francisco’s 
northern and eastern shorelines.  Therefore, the proposed project would not be at risk of inundation by seiche. 

The proposed project would have no impact related to the release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood 
hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones. 

Impact HY-5: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.  (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact HY-1, project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow into the City’s combined 
stormwater/sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City’s NPDES Permit for the 
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay.  Groundwater encountered 
during construction or operation of the proposed project would be required to meet certain water quality 
standards before being discharged into the combined stormwater/sewer system.  As discussed under Impact HY-
2, the proposed project would not permanently or substantially deplete groundwater resources.  For these 
reasons, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan 
or sustainable groundwater management plan.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to hydrology and water quality.  (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the project vicinity, 
would result in the construction of a total of 522 dwelling units, approximately 44,510 square feet of commercial 
space, 2,000 square feet of office space, 3,650 square feet of childcare space, 109,260 square feet of medical 
offices, and 334 parking spaces in the project vicinity.  This cumulative development would result in an 
incremental increase in water consumption and wastewater generation.  The SFPUC has accounted for such 
growth in its service projections.  Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same water 
conservation, stormwater management, and wastewater discharge ordinances applicable to the proposed 
project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 

 
111 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, p. 17.  Available at 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 
112 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, p. 15.  Available online at 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed August 23, 2020. 

http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 89 1525 Pine Street 

foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to hydrology 
and water quality. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

     

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

     

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

     

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

     

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

     

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

     

The project site is not located within an area covered by an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public 
airport or a public use airport.  Therefore, Topic E.17.e is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project’s residential and commercial uses would involve the use of relatively small quantities of 
hazardous materials such as cleaners and disinfectants for routine purposes.  These products are labeled to 
inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures.  Most of these materials 
are consumed through use, resulting in relatively little waste.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
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create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment.  (Less than Significant) 

The existing one-story restaurant was moved from another location to the project site circa 1916; it was 
subsequently altered and expanded in 1975.  Due to the age of the building, it is possible that asbestos-containing 
material (ACM) and lead-based paint are present on the project site. Demolition of the existing building could 
release ACM, lead, or other hazardous materials into the environment.  The demolition work must be performed in 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations related to the abatement of hazardous materials.  These 
regulations include: the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous Pollutants – 
Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing; California Code of Regulations, Title 8, 
Section 1529 (Asbestos); and California Code of Regulations, Title 8, Section 1532.1 (Lead).  Required compliance 
with these regulations would ensure that demolition of the existing building would not create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

Therefore, through compliance with existing laws and regulations, impacts related to exposure to hazardous 
building materials during demolition would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  (Less than 
Significant) 

There is one school within one-quarter mile of the project site: Redding Elementary/Early Education School at 
1421 Pine Street (0.05 mile east).  As discussed under Impact HZ-1, the proposed project would include the use of 
common household items in quantities too small to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  
The proposed residential and commercial uses would not produce hazardous emissions and would not involve 
the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  This impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-4: The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is not included on any list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5.113  In addition, the project site is not in an area that is subject to San Francisco Health Code 
Article 22A, also known as the Maher Ordinance, meaning that the project site is not known or suspected to 
contain contaminated soil and/or groundwater.114  Nonetheless, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
has been prepared to evaluate the potential for site contamination, and the findings are summarized below. 

 
113 PIERS Environmental Services, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report for 1525 Pine Street, San Francisco, California 

(hereinafter “Phase I ESA”), June 2015, p. 16. 
114 San Francisco Planning Department, GIS database hazardous materials layer, accessed August 31, 2020. 
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The Phase I ESA noted that no hazardous materials or chemicals were observed at the project site other than 
cleaning supplies.  These materials were stored properly, and there was no evidence of improper use, storage, or 
disposal of hazardous materials or other chemicals.  No storage tanks, significant staining on exterior paved 
surfaces, or stained soil was observed, and no unusual stains or odors were observed around floor drains inside 
the existing building.  The Phase I ESA recommended that no additional investigation be conducted. 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  This impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  (Less than Significant) 

The project site is in a densely developed urban environment; it is not adjacent to wildlands or in an area where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands.  In San Francisco, fire safety is ensured through the provisions of the 
Building Code and the Fire Code.  During the review of the building permit application, the DBI and the Fire 
Department will review the project plans for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety, which may 
include the development of an emergency procedure manual or an exit drill plan for the residents of the proposed 
project.  Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  This 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials.  (Less than 
Significant) 

Environmental impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific.  The proposed 
project could result in potential impacts related to hazardous materials due to construction activities within 
potentially contaminated soil and demolition of structures that contain hazardous building materials.  However, 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements would reduce those impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same regulations related to hazardous 
materials applicable to the proposed project.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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with 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
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No 

Impact Not Applicable 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

     

Impact MR-1: The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or a 
locally-important mineral resource recovery site.  (No Impact) 

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.115  This 
designation indicates that there is inadequate information available for assignment to any other mineral resource 
zone.  Based on the MRZ-4 designation, the project site is not a designated area of known mineral deposits or a 
locally important mineral resource recovery site.  For this reason, the proposed project would have no impact on 
mineral resources. 

Impact C-MR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on mineral resources.  (No Impact) 

As discussed above, San Francisco is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and does not have 
locally important mineral resource recovery sites.  Implementation of nearby cumulative development projects 
would have no impact on mineral resources.  For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact on mineral resources. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

19. ENERGY. Would the project:      

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

     

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

     

Impact EN-1: The proposed project would not result in a significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction or operation and would not 
conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.  (Less than Significant) 

 
115 California Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 96-03, 1996, and Special Report 146 Parts I and II, 1986. 
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In California, energy consumption in buildings is regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  
Title 24 includes standards that regulate energy consumption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting of 
residential and nonresidential buildings.  In San Francisco, documentation demonstrating compliance with 
Title 24 standards is required to be submitted with a building permit application.  Compliance with Title 24 
standards is enforced by the Department of Building Inspection.  The proposed project would comply with the 
standards of Title 24 and the requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance and would be built to 
GreenPoint Rated standards, thus minimizing the amount of fuel, water, or energy used during its construction 
and operational phases.  The proposed project would not encourage activities that result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use them in a wasteful manner.  This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to energy.  (Less than Significant) 

Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same energy conservation, water conservation, 
recycling and composting, and construction and demolition debris ordinances applicable to the proposed 
project.  For this reason, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to energy. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Department. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

     



Case No. 2015-009955ENV 94 1525 Pine Street 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or 
forest land to non-forest use? 

     

The project site does not contain agricultural uses, is not zoned for agricultural use, and is not subject to a 
Williamson Act contract.116  The project site does not contain forest land or timberland as defined in Public 
Resources Code Sections 12220(g) and 4526, respectively.  Therefore, Topics E.20.a through E.20.e are not 
applicable to the proposed project or cumulative development projects. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility 
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones, would the project: 

     

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

     

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

     

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

     

The project site is not in or near any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones.117  Therefore, Topics E.21.a through E.21.d are not applicable to the proposed project or 
cumulative development projects. 

 
116 California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland in California, 2016.  Available online at 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2016/fmmp2016_20_23.pdf, accessed May 19, 2020. 
117 California Department of Fire and Forest Protection, Fire Resource Assessment Program, Fire Hazard Severity Zones viewer.  Available 

at https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ, accessed August 23, 2020. 

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/statewide/2016/fmmp2016_20_23.pdf
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ
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Please see Section E.17, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional discussion of impacts related to 
wildland fires. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact Not Applicable 

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the 
project: 

     

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

     

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

     

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

     

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, 21083.09 Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 

21073, 21074 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2,21082.3, 21084.2, 21084.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 

21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, 

(1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador 

Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of 

San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.  The proposed project would not 
result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  As discussed 
in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of an archeological resource.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological 
Testing, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed in Section E.4, Tribal Cultural 
Resources, construction of the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
As discussed in Section E.5, Noise, construction of the proposed project would generate excessive groundborne 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.05.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.09.
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65088.4.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21073.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21074.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.05.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21083.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.1.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21080.3.2.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21082.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21084.2.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21084.3.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21093.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21094.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21095.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21151.
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1988/sunstrom_062288.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1990/leonoff_081690.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/1990/leonoff_081690.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2007/Eureka_Citizens_for_Responsible_Government_v._City_of_Eureka_et_al..pdf
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2002/SFUDP_v_SF.html
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/cases/2002/SFUDP_v_SF.html


Case No. 2015-009955ENV 96 1525 Pine Street 

vibration that could damage older buildings adjacent to the project site.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During Construction, 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  As discussed in Section E.15, Geology and Soils, 
construction of the proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training, and M-GE-6b: 
Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects to create 
significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental 
Effects.  There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which the proposed project would make 
cumulatively considerable contributions. 

The proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings.  As discussed in Section E.7, Air Quality, construction of the proposed project would generate air 
pollutant emissions in an area that already experiences poor air quality.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

As discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, the proposed project is anticipated to only result 
in less-than-significant impacts for the topics included in the Initial Study checklist.  The foregoing analysis 
identifies potentially significant impacts related to cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, noise, air quality, 
and geology and soils, which would be mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures as described in 
more detail in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures. 

  

F. Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures 
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts 
resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, the 
following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed 
project on buried or submerged historical resources and on human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects.  The project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational 
Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department (Department) 
archeologist.  After the first project approval action or as directed by the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the 
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. 

The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein.  In addition, 
the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or data recovery 
program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in 
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accordance with this measure at the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as 
specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment and shall be considered 
draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery 
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  
At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) and (c). 

Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
the archeological testing program reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related soils-disturbing 
activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review and approval an 
archeological testing plan (ATP).  The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the 
approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially 
could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent 
possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any 
archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a written report 
of the findings to the ERO.  If, based on the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant finds that 
significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, 
shall determine if additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that may be required include 
preservation in place, archeological interpretation, monitoring, additional testing, and/or an archeological data 
recovery program.  No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or 
the Department archeologist. 

If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project, the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether 
preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any 
adverse effect on the significant archeological resource.  If preservation in place is not feasible, a data recovery 
program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is of greater 
interpretive than research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an archeological site118 associated with descendant 
Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an appropriate 
representative119 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted.  The representative of the 
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data 

 
118 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
119 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed 

in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American 
Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate representative 
of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.  A copy of the 
Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils- disturbing activity shall comply with all 
applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City 
and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the human remains 
are Native American remains, notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a 
Most Likely Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his or her inspection and make recommendations or 
preferences for treatment and disposition within 48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also be notified immediately upon discovery of human remains. 

The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) 
with the MLD, as expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to 
accept recommendations of an MLD.  However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an 
agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in 
cooperation with the project sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated or unassociated funerary 
objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, 
in a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during soils-disturbing activity additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological testing program 
and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the Medical Examiner, and the ERO. 

Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, determines that 
an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall 
minimally include the following provisions: 

• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine what project activities shall 
be archeologically monitored.  In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the 
risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional context; 

• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training program for soils-disturbing workers that 
will include an overview of expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the expected resource(s), 
and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource; 

• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by 
the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project archeological 
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consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no effects on significant 
archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit 
shall cease.  The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  
If, in the case of pile driving or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological 
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation activities may affect an 
archeological resource, the pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO.  The archeological 
consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit.  The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO for a 
determination as to whether the resources are significant and implementation of an archeological data 
recovery program therefore is necessary. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program.  The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord 
with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP.  The archeological consultant 
shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain.  That is, the ADRP will 
identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes 
the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project.  Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of 
the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact analysis 
procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program for significant finds. 

• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
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• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered data 
having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of a significant archeological resource, 
the ERO may require that information provided by archeological data recovery be made available to the public in 
the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, archeological signage and displays or another 
interpretive product.  The project archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Public Interpretation 
Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the 
proposed content and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan may be a stand-alone document or may be included as an 
appendix to the Final Archeological Resources Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The draft interpretive 
plan shall be subject to the ERO for review and approval and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 

Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  Once approved by the ERO, the 
consultant shall also prepare a public distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy 
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The Environmental Planning Division 
of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD 
or other electronic medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations and copies of any formal 
site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of 
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or 
Interpretive Program 

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American origin, the Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether preservation in 
place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined that preservation-in-place of the TCR would be both 
feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan, 
which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during construction to ensure the permanent protection of the 
resource. 

If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal representative, determines that preservation in 
place of the TCR is not a sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall prepare an interpretive 
program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the project sponsor.  
The plan shall identify proposed locations for displays or installations, the proposed content and materials of 
those displays or installations, the producers or artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native 
American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational 
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panels or other informational displays.  Upon approval by the ERO and prior to project occupancy, the 
interpretive program shall be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner shall submit a project-specific Pre-
construction Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department (Lead Agency) 
for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid damage to potentially affected buildings.  The 
property owner shall ensure that the following requirements of the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan 
are included in contract specifications. 

Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the property owner or their designees 
shall engage a consultant to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected buildings.  If potentially 
affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially historic, a structural engineer or other professional with 
similar qualifications shall document and photograph the existing conditions of the potentially affected buildings 
and/or structures.  The project sponsor shall submit the survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior 
to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 

If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor shall engage a historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected historic buildings.  The Pre-
construction Survey shall include descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all identified 
historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the character-defining features that could be 
damaged during construction, and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or damaged 
features.  The report shall also include pre-construction drawings that record the pre-construction condition of 
the buildings and identify cracks and other features to be monitored during construction.  The historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional should be the lead author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic 
buildings and/or structures could be affected by the project.  These reports shall be submitted to the Lead Agency 
for review and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their designee shall undertake a monitoring 
plan to avoid or reduce project-related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings and/or structures 
and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired.  The Vibration Management and Monitoring 
Plan shall apply to all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior to issuance of any demolition or 
building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the 
monitoring program to the Lead Agency for approval.  If historic buildings could be affected, the Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and 
approval, if applicable. 

The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components, as 
applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction and condition of the affected buildings 
and/or structures on adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant in coordination with 
a structural engineer (or professional with similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected 
historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional, shall 
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establish a maximum vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each building/structure on adjacent 
properties, based on existing conditions, character-defining features, soil conditions, and anticipated 
construction practices (common standards are a peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for 
historic and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per second for older residential structures, and a PPV of 
0.5 inch per second for new residential structures and modern industrial/commercial buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all vibration-generating equipment to be used 
during construction (including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, demolition, excavation, 
shoring, foundation installation, and building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan shall identify potential alternative 
equipment and techniques that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are observed in 
excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, 
based on soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements. For projects that require pile driving, the project sponsor shall incorporate into 
construction specifications for the project a requirement that the construction contractor(s) use all 
feasible means to avoid or reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include 
one or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project construction (such as predrilling piles, 
using sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent the movement of adjacent structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be maintained based on vibration levels and 
site constraints between the operation of vibration-generating construction equipment and the 
potentially affected building and/or structure to avoid damage to the extent possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and equipment for vibration monitoring.  To 
ensure that construction vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the acoustical 
consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each affected building and/or structure on adjacent 
properties and prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration levels in excess of the 
standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of those established in the plan, the 
contractor(s) shall halt construction and put alternative construction techniques identified in the 
plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic 
buildings and/or structures) shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in the event the 
development project exceeds the established standards. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that are historic, the historic 
preservation consultant shall immediately notify the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
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report documenting the features of the building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

 If no damage has occurred to nearby buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially affected buildings are historic) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings) shall submit a monthly report 
to the Lead Agency for review.  This report shall identify and summarize the vibration 
level exceedances and describe the actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction techniques and/or Lead Agency review of 
the damage report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to ensure that vibration levels at each 
affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties are not exceeded. 

• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and parties responsible for periodic inspections.  
The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings 
and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings and/or 
structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each affected building and/or structure on 
adjacent properties during vibration-generating construction activity on the project site.  The plan will 
specify how often inspections and reporting shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be followed should damage to any building 
and/or structure occur due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or structure(s) shall be 
remediated to their pre-construction condition at the conclusion of vibration-generating activity on the 
site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any building and/or structure, the building and/or 
structure shall be restored to its pre-construction condition in consultation with the historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the Lead Agency shall receive a final report 
from the historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or 
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures).  The 
report shall include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or structure condition summaries, 
descriptions of all instances of vibration level exceedance, identification of damage incurred due to vibration, and 
corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and structures.  The Lead Agency shall review and approve 
all Vibration Monitoring Results Reports. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality 

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with the following: 

A. Engine Requirements.  

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total 
hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that 
meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and have been 
retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy (VDECS).  Equipment with engines meeting Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final 
off-road emission standards automatically meet this requirement. 
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2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left 
idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and 
on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese, 
in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of 
the two-minute idling limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on 
the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and require that such 
workers and operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

B. Waivers. 

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or designee 
may waive the alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an 
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO 
grants the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the 
equipment used for onsite power generation meets the requirements of 
Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a 
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS is technically 
not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired emissions reduction 
due to expected operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a compelling 
emergency need to use off-road equipment that is not retrofitted with an 
ARB Level 3 VDECS.  If the ERO grants the waiver, the Contractor must use the 
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, according to the table below. 

Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 

Compliance 
Alternative 

Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 

How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment requirements cannot be 

met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1.  If 

the  determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 1, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.  If the ERO 

determines that the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 

** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 
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C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan.  Before starting on-site construction 
activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan 
(Plan) to the ERO for review and approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, 
how the Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a 
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction 
phase.  The description may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, 
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, 
engine certification (tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and 
expected fuel usage and hours of operation.  For VDECS installed, the 
description may include: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour 
meter reading on installation date.  For off-road equipment using alternative 
fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the Plan 
have been incorporated into the contract specifications.  The Plan shall include 
a certification statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the 
Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for review on-site 
during working hours.  The Contractor shall post at the construction site a 
legible and visible sign summarizing the Plan.  The sign shall also state that the 
public may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working 
hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan.  The Contractor shall 
post at least one copy of the sign in a visible location on each side of the 
construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring.  After start of construction activities, the Contractor shall submit 
quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with the Plan.  After 
completion of construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of 
occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing 
construction activities, including the start and end dates and duration of each 
construction phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness Training 

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that all workers are trained on the contents of 
the Paleontological Resources Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The Paleontological 
Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction site during ground disturbing activities 
to provide pre-construction worker environmental awareness training regarding potential paleontological 
resources. 

In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) shall inform construction personnel of the 
immediate stop work procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or other potential fossils are 
unearthed at the project site, and the laws and regulations protecting paleontological resources.  As new workers 
arrive at the project site for ground disturbing activities, they would be trained by the construction supervisor. 
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The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the worker training to the Planning Department.  
The letter shall confirm the project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational handout 
display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be transmitted to the Planning Department within five (5) 
business days of conducting the training. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated Paleontological Resources 

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource during construction, excavations within 
25 feet of the find shall temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist 
(pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 1995, 1996)).  Work within the sensitive area shall 
resume only when deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation with the Planning 
Department. 

The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for 
involving other agencies and stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and (4) methods for resource 
recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a determination that the resource is not scientifically 
important, this conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological Evaluation Letter to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to 
the Planning Department for review within 30 business days of the discovery. 

If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance and there are no feasible avoidance 
measures, a Paleontological Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the qualified 
paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation program shall include measures to fully 
document and recover the resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning Department.  
Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be monitored as determined by the qualified paleontologist 
for the duration of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, once work is resumed. 

The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil 
preparation and identification procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and (4) preparation of a 
Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology report) at the conclusion of ground disturbing 
activities.  The paleontology report shall include dates of field work, results of monitoring, fossil identifications to 
the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil collection, a discussion of the scientific significance of 
the fossil collection, conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list of specimens, and a repository receipt from the 
curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible for the preparation and implementation of the 
mitigation program, in addition to any costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils and for any 
curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  The mitigation program shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department for review within 10 business days of the discovery.  The paleontology report shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department for review within 30 business days from conclusion of ground disturbing 
activities or as negotiated following consultation with the Planning Department. 

Improvement Measures 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation 

A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 

Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor should undertake Historic American 
Building/Historic American Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the subject property, 
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structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The documentation should be funded by the project sponsor and 
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture 
(as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code of 
Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the reuse and/or replication of character-defining features to be 
incorporated into the new construction and provide content to the interpretation program, both of which are part 
of the proposed project.  The professional overseeing the documentation should meet with Planning Department 
staff for review and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any one aspect may 
commence.  The specific scope of the documentation should be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Department.  The documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 

Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and dimension of the subject 
property.  Planning Department preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-built set 
of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with modification to meet HABS guidelines as determined 
by Planning Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation staff will assist the consultant in 
determining the appropriate level of measured drawings. 

Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level Photographs: Either Historic American 
Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital photography should 
be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should be reviewed by Planning Department preservation staff for 
concurrence, and all digital photography should be conducted according to the latest National Park Service 
standards.  The photography should be undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
HABS/HALS photography.   Photograph views for the data set should include contextual views; views of each side 
of the building and interior views, including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of the 
building; and detail views of character-defining features, including landscape elements. All views should be 
referenced on a photographic key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should show 
the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of the view.  Historic photographs should also be 
collected, reproduced, and included in the data set. 

The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning Department should monitor its 
preparation.  The HABS/HALS documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type for each 
facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify other interested repositories. 

The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff before issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any demolition or site permit is granted for the 
affected historical resource. 

The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and electronic form to the Planning 
Department and offered to repositories including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library, the 
Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the California Historical Society, and the 
GLBT Historical Society.  The Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation available 
to the public at no charge. 
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B. Video Recordation 

Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical resource or contributor to a historic 
district on the project site, the project sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake video 
documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This mitigation measure would supplement the 
traditional HABS/HALS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be 
available to the public and inform future research. 

The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer with experience recording architectural 
resources.  The professional videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed video recordation for 
review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The documentation should be narrated by a 
qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), 
as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 61).  The documentation should include as much information as possible—using visuals in combination with 
narration—about the materials, construction methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of 
the historic resources. 

The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit or site permit or issuance of any building permits for the project. 

Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the Planning Department, and to repositories 
including: History Room at the San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California Historical Society, 
San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical 
Information Resource System.  This improvement measure would supplement the traditional HABS 
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the public 
and inform future research. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation 

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive program focused on the history of the 
project site as outlined in the project description.  The interpretive program should be developed and 
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in displaying information and graphics to 
the public in a visually interesting manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The project sponsor should 
utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of the Historic Resource Evaluation review 
process.  As feasible, coordination with local artists or community members should occur.  The primary goal of 
the program is to educate visitors and future residents about the property’s historical themes, associations, and 
lost contributing features within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts.  These themes would 
include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible 
Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken for this project. 

This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject to review 
and approval by Planning Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various components of the 
interpretive program that should be developed in consultation with a qualified preservation professional.  The 
HRPIP should describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of interpretive materials or displays, 
the proposed content and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site 
permit or demolition permit. 
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The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-site interpretive displays but may also 
include development of digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the plan should include 
the proposed format and accessible location of the interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and 
written narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 1525 Pine Street and the historical 
context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  The display should be placed in a prominent, public setting 
within, on, or in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive material(s) should be installed within the project 
site boundaries and made of durable all-weather materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality 
and installed to allow for high public visibility.  The interpretive plan should also explore contributing to digital 
platforms that are publicly accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  Interpretive 
material could include elements such as virtual museums and content, such as oral history, brochures, and 
websites.  All interpretive material should be publicly available. 

The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural 
addendum to the site permit.  The detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive program 
should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy. 

Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt to convene a community group 
consisting of local preservation organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the GLBT 
Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 

The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the archaeological program if archaeological 
interpretation is required. 

The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive programs currently proposed or installed 
in the vicinity or for similar resources in the city. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information and Reuse 

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to reuse many of the significant features 
associated with Grubstake in the proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-defining features of the 
historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated into the proposed project, the project sponsor 
should provide Planning Department preservation staff with a salvage plan that outlines the details of how the 
features to be reused and incorporated into the proposed project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and 
maintained.  The salvage plan should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department preservation staff prior 
to issuance of the architectural addendum to the site permit. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and implementation of a coordinated construction 
traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-related traffic and 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated construction traffic management plan should be 
prepared in coordination with other public and private projects within a one-block radius that may have 
overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review and approval by the City’s interdepartmental 
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan should include, but not necessarily be limited to, the 
following measures: 
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Restricted Construction Access Hours: Limit truck movements and deliveries requiring lane closures to 
occur between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening weekday commute hours. 

Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction workers to 
carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and from the 
project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating in the free-to-employee-and-employer ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and 
providing transit information to construction workers. 

Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construction worker parking will be identified as well 
as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.  The use of 
on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking will be discouraged. 

Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures: The project sponsor should coordinate sidewalk closures 
with other projects requesting concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC and 
interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of requested closures. 

Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access: The project sponsor/construction 
contractor(s) should meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations, and other 
City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan to maintain access for transit, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  This should include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to reduce potential 
traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the project. 

Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 
updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact person, 
construction activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, 
and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby residences and adjacent businesses through a website, 
social media, or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental Review Officer. 

G. Public Notice and Comment 
On August 23, 2017, the Planning Department mailed a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review to 
owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, and neighborhood groups.  Overall, 
concerns and issues raised by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and 
incorporated in the environmental review as appropriate. 

The Planning Department received comments expressing concerns about: 

• noise during construction; 

• noise from the existing bakery on the adjacent property at 1515-1517 Pine Street; 

• loss of sunlight to the adjacent residence at 1515-1517 Pine Street; 

• the project’s architectural design and the loss of the unique architectural style of the existing restaurant 
on the project site; 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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Impacts related to the demolition of the existing architecturally unique restaurant on the project site are 
discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources.  Impacts related to construction noise are discussed in Section E.6, 
Noise.  The project sponsor has no control over the amount of noise generated by the existing bakery on the 
adjacent property at 1515-1517 Pine Street.  Impacts related to shadow are discussed in Section E.10, Shadow. 

H. Determination
On the basis of this Initial Study: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects 
that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 

___________________________________ 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
for  
Rich Hillis 

DATE_______________ Director of Planning 1/27/2021
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AGREEMENT TO IMPLEMENT MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
Record No.: 2015-009955ENV 
Project Title: 1525 Pine Street 
BPA Nos: 201802080768 
Zoning: Polk Street NCD 
 65-A Height and Bulk District  

 
Block/Lot: 0667/020 
Lot Size: 3,000 square feet 
Project Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC – c/o Toby Morris, 

(415) 749-0302 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Michael Li, (628) 652-7538 

 
The table below indicates when compliance with each mitigation measure must occur. Some mitigation measures span multiple phases. Substantive 
descriptions of each mitigation measure’s requirements are provided on the following pages in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

  
 Period of Compliance  

Adopted Mitigation Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-
Construction or 
Operational 

Compliance with 
MM completed? 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing X X   
Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources 
Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive 
Program 

 X X  

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During 
Construction 

X X X  

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality X X   
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Training X X   

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated 
Paleontological Resources  X   
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Adopted Improvement Measure Prior to the start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-
Construction or 
Operational 

Compliance with 
IM completed? 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation X    
Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation X  X  
Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials 
from the Site for Public Information and Reuse X X X  

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic 
Management Plan X X   

*Prior to any ground disturbing activities at the project site. 
**Construction is broadly defined to include any physical activities associated with construction of a development project including, but not limited to: site preparation, clearing, 
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and building construction. 

 
 
 
_____  I agree to implement the attached mitigation measure(s) as a condition of project approval. 
 
 

   
Property Owner or Legal Agent Signature  Date 

 
Note to sponsor: Please contact CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org to begin the environmental monitoring process prior to the submittal of your 
building permits to the San Francisco Department Building Inspection. 
 

  

mailto:CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org
Nicholas Pigott
01/25/2021



 
CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

1525 Pine Street 
January 2021 

 
3 

 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 
 

 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Testing     

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be 
present within the project site, the following measures shall be 
undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources and on 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.  The 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant 
from the rotational Qualified Archeological Consultants List (QACL) 
maintained by the Planning Department (Department) archeologist.  After 
the first project approval action or as directed by the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor shall contact the Department 
archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next 
three archeological consultants on the QACL. 
 
The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing 
program as specified herein.  In addition, the consultant shall be available 
to conduct an archeological interpretation, monitoring, and/or data 
recovery program if required pursuant to this measure.  The archeological 
consultant’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at 
the direction of the ERO.  All plans and reports prepared by the consultant 
as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for 
review and comment and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO.  Archeological monitoring and/or 
data recovery programs required by this measure could suspend 
construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks.  At the 
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ERO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a) 
and (c). 
 
Archeological Testing Program.  The archeological consultant and the ERO 
shall meet and consult on the scope of the archeological testing program 
reasonably prior to commencement of any project-related soils-disturbing 
activities.  The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to 
the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP).  The 
archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the 
approved ATP.  The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected 
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by 
the proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations 
recommended for testing.  The purpose of the archeological testing 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate 
whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes 
an historical resource under CEQA. 
 
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO.  If, 
based on the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant 
finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in 
consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine if 
additional measures are warranted.  Additional measures that may be 
required include preservation in place, archeological interpretation, 
monitoring, additional testing, and/or an archeological data recovery 
program.  No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the 
prior approval of the ERO or the Department archeologist. 
 
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present 
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, 
the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor, shall determine whether 
preservation of the resource in place is feasible.  If so, the proposed 
project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource.  If preservation in place is not feasible, a 
data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permits and 
throughout the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After completion of 
the Archeological 
Testing Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological consultant 
shall submit report of the 
findings of the ATP to the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of 
Archeological Testing 
Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archeological Testing 
Result report or memo 
on file with 
Environmental Planning, 
with email or other 
written documentation 
of concurrence on need 
to archeological data 
recovery. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research 
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 
 
Consultation with Descendant Communities.  On discovery of an 
archeological site1 associated with descendant Native Americans, the 
Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an 
appropriate representative2 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be 
contacted.  The representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, 
any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site.  A copy 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the 
representative of the descendant group. 
 
Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects.  The 
treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary 
objects discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall comply with 
all applicable state and federal laws.  This shall include immediate 
notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and County of 
San Francisco and, in the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which shall appoint a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD).  The MLD shall complete his or her inspection and 
make recommendations or preferences for treatment and disposition 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site (Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98).  The ERO shall also be notified immediately upon 
discovery of human remains. 
 
The project sponsor and the ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to 
develop a Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously 
as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of 
the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as 

 
 
 
The 
archeological 
consultant, 
project sponsor, 
and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with 
the San Francisco 
Medical 
Examiner, NAHC, 
and MLD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Monitoring of soils 
disturbing 
activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the event that 
human remains are 
uncovered during 
the construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
identified descendant 
group. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Descendant group 
provides 
recommendations and 
is given a copy of the 
FARR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report and disposition 
of human remains has 
occurred as specified in 
Agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial. 
2 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of 

San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and, in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America.  An appropriate representative of other 
descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
detailed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)).  The Agreement shall take 
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 
scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
 
Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels 
the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD.  
However, if the ERO, project sponsor, and MLD are unable to reach an 
agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects, the ERO, in cooperation with the project 
sponsor, shall ensure that the remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully until they can be 
reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location not 
subject to further or future subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98). 
 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or 
unassociated funerary objects discovered during soils-disturbing activity 
additionally shall follow protocols laid out in the archeological testing 
program and any agreement established between the project sponsor, the 
Medical Examiner, and the ERO. 
 
Archeological Monitoring Program.  If the ERO, in consultation with the 
archeological consultant, determines that an archeological monitoring 
program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program 
shall minimally include the following provisions: 
 
• The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall 

determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored.  
In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, 
foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site 
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of 
the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and 
to their depositional context; 

 
• The archeological consultant shall undertake a worker training 

program for soils-disturbing workers that will include an overview of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
site permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consultation with ERO on 
scope of AMP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After consultation with 
and approval by ERO of 
AMP. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
expected resource(s), how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archeological resource; 

 
• The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site 

according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant 
and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with the project 
archeological consultant, determined that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

 
• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect 

soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis; 

 
• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing 

activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease.  The archeological 
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated.  If, in the case of pile driving 
or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or 
deep foundation activities may affect an archeological resource, the 
pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation 
with the ERO.  The archeological consultant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit.  The archeological 
consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, 
integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, 
and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO for a 
determination as to whether the resources are significant and 
implementation of an archeological data recovery program therefore 
is necessary. 

 
Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the 
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of 
the monitoring program to the ERO. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
Archeological Data Recovery Program.  archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery 
plan (ADRP).  The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall 
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a 
draft ADRP.  The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to 
the ERO.  The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will preserve the significant information the archeological 
resource is expected to contain.  That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected 
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how 
the expected data classes would address the applicable research 
questions.  Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of 
the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project.  Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 
 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
 
• Field Methods and Procedures.  Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies, procedures, and operations. 
 
• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis.  Description of selected 

cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy.  Description of and rationale for field 

and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 
 
• Interpretive Program.  Consideration of an on-site/off-site public 

interpretive program for significant finds. 
 
• Security Measures.  Recommended security measures to protect the 

archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-
intentionally damaging activities. 

 
• Final Report.  Description of proposed report format and distribution 

of results. 
 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the event that an 
archeological site 
is uncovered 
during the 
construction 
period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Considered complete 
upon approval of Final 
Archeological Results 
Report. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
• Curation.  Description of the procedures and recommendations for 

the curation of any recovered data having potential research value, 
identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a summary of the 
accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 
Public Interpretation.  If project soils disturbance results in the discovery of 
a significant archeological resource, the ERO may require that information 
provided by archeological data recovery be made available to the public in 
the form of a non-technical, non-confidential archeological report, 
archeological signage and displays or another interpretive product.  The 
project archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Public 
Interpretation Plan that describes the interpretive product(s), locations, or 
distribution of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content 
and materials, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a 
long-term maintenance program.  The draft interpretive plan may be a 
stand-alone document or may be included as an appendix to the Final 
Archeological Resources Report, depending on timing of analyses.  The 
draft interpretive plan shall be subject to the ERO for review and approval 
and shall be implemented prior to project occupancy. 
 
Final Archeological Resources Report.  The archeological consultant shall 
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO 
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological 
resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken.  The Draft FARR shall include a curation and 
deaccession plan for all recovered cultural materials. 
 
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.  
Once approved by the ERO, the consultant shall also prepare a public 
distribution version of the FARR.  Copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: the California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information 
Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy 
of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.  The Environmental Planning 
Division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound and 
one unlocked, searchable PDF copy of the FARR on CD or other electronic 
medium, along with GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations and 
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 

 
 
 
 
 
Archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the 
ERO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant. 

 
 
 
 
 
Following 
completion of 
cataloguing, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of 
recovered 
archeological data. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At completion of 
archeological 
investigations. 

 
 
 
 
 
Preparation of APIP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Department 

 
 
 
 
 
APIP is complete on 
review and approval of 
ERO. Interpretive 
program is complete on 
certification to ERO that 
program has been 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after Final Archeological 
Resources Report is 
approved. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Mitigation Measure M-TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological 
Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program     

In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native 
American origin, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project 
sponsor, and the tribal representative shall consult to determine whether 
preservation in place would be feasible and effective.  If it is determined 
that preservation-in-place of the TCR would be both feasible and effective, 
then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource 
preservation plan, which shall be implemented by the project sponsor 
during construction to ensure the permanent protection of the resource. 
 
If the ERO, in consultation with the project sponsor and the tribal 
representative, determines that preservation in place of the TCR is not a 
sufficient or feasible option, then the project archeologist shall prepare an 
interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated Native 
American tribal representatives and the project sponsor.  The plan shall 
identify proposed locations for displays or installations, the proposed 
content and materials of those displays or installations, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installations, and a long-term maintenance 
program.  The interpretive program may include artist installations, 
preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native 
Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or 
other informational displays.  Upon approval by the ERO and prior to 
project occupancy, the interpretive program shall be implemented by the 
project sponsor. 

Project sponsor, 
archeological 
consultant, and 
ERO, in 
consultation with 
the affiliated 
Native American 
tribal 
representatives. 

If a significant 
archeological 
resource is 
present, during 
implementation of 
the project. 

Planning Department Considered complete 
upon project redesign, 
completion of ARPP, or 
interpretive program of 
the TCR, if required. 

NOISE     

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring During Construction     

Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the property owner 
shall submit a project-specific Pre-construction Survey and Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan to the Planning Department (Lead 
Agency) for approval.  The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
damage to potentially affected buildings.  The property owner shall ensure 
that the following requirements of the Vibration Management and 
Monitoring Plan are included in contract specifications. 
 
Pre-construction Survey.  Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing 
activity, the property owner or their designees shall engage a consultant 
to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially affected buildings.  If 
potentially affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially 
historic, a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications shall document and photograph the existing conditions of 
the potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  The project sponsor 
shall submit the survey to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior 
to the start of vibration-generating construction activity. 
 
If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project sponsor 
shall engage a historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional and a structural engineer or other professional with similar 
qualifications to undertake a Pre-construction Survey of potentially 
affected historic buildings.  The Pre-construction Survey shall include 
descriptions and photographs of both the exterior and interior of all 
identified historic buildings including all facades, roofs, and details of the 
character-defining features that could be damaged during construction, 
and shall document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or 
damaged features.  The report shall also include pre-construction 
drawings that record the pre-construction condition of the buildings and 
identify cracks and other features to be monitored during construction.  
The historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional should 
be the lead author of the Pre-construction Survey if historic buildings 
and/or structures could be affected by the project.  These reports shall be 
submitted to the Lead Agency for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity. 
 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan.  The property owner or their 
designee shall undertake a monitoring plan to avoid or reduce project-
related construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings and/or 
structures and to ensure that any such damage is documented and 
repaired.  The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall apply to 
all potentially affected buildings and/or structures.  Prior to issuance of 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and structural 
engineer, historic 
architect, or 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Prior to any ground 
disturbing or 
vibration-
generating 
construction 
activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to issuance of 
any demolition or 
building permits. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
structural engineer, historic 
architect, or qualified 
historic preservation 
professional to submit a 
Pre-construction Survey to 
the Lead Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor to submit a 
Vibration Management and 
Monitoring Plan to the Lead 
Agency. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Pre-construction Survey 
by the Lead Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Vibration Management 
and Monitoring Plan by 
the Lead Agency. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan that lays out the monitoring 
program to the Lead Agency for approval.  If historic buildings could be 
affected, the Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall also be 
submitted to the Lead Agency’s preservation staff for review and approval, 
if applicable. 
 
The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a 
minimum, the following components, as applicable: 

• Maximum Vibration Level.  Based on the anticipated construction 
and condition of the affected buildings and/or structures on 
adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant 
in coordination with a structural engineer (or professional with 
similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected 
historic buildings/structures, a historic architect or qualified 
historic preservation professional, shall establish a maximum 
vibration level that shall not be exceeded at each 
building/structure on adjacent properties, based on existing 
conditions, character-defining features, soil conditions, and 
anticipated construction practices (common standards are a 
peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch per second for historic 
and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per second for older 
residential structures, and a PPV of 0.5 inch per second for new 
residential structures and modern industrial/commercial 
buildings). 

• Vibration-generating Equipment.  The plan shall identify all 
vibration-generating equipment to be used during construction 
(including, but not limited to, site preparation, clearing, 
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and 
building construction). 

• Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques.  The plan 
shall identify potential alternative equipment and techniques 
that could be implemented if construction vibration levels are 
observed in excess of the established standard (e.g., pre-drilled 
piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, based on 
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soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in 
some cases). 

• Pile Driving Requirements.  For projects that require pile driving, 
the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction 
specifications for the project a requirement that the construction 
contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid or reduce damage 
to potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include one 
or more of the following: 

o Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into 
project construction (such as predrilling piles, using 
sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-
displacement), as feasible; and/or 

o Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to 
prevent the movement of adjacent structures 

• Buffer Distances.  The plan shall identify buffer distances to be 
maintained based on vibration levels and site constraints 
between the operation of vibration-generating construction 
equipment and the potentially affected building and/or structure 
to avoid damage to the extent possible. 

• Vibration Monitoring.  The plan shall lay out the method and 
equipment for vibration monitoring.  To ensure that construction 
vibration levels do not exceed the established standard, the 
acoustical consultant shall monitor vibration levels at each 
affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties and 
prohibit vibratory construction activities that generate vibration 
levels in excess of the standard. 

o Should construction vibration levels be observed in 
excess of those established in the plan, the 
contractor(s) shall halt construction and put 
alternative construction techniques identified in the 
plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

o The historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or 
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on 
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historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures) 
shall inspect each affected building and/or structure in 
the event the development project exceeds the 
established standards. 

� If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are not historic, the 
structural engineer shall immediately notify 
the Lead Agency and prepare a damage 
report documenting the features of the 
building and/or structure that has been 
damaged. 

� If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are historic, the 
historic preservation consultant shall 
immediately notify the Lead Agency and 
prepare a damage report documenting the 
features of the building and/or structure that 
has been damaged. 

� If no damage has occurred to nearby 
buildings and/or structures, then the historic 
preservation professional (if potentially 
affected buildings are historic) and/or 
structural engineer (for effects on historic and 
non-historic buildings) shall submit a 
monthly report to the Lead Agency for review.  
This report shall identify and summarize the 
vibration level exceedances and describe the 
actions taken to reduce vibration. 

o Following incorporation of the alternative construction 
techniques and/or Lead Agency review of the damage 
report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to 
ensure that vibration levels at each affected building 
and/or structure on adjacent properties are not 
exceeded. 
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• Periodic Inspections.  The plan shall lay out the intervals and 

parties responsible for periodic inspections.  The historic 
architect or qualified historic preservation professional (for 
effects on historic buildings and/or structures) and/or structural 
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings 
and/or structures) shall conduct regular periodic inspections of 
each affected building and/or structure on adjacent properties 
during vibration-generating construction activity on the project 
site.  The plan will specify how often inspections and reporting 
shall occur. 

• Repairing Damage.  The plan shall also identify provisions to be 
followed should damage to any building and/or structure occur 
due to construction-related vibration.  The building(s) and/or 
structure(s) shall be remediated to their pre-construction 
condition at the conclusion of vibration-generating activity on 
the site.  For historic resources, should damage occur to any 
building and/or structure, the building and/or structure shall be 
restored to its pre-construction condition in consultation with 
the historic architect or qualified historic preservation 
professional and Lead Agency. 

Vibration Monitoring Results Report.  After construction is complete, the 
Lead Agency shall receive a final report from the historic architect or 
qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic 
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on 
historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures).  The report shall 
include, at minimum, collected monitoring records, building and/or 
structure condition summaries, descriptions of all instances of vibration 
level exceedance, identification of damage incurred due to vibration, and 
corrective actions taken to restore damaged buildings and structures.  The 
Lead Agency shall review and approve all Vibration Monitoring Results 
Reports. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and structural 
engineer, historic 
architect, or 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Following end of 
construction 
activities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
structural engineer, historic 
architect, or qualified 
historic preservation 
professional to submit a 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report to the Lead 
Agency. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considered complete 
after approval of the 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report by the 
Lead Agency. 
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AIR QUALITY     

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2: Construction Air Quality     

The project sponsor or the project sponsor’s Contractor shall comply with 
the following: 

A. Engine Requirements. 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for 
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction 
activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) Tier 2 off-road emission standards, and 
have been retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel 
Emissions Control Strategy.  Equipment with engines meeting 
Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards 
automatically meet this requirement. 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, 
portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. 

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall 
not be left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, 
except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment 
(e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions). The 
Contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, 
and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the 
construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling 
limit. 

4. The Contractor shall instruct construction workers and 
equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of 
construction equipment, and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance 
with manufacturer specifications. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to 
construction 
activities requiring 
the use of off-road 
equipment. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit 
certification statement to 
the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon submittal of 
certification statement. 

B. Waivers.     

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer or 
designee (ERO) may waive the alternative source of power 
requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of 
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power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants 
the waiver, the Contractor must submit documentation that the 
equipment used for onsite power generation meets the 
requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection 
(A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB 
Level 3 VDECS is technically not feasible; the equipment would 
not produce desired emissions reduction due to expected 
operating modes; installation of the equipment would create a 
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator; or, there is a 
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is 
not retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. If the ERO grants the 
waiver, the Contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-
road equipment, according to Table below. 

Table – Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule 
Compliance 
Alternative Engine Emission Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 ARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 ARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel* 
How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment 
requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet 
Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the Contractor cannot 
supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then the 
Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2. If the ERO determines that 
the Contractor cannot supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 
Alternative 2, then the Contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 3. 
** Alternative fuels are not a VDECS. 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting on-site 
construction activities, the Contractor shall submit a Construction 
Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the ERO for review and 
approval.  The Plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the 
Contractor will meet the requirements of Section A. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
a permit specified 
in Section 
106A.3.2.6 of the 
San Francisco 
Building Code. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a Plan to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete on 
findings by ERO that 
Plan is complete.  

1. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by 
phase, with a description of each piece of off-road equipment 
required for every construction phase. The description may 
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include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment 
manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model 
year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial 
number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For 
VDECS installed, the description may include: technology type, 
serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification 
number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on 
installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, 
the description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel 
being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable 
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into the 
contract specifications. The Plan shall include a certification 
statement that the Contractor agrees to comply fully with the 
Plan. 

3. The Contractor shall make the Plan available to the public for 
review on-site during working hours.  The Contractor shall post 
at the construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing 
the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to 
inspect the Plan for the project at any time during working hours 
and shall explain how to request to inspect the Plan. The 
Contractor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible 
location on each side of the construction site facing a public 
right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring. After start of Construction Activities, the Contractor shall 
submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance with 
the Plan.  After completion of construction activities and prior to 
receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, 
including the start and end dates and duration of each construction 
phase, and the specific information required in the Plan. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Quarterly Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit 
quarterly reports to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon findings by the 
ERO that the Plan is 
being/has been 
implemented. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS     

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Training 

    

Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall ensure that 
all workers are trained on the contents of the Paleontological Resources 
Alert Sheet, as provided by the Planning Department.  The Paleontological 
Resources Alert Sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction 
site during ground disturbing activities to provide pre-construction worker 
environmental awareness training regarding potential paleontological 
resources. 
 
In addition, the project sponsor (through a designated representative) 
shall inform construction personnel of the immediate stop work 
procedures and contact information to be followed if bones or other 
potential fossils are unearthed at the project site, and the laws and 
regulations protecting paleontological resources.  As new workers arrive at 
the project site for ground disturbing activities, they would be trained by 
the construction supervisor. 
 
The project sponsor shall submit a letter confirming the timing of the 
worker training to the Planning Department.  The letter shall confirm the 
project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational 
handout display, and the number of participants.  The letter shall be 
transmitted to the Planning Department within five (5) business days of 
conducting the training. 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to and during 
ground disturbing 
activities 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit a 
confirmation letter to the 
Planning Department each 
time a training session is 
held.  The letter shall be 
submitted within five (5) 
business days of conducting 
a training session. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Discovery of Unanticipated 
Paleontological Resources 

    

In the event of the discovery of an unanticipated paleontological resource 
during construction, excavations within 25 feet of the find shall 
temporarily be halted until the discovery is examined by a qualified 
paleontologist (pursuant to Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards 
(SVP 1995, 1996)).  Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when 
deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation with 
the Planning Department. 
 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
paleontologist, 
and construction 
contractor. 

During ground 
disturbing 
activities. 

If necessary, the project 
sponsor and a qualified 
paleontologist shall submit 
a Paleontological Mitigation 
Program to the Planning 
Department. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities or, 
if necessary, approval of 
a Paleontological 
Resources Report by the 
Planning Department. 
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The qualified paleontologist shall determine if: (1) the discovery is 
scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for involving other agencies and 
stakeholders; (3) the significance of the resource; and (4) methods for 
resource recovery.  If a paleontological resource assessment results in a 
determination that the resource is not scientifically important, this 
conclusion shall be documented in a Paleontological Evaluation Letter to 
demonstrate compliance with applicable statutory requirements.  The 
Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for review within 30 business days of the discovery. 
 
If a paleontological resource is determined to be of scientific importance 
and there are no feasible avoidance measures, a Paleontological 
Mitigation Program (mitigation program) must be prepared by the 
qualified paleontologist engaged by the project sponsor.  The mitigation 
program shall include measures to fully document and recover the 
resource.  The mitigation program shall be approved by the Planning 
Department.  Ground disturbing activities in the project area shall be 
monitored as determined by the qualified paleontologist for the duration 
of such activities in collaboration with the Planning Department, once 
work is resumed. 
 
The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction 
monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil preparation and identification 
procedures; (3) curation into an appropriate repository; and (4) 
preparation of a Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology 
report) at the conclusion of ground disturbing activities.  The paleontology 
report shall include dates of field work, results of monitoring, fossil 
identifications to the lowest possible taxonomic level, analysis of the fossil 
collection, a discussion of the scientific significance of the fossil collection, 
conclusions, locality forms, an itemized list of specimens, and a repository 
receipt from the curation facility.  The project sponsor shall be responsible 
for the preparation and implementation of the mitigation program, in 
addition to any costs necessary to prepare and identify collected fossils 
and for any curation fees charged by the paleontological repository.  The 
mitigation program shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
review within 10 business days of the discovery.  The paleontology report 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review within 30 
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business days from conclusion of ground disturbing activities or as 
negotiated following consultation with the Planning Department. 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR     

CULTURAL RESOURCES     

Improvement Measure I-CR-1a: Documentation     

 
A. Historic American Building/Historic American Landscape Survey 
 
Prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits, the project sponsor 
should undertake Historic American Building/Historic American 
Landscape Survey-like (HABS/HALS-like) level documentation of the 
subject property, structures, objects, materials, and landscaping.  The 
documentation should be funded by the project sponsor and undertaken 
by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36  Code 
of Federal Regulation, Part 61) and will assist with the reuse and/or 
replication of character-defining features to be incorporated into the new 
construction and provide content to the interpretation program, both of 
which are part of the proposed project.  The professional overseeing the 
documentation should meet with Planning Department staff for review 
and approval of a coordinated documentation plan before work on any 
one aspect may commence.  The specific scope of the documentation 
should be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.  The 
documentation package created should consist of the items listed below. 
 
Measured Drawings:  A set of measured drawings that depict the existing 
size, scale, and dimension of the subject property.  Planning Department 
preservation staff will accept the original architectural drawings or an as-
built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.) with 
modification to meet HABS guidelines as determined by Planning 
Department preservation staff.  Planning Department preservation staff 
will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured 
drawings. 
 

 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and qualified 
professional who 
meets the 
standards for 
history, 
architectural 
history, or 
architecture. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
demolition, site, or 
building permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
qualified professional to 
submit HABS/HALS 
documentation to the 
Planning Department. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of 
HABS/HALS 
documentation by the 
Planning Department. 
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Historic American Buildings/Historic American Landscape Survey Level 
Photographs:  Either Historic American Buildings/Historic American 
Landscape Survey (HABS/HALS) standard large-format or digital 
photography should be used.  The scope of the digital photographs should 
be reviewed by Planning Department preservation staff for concurrence, 
and all digital photography should be conducted according to the latest 
National Park Service standards.  The photography should be undertaken 
by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS/HALS 
photography.  Photograph views for the data set should include 
contextual views; views of each side of the building and interior views, 
including any original interior features, where possible; oblique views of 
the building; and detail views of character-defining features, including 
landscape elements.  All views should be referenced on a photographic 
key.  This photographic key should be on a map of the property and should 
show the photograph number with an arrow to indicate the direction of 
the view.  Historic photographs should also be collected, reproduced, and 
included in the data set. 
 
The professional(s) should prepare the documentation and the Planning 
Department should monitor its preparation.  The HABS/HALS 
documentation scope will determine the requested documentation type 
for each facility, and the project sponsor will conduct outreach to identify 
other interested repositories. 
 
The professional(s) should submit the completed documentation for 
review and approval by Planning Department preservation staff before 
issuance of building permits.  All documentation will be reviewed and 
approved by Planning Department preservation staff before any 
demolition or site permit is granted for the affected historical resource. 
The final approved documentation should be provided in both printed and 
electronic form to the Planning Department and offered to repositories 
including, but not limited to, the San Francisco Public Library, the 
Northwest Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the 
California Historical Society, and the GLBT Historical Society.  The 
Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation 
available to the public at no charge. 
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B. Video Recordation 
 
Prior to any demolition or substantial alteration of an individual historical 
resource or contributor to a historic district on the project site, the project 
sponsor should retain a qualified professional to undertake video 
documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting.  This 
mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS/HALS 
documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference materials 
that would be available to the public and inform future research. 
 
The documentation should be conducted by a professional videographer 
with experience recording architectural resources.  The professional 
videographer should provide a storyboard of the proposed video 
recordation for review and approval by Planning Department preservation 
staff.  The documentation should be narrated by a qualified professional 
who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture 
(as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).  The 
documentation should include as much information as possible—using 
visuals in combination with narration—about the materials, construction 
methods, current condition, historical use, and historic context of the 
historic resources. 
 
The final video should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department 
preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or site permit or 
issuance of any building permits for the project. 
 
Archival copies of the video documentation should be submitted to the 
Planning Department, and to repositories including: History Room at the 
San Francisco Public Library, Prelinger Archives, the California Historical 
Society, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Information Resource 
System.  This improvement measure would supplement the traditional 
HABS documentation, and would enhance the collection of reference 
materials that would be available to the public and inform future research. 

 
 
Project sponsor, 
qualified 
professional 
videographer, 
and qualified 
narrator who 
meets the 
standards for 
history, 
architectural 
history, or 
architecture. 

 
 
Prior to issuance of 
demolition, site, or 
building permits. 

 
 
Project sponsor, qualified 
videographer, and qualified 
narrator to submit video 
documentation to the 
Planning Department. 

 
 
Considered complete 
upon approval of video 
documentation by the 
Planning Department. 
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Improvement Measure I-CR-1b: Interpretation     

The project sponsor should facilitate the development of an interpretive 
program focused on the history of the project site as outlined in the 
project description.  The interpretive program should be developed and 
implemented by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
displaying information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting 
manner, such as a museum or exhibit curator.  The project sponsor should 
utilize the oral histories and subsequent transcripts prepared as part of 
the Historic Resource Evaluation review process.  As feasible, coordination 
with local artists or community members should occur.  The primary goal 
of the program is to educate visitors and future residents about the 
property’s historical themes, associations, and lost contributing features 
within broader historical, social, and physical landscape contexts.  These 
themes would include but not be limited to the subject property’s historic 
significance as a contributor to the identified-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 
Historic District and should include the oral histories previous undertaken 
for this project. 
 
This program should be initially outlined in a Historic Resources Public 
Interpretive Plan (HRPIP) subject to review and approval by Planning 
Department preservation staff.  The HRPIP will lay out the various 
components of the interpretive program that should be developed in 
consultation with a qualified preservation professional.  The HRPIP should 
describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution of 
interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, the 
producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program.  The HRPIP should be approved by Planning 
Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or demolition permit. 
 
The interpretive program should include the installation of permanent on-
site interpretive displays but may also include development of 
digital/virtual interpretive products.  For physical interpretation, the plan 
should include the proposed format and accessible location of the 
interpretive content, as well as high-quality graphics and written 
narratives.  The permanent display should include the history of 1525 Pine 
Street and the historical context of the Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District.  
The display should be placed in a prominent, public setting within, on, or 
in the exterior of the new building.  The interpretive material(s) should be 

Project sponsor 
and qualified 
professional with 
demonstrated 
experience in 
displaying 
information and 
graphics to the 
public (e.g., 
museum or 
exhibit curator). 

Prior to issuance of 
the architectural 
addendum to the 
site permit. 

Project sponsor and 
qualified professional to 
submit a HRPIP to the 
Planning Department. 

Ongoing during project 
operation following 
approval of the HRPIP 
by the Planning 
Department. 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
installed within the project site boundaries and made of durable all-
weather materials.  The interpretive material(s) should be of high quality 
and installed to allow for high public visibility.  The interpretive plan 
should also explore contributing to digital platforms that are publicly 
accessible, such as the History Pin website or phone applications.  
Interpretive material could include elements such as virtual museums and 
content, such as oral history, brochures, and websites.  All interpretive 
material should be publicly available. 
 
The HRPIP should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff 
prior to issuance of the architectural addendum to the site permit.  The 
detailed content, media and other characteristics of such interpretive 
program should be approved by Planning Department preservation staff 
prior to issuance of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Prior to finalizing the HRPIP, the sponsor and consultant should attempt 
to convene a community group consisting of local preservation 
organizations and other interested parties such as SF Heritage and the 
GLBT Historical Society to receive feedback on the interpretive plan. 
 
The interpretive program should be developed in coordination with the 
archaeological program if archaeological interpretation is required. 
 
The interpretive program should also coordinate with other interpretive 
programs currently proposed or installed in the vicinity or for similar 
resources in the city. 

Improvement Measure I-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from 
the Site for Public Information and Reuse 

    

As included in the project description, the project sponsor proposes to 
reuse many of the significant features associated with Grubstake in the 
proposed project.  Prior to the removal of the character-defining features 
of the historic district contributor that are proposed to be incorporated 
into the proposed project, the project sponsor should provide Planning 
Department preservation staff with a salvage plan that outlines the details 
of how the features to be reused and incorporated into the proposed 
project would be removed, stored, reinstalled, and maintained.  The 
salvage plan should be reviewed and approved by Planning Department 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
the architectural 
addendum to the 
site permit. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to submit a 
salvage plan to the 
Planning Department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
salvage plan by the 
Planning Department 
and implementation of 
the salvage plan by the 
project sponsor and 
contractor(s). 
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
preservation staff prior to issuance of the architectural addendum to the 
site permit. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION     

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Coordinated Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

    

The project sponsor should participate in the preparation and 
implementation of a coordinated construction traffic management plan 
that includes measures to reduce hazards between construction-related 
traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles.  The coordinated 
construction traffic management plan should be prepared in coordination 
with other public and private projects within a one-block radius that may 
have overlapping construction schedules and should be subject to review 
and approval by the City’s interdepartmental Transportation Advisory 
Staff Committee (TASC).  The plan should include, but not necessarily be 
limited to, the following measures: 
 

Restricted Construction Access Hours:  Limit truck movements and 
deliveries requiring lane closures to occur between 
9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., outside of peak morning and evening 
weekday commute hours. 
 
Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers:  Provide 
incentives to construction workers to carpool, use transit, bike, and 
walk to the project site as alternatives to driving alone to and from 
the project site.  Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, 
providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in the free-to-
employee-and-employer ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in the emergency ride home program through the City of 
San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to 
construction workers. 
 
Construction Worker Parking Plan:  The location of construction 
worker parking will be identified as well as the person(s) responsible 
for monitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan.  The 
use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker 
parking will be discouraged. 
 

Project sponsor / 
contractor(s). 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities. 

Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) to prepare 
and submit a coordinated 
construction traffic 
management plan to the 
City’s interdepartmental 
Transportation Advisory 
Staff Committee. 

Considered complete 
upon end of 
construction activities. 

http://www.511.org/
http://www.sferh.org/
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 MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM1 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Implementation 

Responsibility 
Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/ Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Schedule and 
Verification of 

Compliance 
Coordination of Temporary Sidewalk Closures:  The project sponsor 
should coordinate sidewalk closures with other projects requesting 
concurrent lane or sidewalk closures through the TASC and 
interdepartmental meetings to minimize the extent and duration of 
requested closures. 
 
Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access:  The 
project sponsor/construction contractor(s) should meet with Public 
Works, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations, and other City 
agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the 
Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain access for 
transit, vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  This should include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or 
other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit 
disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of 
the project. 
 
Proposed Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and 
Residents:  Provide regularly updated information regarding project 
construction, including a construction contact person, construction 
activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), 
travel lane closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby 
residences and adjacent businesses through a website, social media, 
or other effective methods acceptable to the Environmental Review 
Officer. 

1 Definitions of MMRP Column Headings:   
Adopted Mitigation Measures: Full text of the mitigation measure(s) copied verbatim from the final CEQA document. 
Implementation Responsibility: Entity who is responsible for implementing the mitigation measure.  In most cases this is the project sponsor and/or project’s sponsor’s contractor/consultant and at times 
under the direction of the planning department. 
Mitigation Schedule: Identifies milestones for when the actions in the mitigation measure need to be implemented. 
Monitoring/Reporting Responsibility: Identifies who is responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measure and any reporting responsibilities. In most cases it is the Planning Department who is 
responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measure. If a department or agency other than the planning department is identified as responsible for monitoring, there should be an expressed 
agreement between the planning department and that other department/agency. In most cases the project sponsor, their contractor, or consultant are responsible for any reporting requirements.   
Monitoring Actions/Completion Criteria: Identifies the milestone at which the mitigation measure is considered complete.  This may also identify requirements for verifying compliance. 

 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Beinart, Amy (BOS)
To: Jimmy Choi; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: Re: appeal of 1525 Pine St project
Date: Thursday, September 30, 2021 2:28:53 PM

Hi, Jimmy,
I am forwarding your request to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, which oversees
requests for appeals.
Amy

>>>>>>>>>>> 
Amy Beinart| Legislative Aide/Chief of Staff
Office of Supervisor Hillary Ronen
| amy.beinart@sfgov.org
https://sfbos.org/supervisor-ronen-district-9

From: Jimmy Choi <jimchoi729@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2021, 12:43 PM
To: Beinart, Amy (BOS)
Subject: appeal of 1525 Pine St project

 

Hi Amy,
    I am writing to request an appeal the construction of the 1525 Pine St Project

The project sponsors have not adequately studied the significant negative impact of the
construction on:

1. access to light and air for 20 units in the light well which will be boxed in on four
sides. 10 of those units have no other access to light and air. The study sponsors
analyzed only the light outside the window of the units and not inside the unit and
minimized the negative impacts in front of the Planning Commission.

2. additional traffic and congestion in the Austin alley and the surrounding area without
additional parking spaces

3. increased wind tunnel effects in the area which is dangerous for senior residents in the
area and close by  senior living facilities

Thanks in advance for your consideration,
-Jimmy Choi 

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=6983487FD26E4D27BAF76360D39BA5B6-AMY BEINART
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user756dd392
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfbos.org/supervisor-ronen-district-9


From: Madeline Snyder
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 10:07:26 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:m.snyderbsw@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Cassy Alepoudakis
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 4:52:43 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

mailto:cassyalepoudakis@gmail.com
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mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
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From: Mark Langan
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 3:52:28 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Mark Langan
SF District 9 homeowner

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Anastasia Fourakis
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; anastasia65f@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 1:07:30 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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From: Daisy Gideon
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 11:38:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Daisy Gideon
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 11:26:56 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Marilynn Bean
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 10:05:31 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Marilynn Bean
1626 Northpoint St
San Francisco Ca 94123

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Deborah Gehlen
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 6:54:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,
The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its
next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA
requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on
the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith
voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the
Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well
as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." The residents of the
neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the
project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that
all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed,
and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address
any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed
form and deny this frivolous appeal.
Save the Grubstake! It is a national treasure and should be a protected landmark!
Yours truly,

Deborah Gehlen
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From: Thea Harvey-Brown
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 5:21:54 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Brad Kayal
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Supporting Grubstake Diner / More Housing in SF
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:55:48 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to me (a late-night staple for potato skins and their Portuguese soup)
and also the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community
treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new
Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into
the neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and
safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match
daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate
the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods.
The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents
and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Thank you, 
Brandun Kayal
1790 Broadway, SF 94109
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From: Bernadine Calaguas
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:44:33 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Best,
Bernadine Posadas
(650) 892-7188
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mara Martin
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: I Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner!
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 2:41:02 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and the entire BoS,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and as a queer
resident of District 3 I am pleased to express my full support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. I am also in full support of the mission to create more middle income
housing in the neighborhood. 

I hope you will support the District 3 community in helping maintain our LGBTQ+ space and
preserving the history for the community. The time has come for this proposal to move
forward so we can benefit the entire neighborhood for years to come.

Thank you for you time and consideration!

Mara Martin 
-- 
Mara Martin 
*Pronouns: She/Her  
Mobile +1 970-430-8425

*Safe self-expression and self-identification is one of my professional and personal values. One way to practice these values is to share
your gender pronouns. My name is Mara and I use she/her pronouns. What pronouns do you use? 
Learn more about why pronouns matter at mypronouns.org. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ian Ho-Wong
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 1:41:12 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

Sincerly,
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Ian Ho-Wong 
Grubstake aficionado 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marc Lewis
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 12:58:32 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Tessa Jorgensen
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 12:46:55 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
-- 
Tessa Jorgensen
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Unforeseen Events and Marketing
P: 916.532.8377
E: tessajorg@gmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lynnie mca
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 12:45:54 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Lynn McArdle
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225 Lincoln Way 
SF, CA 94122 



From: Jessica Perla
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 12:45:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to
address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets
CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will
receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good
faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Jessica Perla
Real Estate Broker
Jessicaperla.com
Nexusschools.com
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From: Tanya Zimbardo
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 11:16:53 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Tevon Strand-Brown
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner (from an Austin condo resident)
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 9:19:37 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

I am a resident of the Austin condo adjacent to the Grubstake location. I want to write to
express my firm support of their proposal to redevelop the restaurant as well as add much
needed housing to our city. 

We were informed when we bought our units that this development would take place, and
additionally the Austin building is designed to take the Grubstake development into account.
Its time to let them move forward.

My family lives in three of the units of the Austin, and I speak for all of us that we support
Grubstake's development. Thank you for your consideration.

Tevon Strand-Brown
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From: Rebecca Michael
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 8:36:33 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Holly Haraguchi
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Please Support Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 9:46:42 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I want to express my support for the
rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-
income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who
only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
I hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this appeal.

Thank you,
Holly
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From: Hebert Lucio
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 9:00:09 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Chad Heimann
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 8:23:02 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jaclyn Epter
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 8:15:47 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

I’m writing because the Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the queer community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site
with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from
adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Warmly,

Jaclyn Epter
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From: WALTER GAYTAN
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 7:52:49 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Noelani Piters
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: !! Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 7:22:55 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Noelani Piters
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Megan Tabel
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 7:13:17 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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From: Liz J Miller
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 6:53:07 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six years to redevelop the site with 21 units of middle income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth J. Miller
San Francisco Voter

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ann Wolf
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 26, 2021 6:29:18 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its
next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA
requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on
the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith
voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further.
Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."
The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address
any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed
form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Liz Torres
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 25, 2021 12:55:34 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

SiDear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sincerely
Liz Torres San Francisco Voter
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Allyson Baker
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 8:08:13 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to
address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets
CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will
receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good
faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the
Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well
as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of
the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of
the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note
that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to
elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban
neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help
ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every attempt
possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this
project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Judith Baker
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 6:41:52 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,
The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to
address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets
CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will
receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good
faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long
abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the
project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The
residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various
aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which
encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased
housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home
development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The
Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we
hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

Judith Baker
415-518-4052
judith_baker@att.net
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From: Roberto Arce
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Cc: Roberto Arce
Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 6:01:38 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPad
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Andy Gutierrez
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 4:33:21 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

Sincerely,
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Andy Gutierrez 



From: Amanda Staight
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 3:05:20 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Amanda Staight
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Vivek Krishnan
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 24, 2021 12:20:19 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,
 
The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express
my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop
the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues
to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.
 
The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including
having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units
would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project
would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has
in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance
the light in the interior courtyard further.
 
Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's
land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project
by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing
building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood."
 
The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to
file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height
adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on
the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.
 
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers
to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing
in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home
development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
 
The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the
Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny
this frivolous appeal.
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Brett Jones
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 8:41:05 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lisa
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 8:12:51 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community,
and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to
face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.  Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have
continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative
Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private
terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in
the neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible
to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to
their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating
the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the
lightwell exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which
encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased
housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home
development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team
has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you
see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: malindakai@gmail.com
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 6:36:45 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

I have written the Board in the past with concerns about building new housing and am a member of the NOPAWN
community  organization that opposed the project at 1846 Grove Street. Thank you very much for placing limits on
that Conditional Use permit such that it was no longer financially lucrative for the developers to build on that
landlocked lot where there is only one small egress which would make it extremely dangerous for residents to
escape an emergency. I remind you of this because I want you to see I am not in any way anti-housing or NIMBY
and that I recognize there is a dire need for housing in the City. I support building new housing because our City
desperately needs it but I cannot support new housing that would be unsafe.  This project is well-researched, well-
planned, and the project sponsors have done everything they can to accommodate the neighbors.

As a proud member of the LGBTQ+ community, I also know our historically significant gathering places are
languishing and, even worse, being taken over for new developments. This is quickly becoming a city that is no
longer welcoming to members of my community. The City has the opportunity to save a historic safe space for my
community and build the housing we desperately need. 21 units of middle-income housing is a great start.

This City is a place I love because of its welcoming spirit and acceptance of so may types of people. The opponents
of this project appear to be fighting this project to protect their own interests without thinking of the collective good
this building could achieve.

I urge you to support this project to help achieve the public good you were elected to do.

Thank you very much!

-Malinda Tuazon
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From: Rebecca Hardberger
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 6:08:32 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Rebecca

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Shoshanah Dobry
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 5:16:41 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Cesar Abella
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 5:00:10 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Best,

Cesar Abella
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:cesarabella@icloud.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Sharon Edelson
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 4:42:00 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Get Outlook for iOS
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Cathy Asmus
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 1:45:00 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, 

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

 The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. 

Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the
project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith
voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light
in the interior courtyard further. 
 
Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. 

It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures
stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted. 

 The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project.  

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
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deny this frivolous appeal.

Resident Cathy Asmus



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Will Castañeda
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 9:44:13 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Robert VanCamp
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 10:38:22 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPad
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Douglas Hudson
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 10:12:01 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

mailto:somapro8@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


From: Oran Scott
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support NOT TO Rebuild Grubstake Diner-EDITED
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 11:31:41 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support OF NOT REBUILDING THIS community treasure. After
waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income (WHAT DOES MIDDLE INCOME
ACTUALLY MEAN? NO ONE CURRENTLY IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD WILL BE ABLE TO AFFORD
THESE UNITS)
housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only
recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-
door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA
requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on
the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith
voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long
abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the
project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The
residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various
aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which
encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased
housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home
development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The
Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we
hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

FROM THE ABOVE LETTER-IT SEEMS FOR GOOD REASONS AND THAT ITS IN THEIR OWN BEST
INTERESTS, THE AUSTIN IS THE ONLY THING STANDING IN THE WAY OF THIS HISTORICAL SAN
FRANCISCO LANDMARK BEING MUTILATED & BASICALLY TORN DOWN.
THE GRUBSTEAK BUILDING SHOULD BE REGISTERED AS A HISTORICAL LANDMARK & THE
GRUBSTEAK SHOULD HAVE LEGACY BUSINESS STATUS IN SF. THESE THINGS WILL NOT HAPPEN,
BECAUSE THE GREEDY LANDOWNERS WANT TO BUILD THEIR CONDOS.
THESE ARE DEVELOPERS THAT ARE TEARING THE HEART & SOUL OUT OF SF, MAKING IT A TALL
GENERIC CITY OF GREY BOXES.

SUPERVISOR PESKIN &SUPERVISORS
I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO NOT LET THIS PROPERTY BE DEVELOPED AS PLANNED, LET SF
RETAIN SOME OF ITS HEART.

SINCERELY,
ORAN R SCOTT
SF SMALL BUSINESS OWNER & 20 YEAR RESIDENT.
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From: Douglas Russell
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 11:05:43 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Janet Witkosky
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 10:48:25 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Best Regards,

Ms. Janet Witkosky
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: hsumax
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 10:37:37 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



From: Humberto Vasquez
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 10:13:24 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPad
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From: Angela Layton
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 8:18:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Thank you for listening!
Angela Layton

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ken Walczak
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 3:21:28 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Anthony
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 1:39:49 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

-Anthony
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ruth Nott
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2021 12:52:20 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

- Ruth
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Ruth Nott
415-793-5330

Preferred Gender Pronouns: she/her/hers

"We can choose to be affected by the world or we can choose to affect the world." Heidi
Wills, author



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Terri Fellers
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 11:52:03 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and
safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match
daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate
the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods.
The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents
and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Terri Fellers
1890 Clay ST
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Cameron Scott Espinoza Ohl
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 9:35:49 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Stacey Haysler
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); SF Grubstake

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 9:00:17 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Regards,
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Stacey Haysler



From: Gina Latter
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 5:43:36 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kenneth r Jackman
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 5:38:20 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Ken Jackman
SF Resident 16 years

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Brad Armienti
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 4:30:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lutf Mohsin
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 3:57:13 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: jamil mohamed
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 3:54:55 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marissa Barker
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 3:36:02 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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Thank you,

Marissa Barker



From: Lidia G Davis
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 3:30:23 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Thanks,

Lidia G Davis
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From: Liam Hennessy
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner( FROM A NATIVE SAN FRANCISCAN )
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 3:10:23 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

AS A NATIVE San Franciscan WHO always went to the Grubstake on Sunday mornings for over 30 years I believe
that the project needs to be approved.
Sincerely,
Liam Hennessy
169 Pfeiffer St
San Francisco
CA 94131
dolbay@hotmail.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: carolyn
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 1:33:54 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

carolyn conwell
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jason Owens
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 1:25:01 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: chezza
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner - it was made very clear as the Austin went up that this deal was made
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 9:19:38 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its neighbors concerns. As the Austin
was being built deals were made and well-reported that The Grubstake was going to stay &
then be rebuilt to continue to stay. The hard-fought-for agreement was very public knowledge.
In recent years new residents have moved in to SF neighborhood situations of existing,
neighboring restaurants, clubs, live music, bars, etc, and then made many efforts to close those
existing, often very long-existing businesses. As if they were 'shocked, shocked to find there
was nightlife happening in their location' as it had fir years and decades. 

As covid closures have shown us these existing historical and cultural businesses are fragile
but vital to San Francisco's life and identity. They are the flavor, the spice for San Franciscans
and why tourists come. Businesses need to support themselves. But this kind of existential and
disingenuous attack should not be born just by the businesses as they continue to be falsely
attacked by folks who have no valid claim that they 'did not know' what was agreed upon and
literally in plain sight.

Please support The Grubstake.

Sincerely,

C. Martin
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From: Andres Chavez
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 8:07:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:chef.andy@icloud.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


From: Larry Finn
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 7:20:28 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Larry Finn
120 29th St.
San Francisco, CA 94110

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Linda Carneiro
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Wednesday, September 22, 2021 5:50:26 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community,
and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to
face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake
team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared
that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard
which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the
project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have
continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative
Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private
terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in
the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every
way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height
adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale
disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the
building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State Density
Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project
in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and
financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
<BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin
residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Barbara Conwell
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:57:48 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors:

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community and also to me as a straight/hetero person,
and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to
face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in
urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and
will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of
this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Barbara Conwell
SF Homeowner and Grubstake lover
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From: David Mauroff
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:44:55 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Thank you,
David Mauroff
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From: SamuelLK me
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:14:08 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Samuel L. Krauth
701.318.9362
samuelkrauth@gmail.com
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From: Michael Gonos
To: Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com
Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 3:24:47 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Stefani,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Michael Gonos
Resident of District Two
San Francisco, CA
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From: Giovanna Soto
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 3:21:10 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the
neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the
project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that
all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed,
and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR>
<BR>The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to
elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban
neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help
ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made
every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the
value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: John Mccutchen
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 2:14:09 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: David Colbert
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 1:52:10 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
 Sincerely yours, 
David S Colbert
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From: Henry Ostendorf
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 12:36:16 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:henrywostendorf@yahoo.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


From: liz Rigali
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 12:07:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Donna Amador
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:45:10 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:donna.amador@icloud.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Eric Bishop
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:28:35 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Robb Fleischer
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:12:16 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Robb Fleischer

mailto:rfleischer@amsiemail.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


xPowered by
cloudHQ

https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.free-email-tracker.com&g=ODZkMjZhZmE4ZTMwYzdkZg==&h=ZGIzY2QwM2Q4NjY4OWMxNzRlMWM4N2JiODQxNTU1MTMxYmIxOWVlYWFjMmQ3NTllZDg1ZmU1MzM0MmM4ZDliMQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmNlZGIyMDYxMDk4YzVjM2E1ZWEyY2UyMzQzMjk4ZmY5OnYx
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.free-email-tracker.com&g=MjhlMzU5NjZlMzBhYTUxNQ==&h=NjAzZmNjN2EyOTcxMzNjYmJlNDZjNWU1ZmYzNjJiMjhkZmEzMjRjYzk0OTg2NDA4MDA3MTM1MmNkMGI1NWQ0ZA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmNlZGIyMDYxMDk4YzVjM2E1ZWEyY2UyMzQzMjk4ZmY5OnYx


From: Steve Gallagher
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 10:04:40 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Steve Gallagher
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Irving
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 9:14:57 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Sandy Joachim
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 9:06:53 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:sandycj@prodigy.net
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rolo Talorda
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 8:59:38 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Christopher Wichlan
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 11:41:48 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, 

 he Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

 The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. 

Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the
project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith
voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light
in the interior courtyard further. 

 Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted. 

 The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

 The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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The Grubstake is a SF institution.  Having worked in the hotel industry many years in SF it is
one of the requested places to dine for our international guests.  Please assist to settle this
dispute and compromise for both parties. 

Kind Regards,

Chris Wichlan  



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jerry W. Brown
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 8:45:22 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great
importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the
rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with
21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face
opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.
<BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long
abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration
granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and
private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the
"over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring
Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various
aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their
building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale
disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the
eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The
project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt
possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see
the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Jerry Brown (he, his, him)
1201 California Street #604
San Francisco Ca. 94109
Front Porch
415-527-6537 (cell)
Email jbrown@frontporch.net

Covia and Front Porch have come together as one organization! 
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Learn more at https://covia.org/affiliation/



From: Jason Heffel
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 8:30:46 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Alexxi Adams
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 8:27:53 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.
The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.
Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."
The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Please save grubstake!!!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Sharon Ireland
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 7:58:44 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Eddie Jen
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 7:10:48 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the
LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team
has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would
be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the
Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process,
appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in
every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to
block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell
exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program
(SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides
more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that
you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Eddie Jen
5 Corbett ave 
San Francisco ca 
94114
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From: Lawrence Helman
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 4:52:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPad
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Kimya Dawson
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 12:41:10 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the
LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team
has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would
be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the
Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process,
appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in
every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to
block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell
exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program
(SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides
more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that
you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Martha
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 10:01:57 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Martha Brooder
( many good times there)!
Sent from my iPhone
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From: William Hack
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 9:48:27 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

William Hack
1728 Laguna street

mailto:william.hack@icloud.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: marowak105
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 8:18:59 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance not only to the LGBTQ+ community, but the
entire Upper Polk community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of
this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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Sent from my Galaxy



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Roger Adkins
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 4:44:45 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

Please Save Grubstake, they have great food there and we don't need to see another long time
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business, that is loved by many, go kerplunk! Please save it, Thanks!

Sincerely, 
Roger Adkins



From: Julian Carey
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 4:35:59 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community,
and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site
with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only
recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door
neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that
found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV
lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the
light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their
years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing
the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the
Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private
terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's
lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the
project while their sole intent is to block any additional height
adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the
Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on
the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP),
which encourages developers to elevate the height and development
capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban
neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and
financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of
this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any
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issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see
the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous
appeal.



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Bruce R Parnas
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 4:05:16 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Thomas Chimento
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 4:00:39 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: James Rumohr
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 11:27:58 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

*Sent from a mobile phone – please excuse the brevity and typos.
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From: Kenneth Cross
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 2:18:44 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community,
and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to
face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team has
worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found
the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a
matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the
Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in
the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse
of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by
the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as
well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."
The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Thank you for hearing my concerns.
Ken Cross
Pine Street neighbor of Grubsteak

mailto:kencross@sbcglobal.net
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


From: marcella sanchez
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 2:07:01 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.

Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Grubstake is a piece of San Francisco’s history. Please don’t let it crumble like so many other historic SF restaurants
and safe havens.

Sincerely,

Marcella Sanchez

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jim Kroupa
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 12:35:53 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Jim Kroupa

----------------
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From: lisa moschetti
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 12:28:58 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: John Shifler
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 11:53:16 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Debbie Persselin
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 11:50:55 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Candace Jordan
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 11:42:29 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lewis Brown Jr
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 9:33:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its
next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA
requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on
the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith
voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the
Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well
as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."
The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Thank you,
Lewlu Brown
Tenderloin resident

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rob Rothrock
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 6:13:52 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

mailto:abs-rob@hotmail.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



From: Robyn
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Monday, September 20, 2021 2:39:57 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to
address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets
CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will
receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good
faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long
abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the
project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The
residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various
aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which
encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased
housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home
development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The
Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we
hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Robyn Marsh
San Francisco, CA
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Marco Place
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 10:14:44 PM

 

Dear Supervisors,

I am writing in support of The Grubstake Diner.  The Grubstake has held great importance to
the LGBTQ+ community over the decades. Now, after waiting over six-years to redevelop the
site with 21-units of middle-income housing over their business, the project continues to face
opposition from adjacent residents. 

The Grubstake team has worked to address its neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared.  The analysis found that the project meets CEQA requirements and the units
would receive light via the interior courtyard which, with a matching lightwell on the project
would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, the project sponsor has voluntarily added
UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior
courtyard further.

Residents of the Austin condominium have tried to file appeals to various aspects of the
project while their intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. Please
note that all Austin owners signed pre-sale disclosures stating their knowledge that the
Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the
building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has addressed every issue brought forth by the Austin residents.  I urge
you to support the efforts of this historical establishment - The Grubstake. 

Respectfully,
Marco Place
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From: Anna Lederman
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 7:07:39 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Thank you very much for your time,
-Anna Lederman

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Justine Stanis
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 4:08:18 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: David Maddox
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 1:45:37 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

mailto:dminmem@yahoo.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com


David Maddox
Creative Services
2092 University Circle
Memphis, Tennessee 38112
9901.489.8548
dminmem@yahoo.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Gilbert A Villareal
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Sunday, September 19, 2021 11:59:58 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great
importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the
rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with
21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face
opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.
<BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long
abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration
granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and
private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the
"over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring
Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various
aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their
building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale
disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the
eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The
project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt
possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see
the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Warm regards,
Gilbert A. Villareal
150 Highland Ave
San Francisco, CA 94110
415-572-3966

Sent from my iPhone
Please forgive any typos. 
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Adam Warrick
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com
Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 5:40:47 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior
courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing
the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures
stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any
issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Adam Warrick
Realtor®

408.712.0719
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=www.AdamWarrick.com&g=NDBkYzEzZDY0NDdjODg4ZQ==&h=MjA0NWNjY2RiZDkwMjIwODE4NGIyNWUzNmY1MjQ5NTYyMWJjYzBhMzRjMjQxNTQ2YjY3NWY3OGVkNTdkOTZkYw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjA4MTYxZDhhNWE3NTY2ZjNkMDUwZjRjNzlmZTBiMWJjOnYx

Sent from  iPhone 
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From: Jeff Suntech Gmail
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 2:11:34 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Brent Pogue
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com
Subject: Support the Rebuilding of the Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 1:44:03 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. 

I have expressed my support in numerous hearings with the planning commission; and just recently, on the day they voted approval of the project! I am a former PG&E engineer and know full well of the time and effort that went into the planning and construction particulars of this project.

After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. 
The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the
Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help
ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Best Regards,
Brent D Pogue
Linked In Profile:
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?
o=http%3A//www.linkedin.com/in/brentpogue&g=YWU1NjhiYzYwYWI1NTI1Zg==&h=YTI0YzQ2NjNiZTc2NzY1M2QwYmI1MzFkYjMyNWQzMGI5NGYwMzg3ZDExYTdiNzVlNzJhN2IzMjU3YTBjMmUwYQ==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOmFkMzA2Yjk0ZjE5ZDJjZjA2MWRkYzdlNThjNGIzN2RkOnYx
415.309.2309
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jennivine Lee
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 11:52:12 AM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the
LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team
has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would
be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the
Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process,
appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in
every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to
block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell
exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program
(SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides
more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that
you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
-- 
Be Well,
Jennivine Lee
Certified Ideal Protein Coach/
CEO iWellness Plan
Direct-415-562-5881
Click here for more info.:
Introduction to Fundamentals of Ideal Protein

Clinic Locations:

San Mateo Clinic
951 Mariners Island Blvd., Suite 300

mailto:jennivineclee@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:ahsha.safai@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ronenstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:ChanStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:haneystaff@sfgov.org
mailto:mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:marstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:MelgarStaff@sfgov.org
mailto:prestonstaff@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgrubstake@gmail.com
mailto:waltonstaff@sfgov.org
https://avanan.url-protection.com/v1/url?o=https%3A//www.youtube.com/watch%3Fv%3Df9ftdLycp1M%26amp%3Bt%3D8s&g=YjE2YzMyYWM3MmQ3MWExMg==&h=YmNjNzQ3NTUyZDY3NjYwYjQ1NjE3MjcxMGY0YTlkZjViMDI2MGJhNWQ4NjIzMmQwMDI5YzlmMmZhZGZmN2I5NA==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvOjM2ZTVjN2JkOTc1OWU2Nzk5ZWJiOGU1ZjZkODQ4YTNjOnYx


San Mateo, CA 94404

*REMOTE/VIRTUAL via JOIN.ME or Google Hangouts (Weekly)

Qualify for $50 food credit for every referral of friend and/or loved one that we help get healthier!

Confidentially Notice: This email and any attachments are strictly confidential and may be protected by legal privilege. If you
are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of this email or any attachments is
strictly prohibited. If you have recorded this email in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to the sender and
delete this copy from your system. Thank you for your cooperation.
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From: Robert Young
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 11:30:11 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

Robert Young
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From: Laura Mahoney
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Saturday, September 18, 2021 12:12:26 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Kelly Hernandez
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 11:57:21 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Erick Francisco
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 8:59:44 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Erick Francisco
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Brigida Vaccaro
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 8:54:13 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

Thank you for your kind attention
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Brigida



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Sarena Foster
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 7:52:15 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the
LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team
has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would
be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the
Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process,
appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in
every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to
block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell
exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program
(SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides
more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that
you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: devinposey@aol.com
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 7:16:05 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After
waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake
Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units
would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be
greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight
and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily
added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard
further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project
by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing
building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional
height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the
eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the
State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and
development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every attempt
possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value
of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Chip Gower
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 6:58:30 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors:
  The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six years to redevelop the site with 21 units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.
  The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which, with a matching lightwell on the project, would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.
  Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."
  The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.
  The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
  The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents
and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.

— Harry Gower
1355 48th Ave, Apt 4
San Francisco

Sent from my phone----
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lou Cook
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 6:32:13 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and all Supervisors,

I would like to express my support for the rebuilding of the Grubstake
Diner, a San Francisco community treasure. So much of historic San
Francisco has already been destroyed and disappeared forever. There is no
good reason to continue on this pathway!

For over six years, the redevelopment of this site has faced opposition
from adjacent residents. Please note that all owners at the Austin were
required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air and views on the eastern side of
the building, where a lightwell exists, would be impacted.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address our
neighbor's concerns. This includes: a light analysis that found the project
meets CEQA requirements. All these units will continue to receive light
from the interior courtyard,in addition to a matching lightwell on the
project greater than 25 by 25 feet. These residents will receive sufficient
sunlight: we have proven that the project does not pose a health or safety
hazard. Nonetheless, the project sponsor has voluntarily and in good faith
added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance
the light in the interior courtyard further.

Residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have filed
appeals to numerous aspects of this project, in every way
possible trying to block any additional height adjacent to their
building. Some of these owners continue their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative
Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the
impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building units,
as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in
the neighborhood." Does the City not need more housing?

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP),
which encourages developers to elevate the height and development
capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban
neighborhoods. The SDBP provides flexibility in planning and financing
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new home development. This will help ensure the viability of this
important LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address
all the issues brought forth. We urge you see the value of this
project in the proposed form.

Please deny this frivolous appeal.

Sincerely,
Louise D. Cook, San Francisco Resident



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Ernie Gilbert
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 5:55:08 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the
LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team
has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would
be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the
Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process,
appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in
every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to
block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell
exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program
(SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides
more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that
you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
-- 
"Let’s stop trying to impress others with the things that we own, and start trying to inspire them by the

lives that we live." Joshua Becker

www.erniegilbert.com
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: William OConnor
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 5:50:02 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,
 
The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express
my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop
the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues
to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.
 
The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including
having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units
would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project
would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has
in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance
the light in the interior courtyard further.
 
Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's
land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project
by the Planning Commission,
Sent from Mail for Windows
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Robert G Brown
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 5:23:19 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project.

So FUCK these entitled assholes at the Austin and let's get on to building affordable housing
with keeping our iconic LGBTQ+ spaces preserved for our community.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
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the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Robert G Brown



From: Brianne Ligon
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 5:20:17 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Brianne
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: SS
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 5:15:33 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Lauren Graffort
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 5:13:51 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: craig Jones
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); RonenStaff

(BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Marstaff (BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS);
PrestonStaff (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com; Waltonstaff (BOS)

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:58:18 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors, The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the
LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this
community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition
from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. The Grubstake team
has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still
receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would
be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor
has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to
enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. Despite these efforts, some owners at the
Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process,
appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's
units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood." The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in
every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to
block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at
the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be
developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell
exists would be impacted. The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program
(SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides
more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the
viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project. The Grubstake team has made every
attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and we hope that
you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
-- 
Craig A. Jones
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Brian Carbajal
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:44:50 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Aaron VanDevender
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); SF Grubstake

Subject: Please Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner and More Housing!
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:28:37 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal. 

Yours, Truly
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-Aaron VanDevender



From: Jo Anne Appel
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:17:41 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

Sent from my iPhone
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Margaret Lawrence
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:12:49 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,
 
The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express
my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop
the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues
to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.
 
The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including
having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units
would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project
would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive
sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has
in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance
the light in the interior courtyard further.
 
Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's
land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project
by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing
building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the
neighborhood."
 
The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to
file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height
adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on
the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.
 
The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers
to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing
in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home
development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.
 
The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the
Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny
this frivolous appeal.
Sent from Mail for Windows
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Danielle Lopez
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:12:00 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.

Kind regards,
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Danielle Lopez



From: Ryan Stout
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:10:48 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to express my support
for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of
middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project continues to face opposition from adjacent
residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood.

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a light
analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from the
interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally,
even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health and safety
hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to match daylight
hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further.

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use
entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning
Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the
project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of housing in the neighborhood."

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way possible to file appeals to
various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any additional height adjacent to their building. It is
important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site
would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists
would be impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the
height and development capacity of a project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The
SDBP provides more flexibility in planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability
of this important LGBTQ+ preservation project.

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by the Austin residents and
we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: Brett Marlin
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Cc: Kate Colantuono
Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:10:01 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,<BR><BR>The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+
community, and I am pleased to express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting
over six-years to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the project
continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the neighborhood. <BR>
<BR>The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns, including having a
light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements and the units would still receive light from
the interior courtyard which with a matching lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet.
Additionally, even though residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a
health and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its building, timed to
match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. <BR><BR>Despite these efforts, some
owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the City's land use entitlement process, appealing the
Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light,
air, and private terraces of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply
of housing in the neighborhood." <BR><BR>The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have
tried in every way possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin were required to sign
pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and that light, air, and views on the eastern side
of the building where the lightwell exists would be impacted.<BR><BR>The project sponsor is using the State
Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a
project in order to generate increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in
planning and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important LGBTQ+
preservation project. <BR><BR>The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought
forth by the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and deny this
frivolous appeal.

--
Brett Marlin
(415) 851-4679
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Kara Cooper
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Marstaff (BOS); PrestonStaff (BOS); ChanStaff (BOS); Haneystaff

(BOS); MelgarStaff (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; RonenStaff (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Waltonstaff (BOS);
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); sfgrubstake@gmail.com

Subject: Support Rebuilding Grubstake Diner
Date: Friday, September 17, 2021 4:07:38 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Peskin and Supervisors,

The Grubstake Diner holds great importance to the LGBTQ+ community, and I am pleased to
express my support for the rebuilding of this community treasure. After waiting over six-years
to redevelop the site with 21-units of middle-income housing over a new Grubstake Diner, the
project continues to face opposition from adjacent residents who only recently moved into the
neighborhood. 

The Grubstake team has worked tirelessly to address its next-door neighbors' concerns,
including having a light analysis prepared that found the project meets CEQA requirements
and the units would still receive light from the interior courtyard which with a matching
lightwell on the project would be greater than 25 by 25 feet. Additionally, even though
residents of the Austin will receive sufficient sunlight and the project does not pose a health
and safety hazard, the project sponsor has in good faith voluntarily added UV lights to its
building, timed to match daylight hours to enhance the light in the interior courtyard further. 

Despite these efforts, some owners at the Austin have continued their years-long abuse of the
City's land use entitlement process, appealing the Mitigated Negative Declaration granted for
the project by the Planning Commission, citing the impact on the light, air, and private terraces
of the existing building's units, as well as the project's lack of parking, and the "over-supply of
housing in the neighborhood." 

The residents of the neighboring Austin condominium building have tried in every way
possible to file appeals to various aspects of the project while their sole intent is to block any
additional height adjacent to their building. It is important to note that all owners at the Austin
were required to sign pre-sale disclosures stating the Grubstake site would be developed, and
that light, air, and views on the eastern side of the building where the lightwell exists would be
impacted.

The project sponsor is using the State Density Bonus Program (SDBP), which encourages
developers to elevate the height and development capacity of a project in order to generate
increased housing in urban neighborhoods. The SDBP provides more flexibility in planning
and financing new home development and will help ensure the viability of this important
LGBTQ+ preservation project. 

The Grubstake team has made every attempt possible to address any issues brought forth by
the Austin residents and we hope that you see the value of this project in its proposed form and
deny this frivolous appeal.
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: "davidc@dpclawoffices.com"; toby@kermanmorris.com; alexis@pzlandlaw.com
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);

Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat,
Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie
(BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa
(BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 1525 Pine Street Project -
Appeal Hearing October 5, 2021

Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 8:48:46 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a remote hearing for Special Order before the
Board of Supervisors on October 5, 2021, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated
Negative Declaration, for the proposed 1525 Pine Street project. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter:

               Public Hearing Notice - September 21, 2021

 

I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 210901
 

Best regards,

Jocelyn Wong

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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DATED ~ MAILED ~ EMAILED ~ POSTED:  September 21, 2021  

 

 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Sent via Email and/or U.S. Postal Service 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 
Francisco will hold a remote public hearing to consider the following appeal and said public 
hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 
 

Date: Tuesday, October 5, 2021 
 
Time: 3:00 p.m.  
 
Location: City Hall, Room 250 (Remote Public Participation) 

 
Watch:  www.sfgovtv.org   or 
 SF Cable Channel 26, 78 or 99 (depending on your provider) once 

the meeting starts, the telephone number and Meeting ID will be 
displayed on the screen. 
 
Public Comment Call-In: https://sfbos.org/remote-meeting-call  
 

Subject: File No. 210901.  Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the 
approval of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the California 
Environmental Quality Act for the 1525 Pine Street Project, identified in 
Planning Case No. 2015-009955ENV, and affirmed on appeal by the 
Planning Commission and issued on May 6, 2021. (District 3) (Appellant: 
David P. Cincotta of Law Offices of David P. Cincotta, on behalf of Patricia 
Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street) (Filed 
August 20, 2021) 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Hearing Notice - CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration  
1525 Pine Street 
Hearing Date: October 5, 2021 
Page 2 

DATED ~ MAILED ~ EMAILED ~ POSTED:  September 21, 2021  
 

 
 
On March 17, 2020, the Board of Supervisors (Board) authorized their Board and 
Committee meetings to convene remotely and allow remote public comment via 
teleconference. Effective June 29, 2021, the Board and staff began to reconvene for in-
person Board proceedings. Committee meetings will continue to convene remotely until 
further notice. Visit the SFGovTV website at (www.sfgovtv.org) to stream the live meetings, 
or to watch meetings on demand.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENT CALL-IN 
WATCH: SF Cable Channel 26, 78 or 99 (depending on your provider) once 
the meeting starts, the telephone number and Meeting ID will be 
displayed on the screen; or 
VISIT: https://sfbos.org/remote-meeting-call   

  
In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend 
the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the hearing begins. 
These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this matter and shall be 
brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed 
to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, 
San Francisco, CA, 94102 or sent via email (board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org). Information 
relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board or the Board of 
Supervisors’ Legislative Research Center (https://sfbos.org/legislative-research-center-lrc). 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on  
Friday, October 1, 2021. 

 
For any questions about this hearing, please contact one of the Legislative Clerks: 

 
Lisa Lew (lisa.lew@sfgov.org ~ (415) 554-7718) 
Jocelyn Wong (jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org ~ (415) 554-7702) 
 

Please Note: The Department is open for business, but employees are working from home. 
Please allow 48 hours for us to return your call or email. 
 
       
 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

 
      jw:ll:ams 
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                                                                                                                          1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
           BOARD of SUPERVISORS                                                                            San Francisco 94102-4689 
                                                                                                                                              Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
                                                                                                                                              Fax No. (415) 554-5163 
                                                                                                                                       TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 
 
 

 

 
PROOF OF MAILING 

 
 
 

Legislative File No.   210901 
 
Description of Items: Hearing - Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - 
Proposed 1525 Pine Street Project - 3 Notices Mailed 
 
I, Lisa Lew , an employee of the City and  
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 
 
Date:   September 21, 2021 
 
Time:   10:00 a.m. 
 
USPS Location:   Repro Pick-up Box in Building Management's Office (Rm 8) 
 
Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable):   N/A 
 
 

   
Signature:  ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Instructions:  Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
 
 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Yeung, Tony (CPC)
Cc: BOS-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: APPEAL FILING FEE PICKUP: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 1525 Pine Street

Project - Appeal Hearing October 5, 2021
Date: Tuesday, August 31, 2021 8:47:01 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Appeal Check Pickup.doc

Hi Yvonne and Tony,
 
The check for the appeal filing fee for the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration appeal of the
proposed 1525 Pine Street project, is ready to be picked up at the Clerk’s Office, Monday through
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  A fee waiver was not filed with this project.
 
Ops,
Check No. 108 should be in your possession currently.  Please have Planning sign the attached pick
up form and scan it to leg clerks when completed.
 
Thank you.
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, August 30, 2021 8:40 PM
To: 'davidc@dpclawoffices.com' <davidc@dpclawoffices.com>
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT)
<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Hillis, Rich
(CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC)
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August 31, 2021

File Nos. 210901-210904

Planning Case No. 2015-009955ENV, 2015-009955APL-02

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk’s Office one check, in the amount of Six Hundred Sixty Five Dollars ($665), representing the filing fee paid by David P. Cincotta for the appeal of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 1525 Pine Street project:


Planning Department


By:


___________________________________


Print Name


___________________________________


Signature and Date

_1037780967.doc
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<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC)
<devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC)
<don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Varat, Adam (CPC) <adam.varat@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC)
<dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Li, Michael (CPC) <michael.j.li@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA)
<julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) <alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors
<bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo,
Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Mchugh,
Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Subject: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative - Proposed 1525 Pine Street Project - Appeal
Hearing October 5, 2021
 
Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled for a remote hearing Special Order before the
Board of Supervisors on October 5, 2021, at 3:00 p.m.  Please find linked below an appeal letter
regarding the proposed 1525 Pine Street project, as well as direct links to the Planning Department’s
timely filing determination, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board.
 
                Appeal Letter - August 20 2021
                Planning Department Memo - August 25, 2021
                Clerk of the Board Letter - August 30, 2021
 
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 
                Board of Supervisors File No. 210901
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9772014&GUID=2DD60653-7891-4550-9139-4316B6DF9E32
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9772017&GUID=04AB5E84-069D-40B6-B5F8-E5EC08FEC082
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9772018&GUID=4E2662E0-694A-49D7-B4B2-E7C229F4D42C
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5121687&GUID=53AFA42D-0CAC-4DFF-871A-E387C0B29635&Options=ID|Text|&Search=210901
mailto:lisa.lew@sfgov.org
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committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 
 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

August 31, 2021 

File Nos. 210901-210904 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244· 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
Fax No. (415) 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 

Planning Case No. 2015-009955ENV, 2015-009955APL-02 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check, 
in the amount of Six Hundred Sixty Five Dollars ($665), 
representing the filing fee paid by David P. Cincotta for the appeal 
of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
proposed 1525 Pine Street project: 

Planning Department 
By: 

\o~ Y~V/i! 
Print . ame 

Signature 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: "davidc@dpclawoffices.com"
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);

Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat,
Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie
(BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa
(BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative - Proposed 1525 Pine Street Project - Appeal Hearing October 5, 2021
Date: Monday, August 30, 2021 8:39:53 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled for a remote hearing Special Order before the
Board of Supervisors on October 5, 2021, at 3:00 p.m.  Please find linked below an appeal letter
regarding the proposed 1525 Pine Street project, as well as direct links to the Planning Department’s
timely filing determination, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board.
 
                Appeal Letter - August 20 2021
                Planning Department Memo - August 25, 2021
                Clerk of the Board Letter - August 30, 2021
 
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 
                Board of Supervisors File No. 210901
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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August 30, 2021 
 
David P. Cincotta 
Law Offices of David P. Cincotta 
140 Geary Street, 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94108 
 
Subject: File No. 210901 - Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 1525 Pine Street Project 
 
Dear Mr. Cincotta: 
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated August 25, 2021, 
from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the timely filing of appeal of the 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 1525 Pine Street project.  
 
The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner (copy 
attached). 

 
Pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 31.16, a remote hearing date has been scheduled 
for Tuesday, October 5, 2021, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting. 
 
Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by noon: 

 
20 days prior to the hearing:   names and addresses of interested parties to be  
Wednesday, September 15, 2021  notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 
 
11 days prior to the hearing:  any documentation which you may want available  
Friday, September 24, 2021  to the Board members prior to the hearing. 
 

For the above, the Clerk’s office requests electronic files be sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org.  

mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org


 
 
1525 Pine Street  
Appeal - Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Hearing Date: October 5, 2021 
Page 2 

 
 

 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew at (415) 554-
7718, Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702, or Brent Jalipa at (415) 554-7712. 
 
 Very truly yours, 

  
 Angela Calvillo 
 Clerk of the Board 
 
 
 jw:ll:ams 
 
 
c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
 Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
 Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
 Rich Hillis, Director, Planning Department 

 Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
 Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
 Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
 Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
 Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
 Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
 Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
 Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
 Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
 Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
 Michael Li, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
 Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
 Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 



 

 

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Appeal 
Timeliness Determination 

 

Date: August 25, 2021 
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
From: Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer – (628) 652-7574 
 
RE: Appeal Timeliness Determination – 1525 Pine Street Final Mitigated Negative Declaration; 

Planning Department Case No. 2015-009955ENV, 2015-009955APL-02 
 
 
On August 20, 2021, David Cincotta (Appellant) filed an appeal with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND) for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street. 
As explained below, the appeal is timely. 
 
 

Date of  
Approval Action 

30 Days after  
Approval Action 

Appeal Deadline 
(Must Be Day Clerk of Board’s Office Is Open) 

Date of  
Appeal Filing 

Timely? 

Thursday, 
July 22, 2021 

Saturday, 
August 21, 2021 

Monday, August 23, 2021 Friday, 
August 20, 2021 

Yes 

 
 
Approval Action: On January 27, 2021, the Planning Department issued a preliminary mitigated negative 
declaration (PMND) for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street. An appeal was filed by David Cincotta on 
behalf of Patricia Rose, Claire Rose, and other neighbors on February 16, 2021. On May 6, 2021, the Planning 
Commission affirmed the PMND on appeal. On May 6, 2021, the Planning Department issued the Final MND 
(FMND). The Approval Action for the project was Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission, 
which occurred on July 22, 2021 (Date of the Approval Action). 
 
Appeal Deadline: San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, Section 31.16(d) states that any person or 
entity that has filed an appeal of the PMND with the Planning Commission during the public comment period 
provided in Chapter 31 may appeal the Planning Commission’s approval of the FMND. The code further 
provides that the appellant shall submit a letter of appeal to the Clerk of the Board within 30 days after the 
Date of Approval Action for the project taken in reliance of the FMND. The Approval Action occurred on 
Thursday, July 22, 2021, and the 30th day after the Date of the Approval Action is Saturday, August 21, 2021. 
 
The next day when the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors was open was Monday, August 23, 2021 
(Appeal Deadline). 



Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Appeal  Case No. 2015-009955ENV, 2015-009955APL-02 
Timeliness Determination  1525 Pine Street 

2 

 
Appellant Standing: The appellant appealed the PMND to the Planning Commission, which held an appeal 
hearing on May 6, 2021. Therefore, the appellant has standing to appeal the FMND. 
 
Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the FMND on Friday, August 20, 2021, prior 
to the end of the Appeal Deadline on Monday, August 23, 2021. Therefore, the appeal is timely. 
 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott

(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC);
Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Li, Michael (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Longaway,
Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed Project - 1525 Pine Street
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 4:30:29 PM
Attachments: Appeal Ltr 082021.pdf

COB Ltr 082321.pdf
image001.png

Dear Director Hillis,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street.  The appeal was filed by David P. Cincotta
of Law Offices of David P. Cincotta, on behalf of Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors of
1545 Pine Street.
 
Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk
of the Board. Kindly review for timely filing determination. Thank you.
 
Regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other
public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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ln w offi c i' s of 


DAVID P. CINCOTTA 


August 19, 2021 


President Shamann Walton 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 


SY __ ~-


Re: Appeal of Mitigated Negative Declaration of 1525 Pine Street 
Development 


Dear Supervisor Walton: 


On behalf of Ms. Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street 
(the "Appellants"), we are appealing the grossly inadequate environmental review of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (the "MND") for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street (the" 
Project"). The MND ignores its required legal obligations under the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") by failing to acknowledge and analyze the most obvious potential 
significant environmental impacts ---those impacts that negatively impact the actual lives of the 
residents of San Francisco. The impacts were considerable, in and of themselves, and should 
require an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") but the severity of those impacts was increased 
by the addition of two floors above the existing height limit through the auth01ization of the State 
Density Bonus. 


History of the Hearing Process 


Patricia and Claire Rose filed an appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative 
Declaration on Febrnary 6, 2021 and raised the issues stated below. On May 6, 2021 the 
Planning Commission heard the Appeal and additional comments from multiple other neighbors 
and after considerable discussion between the Planning Commissioners the Appeal was denied 
and the MND was approved. 


After consideration of the multiple significant environmental impacts, pa1iicularly those 
impacts related to shadow impacts on adjacent neighbors, a Motion was made to approve the 
Project. That Motion to Approve failed by a vote of 4-3 thereby disapproving the Project. 
[Planning Code Section 306.5 prevents the Planning Code from reconsidering the application 
that was disapproved that is the "same or substantially the same as that which was disapproved" 
for one year.] The Commission then moved to continue the Project Application to June 22, 2021 
with direction to the Project Sponsor to address the concerns of the shadow impacts on the 
adjacent neighbors. 
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The Project Sponsor did not reach out to the adjacent neighbors about any possible 
mitigations to the shadow impacts but instead chose to supplement its earlier shadow impacts 
analysis and so requested to continue the June 22 Hearing to July 22, 2021. The supplemental 
shadow analysis was completed and presented to the Commission and the public approximately a 
week before the July 22 Hearing. That supplemental analysis suggested that new lights being 
added to the Project directed at the adjacent residents of 1545 Pine Street would mitigate the 
shadow impacts on the adjacent neighbors. 


Prior to the scheduled hearing of July 22, the Appellants requested additional time in 
order to present the Appellants' shadow analysis and respond to and rebut the shadow impact 
analysis prepared by the Project Sponsor. Additional time was denied by the Commission. 
Appellants were given directions to have speakers use the one-minute allocation that the 
Commission granted for each speaker in opposition to present incremental facts of the 
Appellants' shadow analysis to describe the opposing shadow data. This process did not permit a 
full presentation by the Appellants of the data and analysis of the shadow impacts on the adjacent 
neighbors at 1545 Pine Street. 


While substantial evidence had been delivered to the Department and the Commission 
creating a fair argument that significant environmental effects existed, the Appellants were not 
permitted the necessary opportunity to present that evidence to the Commission. 


The Conditional Use Permit Application, which incorporated a State Density Bonus that 
added two additional floors to the Project, was approved on July 22, 2021 (the vote was 4-2). 
This Appeal of the MND is filed pursuant to the provisions of San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31. 16( d)(2). 


Shadow Impacts Beyond Public Spaces Must Be Analyzed for CEQA As They Are 
Foreseeable and Negative to Sensitive Receptors 


The response by the Planning Department staff regarding the potential negative shadow 
impacts to adjacent neighbors/ sensitive receptors/ humans is that the only analysis required is to 
study impacts on publicly accessible open spaces. They claim that is all that is required under 
CEQA. There is no citation in CEQA that says there should not be analysis of shadow impacts 
on humans. CEQA guidelines specifically require that there be a mandatory finding of 
significance when there is a significant environmental impact on humans. 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15065. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (a) A lead 
agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require 
an EIR to be prepared for the project where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, 
that any of the following conditions may occur: 
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{4} The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly 


We have prepared substantial evidence for the record and, with adequate time to present 
it, there is a compelling case for the significant environmental impact on humans and mandatory 
finding of significance must be found and an EIR must be required. 


The MND neglected to analyze the impacts of shadows on other sensitive receptors, 
including seniors and other neighbors to the development. In order to appropriately analyze the 
shadow impacts of the Project, additional analysis must be prepared to review the impacts to the 
seniors at the Leland- Polk Senior Community Housing as well as those residents of 1545 Pine 
Street whose only natural light will be lost due to the additional height allowed by the State 
Density Bonus for the development of the Project at 1525 Pine Street. To repeat, these are 
foreseeable and potentially significant environmental impacts and must be undertaken through 
the EIR process. 


By just reviewing the history of this Project, it is unquestionable that there are significant 
shadow impacts that require an EIR. First, a shadow study was prepared for the PMND; then 
widespread testimony at the hearing causes the Commission to disapprove the Project and ask for 
improvements to address the shadow impacts; then the Project Sponsor prepares a supplemental 
shadow analysis to attempt to minimize the shadow impacts; then, even after a minimal 
presentation of additional data on shadow impacts by the Appellants; the Commission barely 
approves the Project with one Commissioner voting for approval "reluctantly" because he 
believes the State Density Bonus Law requires the City to do so. Can there be any doubt that the 
shadow impacts are significant enough to require further analysis through the EIR process? 


Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures Are Inadequate To Insure Preservation and 
Restoration of the Grubstake 


It should be understood that the Appellants do not disagree with the findings of the MND 
that the Grubstake is a historical resource. Quite the contrary! The Appellants believe that the 
mitigation measures in the MND do not require enough measures to insure that the Grubstake is 
preserved and restored in the manner required of a significant legacy historic resource. 


The MND, beginning with the Historic Resource Evaluation Report, takes the positive 
step of identifying the Grubstake diner as a historic resource as it is a contributor to the Polk 
Gulch LGBTQ Historic District and is eligible for listing in the California Register. The 
PMND also cites the CEQA Guidelines and states that a historical resource is materially 
impaired when a project "demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that conveys its historical significance." 
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Then, inexplicably, the MND says the demolition of the Grubstake" would not cause a 
substantial change in the significance of [the] historical resource" so the demolition of the 
Grubstake is "Less than Significant". Adding even more confusion to its findings, the MND then 
states that the existing building. even though it has undergone major alterations, has retained its 
integrity and continues to convey its significance as a contributor to the historic district. 


To summarize, the Grubstake is a historic resource and a contributor to a historic district, 
its building has retained its integrity to the historic district and the total demolition of the 
building is "less than significant". This is inconsistent with the CEQA guidelines and the 
prevailing law of CEQA. 


It is noted that there are proposals within the proposed project that attempt to replicate the 
Grubstake within the proposed new building by removing and reincoworating specific features 
in the new project. Curiously, though, these specific efforts are not mitigation measures. These 
effmis are insufficient to mitigate the loss of the histmic resource. There is not sufficient 
discussion in the HRER that could help determine what measures would actually be sufficient to 
retain some of the key features that would reduce this loss to "less than significant" More 
importantly though, these are not identified as" mitigation measures"; there is no guarantee that 
these efforts would actually occur. Further, if these are not "mitigation measures", then the loss 
of a significant historic resource to the historic district has not reduced this demolition of the 
resource to "less than significant". 


The treatment of this historic resource is embarrassingly inadequate. In order to 
overcome the demolition of this resource a minimum amount of protections must be present in 
the MND and would more appropriately be contained in an Environmental Impact Report. First, 
specific, detailed mitigation measures must be included in order to either preserve or replicate 
the integrity of the resource. In any case, the Planning Commission would also need to find 
"overriding circumstances" to approve the project before pe1mitting the demolition of this 
historic resource. 


The discussion of Cultural Resources is wholly inadequate and an EIR must be prepared. 


Transportation and Circulation 


The MND completely ignores the potential significant environmental impact when it fails 
to provide any substantive analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of all the development 
that it has identified in the immediate vicinity of the Project. 
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Cumulative Impacts are Potentially Devastating 


The MND identifies that within a quarter-mile of the proposed project there are 
developments which are either under construction or being processed by the Department for 522 
dwelling units, 155,770 square feet of medical office, commercial or office uses. It should also 
be noted that only about 300 parking spaces will be added with all this cumulative development. 
The MND then concludes without any detailed analysis of the potential impacts of all this 
development in this neighborhood that there will be no significant impacts to transportation 
or circulation. This becomes obviously incredible when the MND states that the mere 21 units 
and 2,800 square feet of commercial space of the proposed project at 1525 Pine will generate 
112 vehicle trips, 429 walking trips, 213 transit trips, and 70 trips by other modes (e.g., bicycle, 
motorcycle, taxi). 


That would mean that cumulative development, within a quarter-mile of the project, 
conservatively would be in excess of 3,000 vehicle trips; 6,000 walking trips; 700 transit trips; 
and 2000 other modes of trips. Yet, the MND has done no significant analysis to dete1mine this 
would create significant environmental impacts. Public Transit Must be Impacted 
Significantly 


More specifically, the MND concludes that there would be no significant impacts and no 
mitigation measures are necessary for mitigating the potential impacts on Public Transit. 


There is Public Transit on Pine, Polk and Sutter Streets and Van Ness Avenue. Only 
about 300 parking spaces will be added within all the cumulative development projects. So 
public transit must bear the burden of accommodating all the transp01iation needs of this 
cumulative development. It is beyond credibility to imagine how many vehicles will be circling 
these few blocks in this neighborhood while trying to find parking to go home or those looking 
for parking before their doctor' s appointments. It is incomprehensible that this traffic would not 
delay or interrupt Public Transit. Yet no analysis of any intersections was done in the MND. 
Further, no analysis of the impacts on pedestrians along Polk Street, the narrow.one-way Austin 
Alley, Pine Street or Van Ness will be impacted. Again, there would only be 27 vehicle trips 
generated by the Project during the P.M. peak hours for a 21-unit development. How many 
vehicle trips would be generated by over 522 units and 155,700 square feet of commercial uses? 
The PMND does not provide this calculation. This is seriously deficient. 


Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis is Grossly Inadequate 


The MND focuses its analysis of Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") solely on the impacts 
within Transportation Analysis Zone 327 (T AZ 327). [See the attached drawing showing the 
TAZ 327.] It concludes then that there would be no significant impacts and no mitigation 
measures would be necessary. When reviewing this carefully, it is obvious that the analysis is 
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remarkably deficient when considering cumulative impacts. The size ofTAZ 327 is 
approximately 4 blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth. Of the 522 dwelling units and 
155,700 square feet of commercial space of cumulative development only 5 new dwelling units 
are within TAZ 327. To repeat, in addition to the Project, only 5 new units are in TAZ 327. So 
517 dwelling units and 155, 700 square feet of commercial space are entirely ignored. Of course 
there would not be any significant impacts if only considering the Project plus 5 new dwelling 
units. Yet, the analysis completely ignores the cumulative impacts of the remaining 517 dwelling 
units and 155,700 square feet of medical offices and commercial space. Yet the MND concludes 
that no significant impact will occur and no mitigation measures are necessary. 


The MND makes 3 conclusions that are just not supported by the evidence and analysis 
provided in the document: 


Impact C-TR-2: Operation of the proposed project, in combination with cumulative 
projects, would not create potentially hazardous conditions for people driving, walking, 
or bicycling, or for public transit operations. (Less than Significant) 


Impact C-TR-3: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would 
not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project site 
and adjoining areas or result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than Significant) 


Impact C-TR-4: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would 
not substantially delay public transit. (Less than Significant) 


Impact C-TR-5: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would 
not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially induce automobile travel by 
increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas or by adding roadways to the 
network. 


It just takes common sense to realize that this requires much more and much better 
analysis of the cumulative transportation and circulation impacts because the potential impacts to 
this neighborhood are overwhelming. 


Wind Analysis is Limited and Incomplete 


The wind impacts from the proposed project have not been adequately analyzed. It is 
clear that there are sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to the proposed development at 1545 
Pine Street. We have previously identified the senior housing facilities and medical facilities in 
the neighborhood whose residents would be particularly impacted by the wind conditions 
immediately adjacent to the Project and such wind impacts should be considered in light of frail 
elderly and medical patients. Further, the RWDI analysis has reviewed some of the impacts on 
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pedestrian and sensitive receptors at the ground level, there is an obvious omission to the 
analysis by not considering the wind impacts to the deck areas of the adjacent building which are 
22 feet wide. This condition is quite likely to create a dangerous wind tunnel at the higher levels 
which could then create dangers to pedestrians below. 


This potential negative impact is foreseeable and significant and should be analyzed 
before this MND could be considered complete and adequate. It should be noted that this 
potential wind impact at the higher levels could be a direct result of the additional height being 
proposed through the State Density Bonus. An additional 18 feet plus a 17-foot mechanical 
penthouse create an unusual and potentially harmful environmental impact. Only after such a 
complete wind analysis of both the impacts on senior citizens and on the upper levels of the 
adjacent building could the MND determine that there are no significant wind impacts. 


Summary 


The MND for the 1525 Pine Street is completely inadequate, incomplete and without 
proper supportive documentation for its findings and conclusions. 


The feeble analysis of shadow impacts are the most glaring omission in the MND as it 
did not take into consideration the substantial and significant loss of natural sunlight to residents 
of the adjacent property at 1545 Pine Street. After the weak and apologetic supplemental analysis 
by the Project Sponsor and its offering of useless inadequate lighting improvements can it still be 
a question that further analysis is necessary as a minimum. The additional date provided by the 
Appellants will show the unhealthy conditions these impacts force on humans. 


Further, the demolition of the Grubstake diner which is an identified historic resource, 
contributor to a historic district and is eligible for inclusion to the California Register, has 
inexplicably not been treated as a historic resource. There are no specific, detailed mitigation 
measures to mitigate the loss of the historic resource. Moreover, there are no identifiable 
overriding circumstances that have been prepared to justify the loss of the historic resource. 


The Traffic and Circulation analysis completely ignores the cumulative impacts to 
pedestrians, vehicle trips and public transit. We have pointed out the omission to review the 
cumulative development projects in the immediate vicinity for their impacts on the 
neighborhood. 


Finally, we have identified the limited analysis of wind impacts as the MND only 
analyzed the pedestrian impacts when there are clearly other foreseeable and potentially 
significant impacts which should be considered in order to protect sensitive receptors within the 
vicinity of the Project. 
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To repeat, CEQA requires mandatory findings of significance and requires an EIR 
when it can be shown there are environmental impacts on humans. CEQA doesn't say the 
humans have to be in parks or on sidewalks to experience negative environmental impacts. 


In closing, it should be noted that many, if not all, of the impacts we have identified 
which are potentially significant negative impacts appear to be a direct result of the increased 
height being proposed for the Project through the State Density Bonus. An EIR should show the 
differences in the impacts to Traffic, Wind and Shadow for a project without the State Density 
Bonus. This would be more appropriately reviewed as an Alternative Project in an 
Environmental Impact Report. There are ten exceptions identified in the PMND that are being 
sought through the State Density Bonus--- height, bulk, rear yard, usable open space, permitted 
obstructions, dwelling unit exposure, setbacks on narrow streets, ground-floor ceiling height, 
ground floor transparency and fenestration. It was never contemplated that the State Density 
Bonus would be used to grant so many exceptions particularly when the resulting project would 
create so many significant environmental impacts. 


We urge you to require the further analysis of an Environmental Impact Rep mi to 
adequately review the significant environmental impacts and the Alternatives for the proposed 
Project. Thank you for your attention. 


Very truly yours, 


~~ 
DPC/lw 
Enclosures 


cc: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Michael Li 


DAVID P. CINCOTTA 
Law Offices of David P. Cincotta 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION NO. 20909 
HEARING DATE: MAYG, 2021 


Case No.: 2015-009955ENV 


Project Address: 1525 PINE STREET 


Zoning: 


Block/Lot: 


Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial District 


65-A Height and Bulk District 


0667/020 
Proj ect Sponsor: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 


c/o Toby Morris- Kerman Morris Architects LLP 


139 Noe Street 


San Francisco, CA 94114 


Property Owner: 1525 Pine Street Dev LLC 


1555 Pacific Avenue 


San Francisco, CA 94109 


Staff Contact: Michael Li 
628.652.7538, michael.i.li@sfgov.org 


ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPEAL OF THE PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, FILE 
NUMBER 2015-009955ENV, FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT THAT WOULD DEMOLISH A ONE-STORY 
RESTAURANT AND CONSTRUCT A NEW EIGHT-STORY, 83-FOOT-TALL BUILDING CONTAINING 21 DWELLING UNITS 
AND APPROXIMATELY 2,855 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACE ("PROJECT"} AT 1525 PINE STREET, ON 
ASSESSOR'S BLOCK0667, LOT020, IN THE POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT AND A 65-A 
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 


MOVED, thatthe San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter"Commission") hereby AFFIRMS the decision to 
issue a Mitigated Negative Decla ration, based on the following findings: 


1. On May9, 2016, pursuantto the provisions of the Ca lifornia Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the San Francisco Planning 
Department ("Department") received an Environmental Evaluation Application form for the Project, in 
order that it might conduct an initial eva luation to determine whether the Project might have a significant 
impact on the environment. 
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2. On January 27, 2021, the Department determined that the Project, as proposed, could not have a 


significant effect on the environment. 


3. On January 27, 2021, a notice of determination that a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PM ND) 


would be issued forthe Project was duly published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City, and 


the PMNDwas posted on the Department website and distributed in accordance with law. 


4. On February 16, 2021, an appeal of the decision to issue a PMND was timely filed by David Cincotta on 


behalf of Patricia Rose, Claire Rose, and other neighbors. 


5. A staff memorandum, dated April 29, 2021, addressesand responds to all points raised by appellant inthe 
appeal letter. That memorandum is attached as ExhibitA and staff's findings regarding those points are 


incorporated by reference herein as the Commission's own findings. Copies of that memorandum have 
been delivered to the Commission, and a copy of that memorandum is on file and available for public 


review at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 


6. On May6, 2021, amendments were made to the PMNDto update two footnotes in the project description 


in which the project plans were cited and to replace the plans dated July 31,2020 with plans dated 
April 20, 2021 (AttachmentA). Such amendments do not include new, undisclosed environmental impacts 


and do not change the conclusions reached in the PMND. The changes do not require "substantial 


revision" of the PMND, and therefore recirculation of the PMNDwould not be required. 


7. On May6,2021, the Commission held a duly noticed and advertised public hearing on the appeal of 
the PMND, at which testimony on the merits of the appeal, both in favor of and in opposition to, was 


received. 


8. All points raised in the appeal of the PMNDatthe May6, 2021 hearing have been addressed eitherin the 


memorandum or orally at the public hearing. 


9. After consideration of the points raised by appellant, both in writing and at the May 6, 2021 hearing, the 


Department reaffirms its conclusion thatthe proposed project could not have a significant effect upon the 


environment. 


10. In reviewing the PMND issued for the Project, the Commission has had available for its review and 


consideration all information pertaining to the Project in the Department's case file. 


11. The Commission finds that Department's determination on the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the 
Department's independentjudgmentand analysis. 


12. The Commission Secretary is the Custodian of Records; the File for Record No. 2015-009955ENV is located 


at 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, California. 
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DECISION 


CASE NO. 2015-009955ENV 


1525 Pine Street 


The Commission HEREBY DOES FIND that the proposed Project could not have a significant effect on the 
environment, as shown in the analysis of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and HEREBY DOES AFFIRM the 


decision to issue a Mitigated Negative Declaration, as prepared by the Department. 


l~er y ce ify that the Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 6, 2021. 


Jonas P ~•,:.~~;:.~" 
lonin ~~~:~~1:!~~1 


Jonas P. lonin 


Commission Secretary 


AYES: Tanner, Chan, Diamond, Fung, Koppel 


NAYS: Imperial, Moore 


ABSENT: None 


ADOPTED: May6, 2021 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE TO APPEAL OF 
PRELIMINARY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 


PLANNING CASE NO. 2015-0099SSENV-1525 PINE STREET PUBLISHED ON APRIL 29, 2021 


Background 


The project sponsor submitted an appli cation, 2015-009955ENV, for the proposed project at 1525 Pine Street on 


May 9, 2016 for a proposa l to demolish a one-story resta ura nt and construct a new eight-story, 83-foot-tall build ing 


containing 21 dwelling units and approxi mately 2,855 square feet (sf) of commercial space. The project site is within the 


Po lk Street Neighborhood Commerc ial use district and a 65-A height and bulk district. The proposed project would require 


conditional use authori zation from the Plannin g Commission (Commission). 


The Planning Department (Depa rtm ent) issued a preliminary mitigated negative decla ration (PMN D) for the proposed 


project on January 27, 2021. On February 16, 2021, the appellant fil ed an appea l of t he PMND. A copy of the appea l letter 


is included with t his appea l response packet. 


Appeal Filed 


David Cincotta submitted the appea l on February 16, 2021. 


A copy of the appea l letter is included with this appea l response packet. 


Planning Department Responses 


The concerns ra ised in the appea l letter are addressed in the responses below. 


Response 1: The PMND analyzes the project-level and cumulative transportation im pacts associated with the proposed 


project, and that ana lys is was conducted in accord ance with the methodology estab lished in the Department's 


2019 Transportation Impact Analysis Gu idelines (TIA Guidelines). The proposed project would generate 12 vehicle t rips 


during the p.m. peak hour, and the Department's t ransporta tion planners determin ed that an in-depth study was not 


requi red. 


The appea l does not provide any substant ial evidence su pporting a fair argument to refute the Department's 


determin ation that the proposed proj ect wou ld not combine with other proj ects to resu lt in significa nt cu mulat ive 


transportati on impacts other than to state the estimated number of veh icle t rips t hat would be generated by the 
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cumulative projects. Congestion in and of itself is not an impact under CEQA. The appeal does not demonstrate how 


congestion would create hazardous conditions, interfere with emergency access, or delay public transit. 


Impacts C-TR-2, C-TR-3, and C-TR-4 (PMND pp. 38-39) discuss how the proposed project would not combine with 


cumulative projects to create hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or for public transit 


operations (C-TR-2), interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling or result in inadequate emergency access (C


TR-3), or substantially delay public transit (C-TR-4). Impact C-TR-2 states that the proposed project and five of the seven 


cumulative projectsl would not include garages. Collectively, these six projects would not result in vehicles entering and 


exiting off-street garages at the respective project sites and potentially conflicting with people driving, walking, or bicycling 


or with public transit operations. The two cumulative projects that include garages, 1101 Sutter Street and 1200 Van Ness 


Avenue, are each located on a site with three street frontages. Each of these projects could be designed in such a way that 


the garage fronts on a street that does not include a bicycle lane or public transit service. Impact C-TR-3 discusses how the 


proposed project and the cumulative projects would not alter the established street grid, degrade or permanently close 


any streets or sidewalks, eliminate or reconfigure any existing bicycle routes, or preclude or restrict emergency vehicle 


access to the project sites and surrounding areas. Impact C-TR-4 states that operation of the proposed project and 


cumulative projects would result in an increase in the number of vehicles on the local roadway network. The cumulative 


projects are geographically dispersed thmughout the project vicinity, and all of the additional vehicle trips would be 


distributed along the local street network instead of being concentrated on one or two streets on which public transit 


operates. In addition, the proposed project and six of the seven cumulative projects would also not result in relocation or 


removal of any existing bus stops or other changes that would alter transit service; the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project 


is a cumulative pmject that would implement right-of-way improvements along a two-mile-long segment of Van Ness 


Avenue (from Mission Street to Lombard Street) to accommodate bus rapid transit service. The PMND concluded that for 


all three topics discussed above, the cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No further analysis is required 


under CEQA. 


In accordance with the methodology established in the TIA Guidelines, the analysis of the proposed project's 


transportation impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was based on VMT estimates for the Transportation Analysis 


Zone (TAZ) in which the project site is located; TAZ 327 covers four blocks from Van Ness Avenue to Leavenworth Street 


between Pine and Bush streets. 


As discussed under Impact TR-5 (PMND p. 39), the future 2040 average daily VMT per capita for residential uses and 


future 2040 average daily VMT per employee for office uses in TAZ 327 are more than 15 percent below the future 2040 


regional VMT estimates. Thus, the PMND concluded that the proposed project would not combine with cumulative 


projects to cause substantial additional VMT. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required 


underCEQA. 


The appellant contends that the VMT analysis for the cumulative scenario should have considered other TAZs in the 


project vicinity. The surrounding TAZs (322, 330, 332, 334, 734, and 760) all exhibit similar future 2040 VMT estimates for 


residential and retail uses as TAZ 327 (i.e., the VMT estimates are all more than 15 percent below the regional 


VMT estimates). 


The VMT methodology established in the TIA Guidelines is consistent with technical advisories published by the California 


Governor's Office of Planning and Research in January 2016 and December 2018. The use ofVMT estimates at the TAZ level 


is appropriate for the proposed project as it is an infill development in an established neighborhood that is well-served by 


l The seven cumulative projects are 1567 California Street, 1240 Bush Street, 1101 Sutter Street, 955 Post Street, 1200 Van Ness Avenue, 1033 Polk 
Street, and the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit Project. 
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public transit. Furthermore, the appeal does not provide any evidence to refute the Department's determination that the 
VMT methodology, significance threshold, approach to analysis, and impact conclusion are based on substantial evidence. 


Response 2: The appellant argues that the project's potential impacts on historic resources warrant a higher level of 
environmental review under CEQA. The appellant does not dispute the Department's finding that the existing building on 
the project site is not individually eligible as a historic resource or that the existing building is a contributor to the 
California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District (District). The appellant disputes the Department's finding 
that the proposed project would not result in a significant effect on a historic resource. The Department determined that 
the proposed demolition of a district contributor would not result in a significant effect on the District, which is the historic 
resource. The appellant argues that the district contributor is individually an historic resource but does not substantiate 
this claim. 


The Department has determined that the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the 
historic resource for reasons outlined below: 


A. The existing building is a district contributor and not on individually eligible historic resource. 


The appellant does not dispute the Department's findings that the subject property is not an individually eligible historic 
resource. The information included below is a summary of the Department's evaluation process and it provides context for 
the Department's findings, based on the Department's records and the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part I filed with 
the Department. 


The project site is a through lot located on the south side of Pine Street with a secondary frontage on Austin Street. The 
surrounding neighborhood consists of mixed-use commercial and residential uses representing a variety of architectural 
styles and types including Renaissance Revival, Edwardian, Art Deco/Eclectic, post-war Modern, and contemporary. The 
existing building at 1525 Pine Street is a raised, one-story lunch wagon-style diner that houses Grubstake, a restaurant that 
has operated at the site since the 1960s. From the 1960s and well into the 1980s and 1990s, Grubstake became well known 
and loved as a welcoming and open establishment to the LGBTQ community during a time when other businesses did not 
open their doors to them. The restaurant catered mostly to after-hours crowds searching for late-night meals after a night 
out and eventually became frequented by transgender women and artists who would perform and participate in drag 
shows at nearby venues. 


The rectilinear plan building covers two-thirds of the frontmost portion of the parcel and includes a large paved space at 
the rear. The building is comprised of two volumes: a lunch wagon originally constructed before 1916 by an unknown 
manufacturer/designer that features a sheet metal curved roof and four metal sash, single lite casement windows with 
awning toplites; and a main wood-frame rectangular volume that was added to the lunch wagon in 1975 and consists of a 
flat roof, vertical wood siding, two aluminum sliding windows and a partially glazed wood door. To supplement the HRE, 
an oral history conducted by Page & Turnbull was submitted to the Department which consisted of interviews with local 
residents and patrons of Grubstake who discussed the history of and their experiences at the restaurant. Based on 
Department records and the findings of the HRE and oral history, Department staff determined that the existing building at 
1525 Pine Street is not individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register. For a property to be considered eligible 
for listing in the California Register, it must be found significant under one or more of these four criteria: Criterion 1 
(Events); Criterion 2 (People); Criterion 3 (Architecture); Criterion 4 (Information Potential). As outlined in the Department's 
HRER Part I, Department staff determined that the subject property is not individually eligible under any of the four criteria, 
as it is not directly associated with any qualifying events or persons, does not possess a high degree of architectural 
interest, and is not a significant example of the work of a master architect. Criterion 4 applies mostly to archeological sites, 
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and that review was comp leted by the Department's archeo logica l staff. As such, the proposed project would not result in 


a significant impact to an individua l historic resource. 


B. The Department determined that the existing building is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 


Historic District and that the project would not cause a significant impact to the District. 


The appellant disputes the Department's finding that the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to a 


historic resource. The appe llant misunderstands that the historic district, not 1525 Pine Street ind ividua lly, is the historic 


resource. Under CEQA, a "project with an effect that may cause a substantia l adverse change in the significance of an 


historical resource is a project that may have a sign ificant effect on the environment." (CEQA Guidelines Section 


15064.S(b)). In this case, the "historic resource" is the Ca lifornia Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District. The 


existing building on the project site was determined to be a contributor to the District, but not individually eligible for 


inclusion in the California Register. Therefore, the Department appropriately analyzed whether the project would cause a 


substantial adverse change to the Cal ifornia Register-eligible Polk Gu lch LGBTQ Histo ri c District. 


The Cal ifornia Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District was initially identified and discussed in the Department's 


Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco (adopted October 2015), which discussed the Polk 


Gu lch neighborhood as a potentially significant LGBTQ neighborhood. The District was eva luated in the Historic Resource 


Evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull (March 13, 2019) and confirmed in the HRER and found to be sign ifi cant 


under Criterion 1 for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves in the Polk Gulch neighborhood 


beginning in the 1960s through the 1990s. 


Although not formally surveyed by the Department, the boundaries of the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ 


Historic District are gene1·a lly Washington Street to the north, Geary Street to the south, Hyde Street to the east, and 


Franklin Street to the west. The district consists of properties associated with LGBTQ businesses and socia l groups during 


Po lk Gu lch's development as a queer enclave during the 1960s and 1970s. The period of significance for the Polk Gu lch 


historic district is identified as approximately 1960 to the 1990s. This period begins with the establishment of the first 


LGBTQ-associated business in the neighborhood and ends with a period that is associated with t he relevant themes 


identified in the LGBTQ Historic Context Statement. The HRE identified 15 properties that are considered contributors to 


the Polk Gu lch histo ric district; there is a potential for more properties to be identified upon further research. These 


properties are not located immediate ly adjacent to one another, but rather form a noncontiguous physical pattern of 


development. 


Character-defining features associated w ith the Ca lifornia Register-eligible District include: 


• Polk Street commercial corridor "spine" with clusters of contributing properties 


• Dense urban fabric with one- and two-way streets, paved sidewalks, and minimal street trees 


• Commercial uses of contributing resources, which historically included a variety of LGBTQ-associated busi nesses 


such as bars, nightclubs, restaurants, clothing stores, record stores, bathhouses, and theaters. 


• Twentieth century commercial blocks and residential-over-commercial buildings (most built between 1907 and 
1921) with: 


o One- to four-story massing 


o Classical Revival (Edwardian era), Eclectic, and altered styles 


o Ground-floor storefronts (most are altered) 


o Angled bay windows at upper floors of some buildings 


o Flat roofs 
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According to the HRER Part I, staff determined that 1525 Pine Street is a contributor to the California Register-eligible Polk 


Gulch LGBTQ Historic District as an early business established in the Polk Gulch neighborhood that accepted and catered 


to the growing LGBTQ community beginning in the 1960s. The business gained a reputation for being an open and 


welcoming establishment to the LGBTQ community during a time when businesses often did not open their doors to 


them. 


After reviewing the proposed project and the character-defining features of the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch 


LGBTQ Historic District identified above, the Department determined that, for the purposes of CEQA, the proposed 


demolition and new construction would not result in a significant impact to the California Register-eligible District. The 


proposed project includes the reuse or replication of many of the contributor's character-defining features, including but 


not limited to: signage, windows, and lighting.2 Additionally, the demolition of one contributor would not result in the 


District's inability to continue to convey its significance as the District would continue to retain its character-defining 


features after project implementation. 


A substantial adverse change is defined as: "physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 


immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historic resource would be materially impaired." (CEQA Guidelines 


Section 15064.5(b)(l).) The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project "demolishes or 


materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 


significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in" a local register of historical resources pursuant to 


local ordinance or resolution. Thus, a project may cause a change in a historic resource, but still not have a significant 


adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA, as long as the impact of the change on the historic resource is 


determined to be less than significant. Where the historic resource is a historic district, as here, a significant impact would 


exist if the project would result in a substantial adverse change to the historic district. After project completion, the 


California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic District would consist of 14 identified contributing properties, with a 


potential for more to be identified through further research. The proposed project for the subject property at 1525 Pine 


Street will incorporate a substantial amount of salvage and reuse of historic materials such that the new construction was 


found to be compatible with the existing district. Therefore, the California Register-eligible Polk Gulch LGBTQ Historic 


District would remain eligible for the California Register for its association with the development of early LGBTQ enclaves 


in the Polk Gulch neighborhood beginning in the 1960s through the 1990s. 


C. The Department determined that the project would not cause a significant impact to a historic resource and 


therefore determined that no mitigation measures are required. 


The appellant states that the Department should have considered mitigation measures in order to reduce the impact to 


historical resources. As discussed above, the Department determined that the project would not result in a significant 


impact to the historic district. CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(3) clearly states that "Mitigation measures are not required for 


effects which are not found to be significant." 


Response 3: As discussed under Impact Wl-1 (PMND p. 67), the CEQA significance criterion for wind focuses on whether a 


project would create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use. The wind analysis was based 


on an assessment prepared by a wind consultant with extensive experience in evaluating wind effects from proposed 


development projects. The wind analysis concluded that the adjacent 12-story, 130-foot-tall building to the west, The 


Austin, would largely shelter the proposed project from prevailing westerly winds. Due to this sheltering effect, the 


proposed project would have little to no potential to intercept overhead winds and redirect them downward to the Pine 


2 For a complete list of features to be reused or replicated, see Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Port II, 1525 Pine Street, October 22, 2020, 
pp. 1-2. 
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Street sidewalk. The proposed project would not create wind haza rds in publicly accessible areas of substa ntial pedestrian 


use. This impact wou ld be less than sign ificant, and no further ana lysis is required under CEQA. 


A project's w ind impact on privately accessible spaces does not fall under the scope of CEQA. The appellant's concerns 


regardi ng the proposed project's wind effect on the private decks ofThe Austin may be addressed through the design 


review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 


proposed project. 


Response 4: As discussed under Impact SH-1 (PMND pp. 68-69), the CEQA significa nce criterion for shadow focuses on 


whether a project wou ld create new shadow in a manner that substa ntially and adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 


publicly accessible open spaces. A shadow analysis prepared by a shadow consultant confirmed that shadow from the 


proposed project would not reach any nearby pub li cly accessib le open spaces at any t ime during the year. This impact 


wou ld be less than significant, and no further ana lysis is required under CEQA. 


A project's shadow impact on private properties, incl uding privately accessib le spaces li ke decks, does not fa ll under the 


scope of CEQA. The PMND acknowledges t hat although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow 


as undesirab le, the limited increase in shad ing of private properti es as a resu lt of the proposed project wou ld not be 


considered a significant impact under CEQA. The appellant's concerns regard ing the proposed project's shadow effect on 


the private decks and units of The Austin with east-facing windows may be addressed through the design 


review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deli berations on the merits of the 


proposed project. 


Comment Letters on the PMND, in Addition to Appeal 


In add ition to the appea l described above, five comment letters were rece ived on the PMND. These letters, which are 


attached , 1·aise several issues rega rd ing the ana lyses conta ined in the PMND. The concerns rai sed in the comment letters 


are addressed in the responses below. 


Response 1: Some of t he comment letters raise issues that are the same or si milar to the issues raised in the appea l. These 


issues include concerns about traffic congestion, pedestrian sa fety, the historic signifi ca nce of Grubstake, wind, and 


shadow/sunlight. These issues are not addressed separately here. Please see the previous discussions of th ese issues 


earlier in this appeal response. 


Response 2: As discussed under Impact AQ-1 (PMND pp. 55-57), the proposed project's construction activiti es are subject 


to the provisions of the Construct ion Dust Control Ord inance. Required comp liance with this ord inance wou ld red uce th e 


quantity of dust generated by the proposed project's construction activities. This impact wou ld be less than signifi cant, 


and no further analys is is requ ired under CEQA. 


Land use projects typica lly result in emissions of criteria air po llutants (CAPs) and toxic air contaminants (TACs), primarily 


from an increase in motor vehicle trips. As discussed under Impact AQ-3 (PMND p. 61), the Bay Area Air Quality 


Management District (air d istrict) has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an ana lysis of 


project-generated CAPs. If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applica nt 


does not need to perform a deta iled air quality assessment, and it is presumed that such a project would generate CAPs at 


leve ls that wou ld not exceed the ai r district's CEQA significance thresholds. With 21 dwelli ng units and approximately 


2,855 sf of commercial space, the proposed project is expected to generate 97 dai ly vehic le trips to and from the project 


site. The proposed project wou ld be 24 times below the screening criterion for the "apartment, high-rise" land use type 


(510 dwelling units) and 16 tim es below the screening criterion for the "quality restaurant" land use type (47,000 sf). A 
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detailed air quality assessment is not required, and the proposed project would not exceed any of the significance 


thresholds for CAPs. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 


As discussed under Impact AQ-4 (PMND pp. 61-62), individual projects result in emissions ofTACs, primarily from an 


increase in vehicle trips. The air district considers roads with fewer than 10,000 vehicles per day "minor, low-impact" 


sources that do not pose a significant health impact even in combination with other nearby sources and recommends that 


these sources be excluded from the environmental analysis. The proposed project's 97 daily vehicle trips would be 


103 times below the 10,000-vehicles-per-day threshold. Therefore, a detailed air quality assessment is not required, and 


the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive 


receptors. This impact would be less than significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 


The restaurant would have exhaust vents located on the roof of the proposed building. It may be possible to reorient the 


exhaust vents so that they do not face the existing units at The Austin. This concern may be addressed through the design 


review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 


proposed project. 


Response 3: As discussed under Impact N0-1 (PMND pp. 40-42), the proposed project's construction activities would result 


in temporary and intermittent increases in noise levels. As shown in Table 2: Typical Noise Levels from Proposed Project 


Construction Equipment (PMND p. 41), the noise levels generated by the anticipated construction equipment would not 


exceed the limits established in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The increases in noise levels are not expected to be 


substantially greater than ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, which are already high (greater than 70 dBA during a 


typical 24-hour period). The proposed project's construction activities would not expose individuals to temporary 


increases in noise levels that are substantially greaterthan ambient noise levels. This impact would be less than 


significant, and no further analysis is required under CEQA. 


Response 4: Loss of privacy due to the proximity between new and existing buildings is not an issue that falls under the 


scope of CEQA. Comments regarding loss of privacy may be addressed through the design review/entitlement process 


and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed project. 


Response-5: The additional building height proposed under state density bonus law would obstruct views from some of 


the units at The Austin. Loss of private views from private properties is not an issue that falls under the scope of CEQA. 


Comments regarding the loss of views from some of the units at The Austin may be addressed through the design 


review/entitlement process and/or may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the 


proposed project. 


Response 6: CEQA focuses on the physical environmental effects that may result from a proposed development project. 


Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 1513l(a), "economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 


effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 


anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or 


social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 


trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes." 


The proposed project's perceived economic effect on the property values of some of the units at The Austin or other 


adjacent or nearby properties is not a physical effect on the environment that must be analyzed under CEQA. Comments 


1·egarding this issue may be considered by the Commission during their deliberations on the merits of the proposed 


project. 
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For the reasons provided in this appeal response, Department staff recommends that the Commission deny the appeal of 


the CEQA determination. The appellant has not provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project 


would have significant impacts on the environment with implementation offeasible mitigation measures identified in the 


PMND that would warrant preparation of an environmental impact report. 
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      Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
      Fax No. (415) 554-5163 
 TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 


ll:jw: 


August 23, 2021 


To: Rich Hillis 
Planning Director 


From: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of 
Mitigated Negative Declaration - 1525 Pine Street Project  


An appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 1525 Pine Street 
project, was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on August 20, 2021, by David P. 
Cincotta of Law Offices of David P. Cincotta, on behalf of Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and 
other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street. 


Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner.  The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew at 
(415) 554-7718, Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702, or Brent Jalipa at (415) 554-7712.


c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Michael Li, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 


for





		To:  Rich Hillis

		An appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 1525 Pine Street project, was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on August 20, 2021, by David P. Cincotta of Law Offices of David P. Cincotta, on behalf of Patricia Ros...










 
 



        City Hall 
 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

 BOARD of SUPERVISORS  San Francisco 94102-4689 
      Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
      Fax No. (415) 554-5163 
 TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 

ll:jw: 

August 23, 2021 

To: Rich Hillis 
Planning Director 

From: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of 
Mitigated Negative Declaration - 1525 Pine Street Project  

An appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 1525 Pine Street 
project, was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on August 20, 2021, by David P. 
Cincotta of Law Offices of David P. Cincotta, on behalf of Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and 
other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner.  The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew at 
(415) 554-7718, Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702, or Brent Jalipa at (415) 554-7712.

c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Michael Li, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 

for



Page 1 of 1

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

Time stamp 

or meeting dateI hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

Print Form

  2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

  4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

  7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

  6. Call File No.

  5. City Attorney request.

  8. Substitute Legislation  File No.

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

inquires"

Please check the appropriate boxes.  The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

  Small Business Commission   Youth Commission   Ethics Commission

  Planning Commission   Building Inspection Commission

Note:  For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

  3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

  9. Reactivate File No. 

from Committee.

Sponsor(s):

Clerk of the Board

 Subject:

Hearing - Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 1525 Pine Street Project

 The text is listed below or attached:

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the approval of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the 

California Environmental Quality Act for the 1525 Pine Street Project, identified in Planning Case No. 

2015-009955ENV, and affirmed on appeal by the Planning Commission and issued on May 6, 2021. (District 3) 

(Appellant: David P. Cincotta of Law Offices of David P. Cincotta, on behalf of Patricia Rose and Claire Rose and 

other neighbors of 1545 Pine Street) (Filed August 20, 2021) 

For Clerk's Use Only:

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor:
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