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MEMORANDUM 

Pllnrai'iig 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

628.652.7600 
www.sfplanning.org 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Title: 
To: 
From: 
Re: 

January 19, 2023 
2019-023037ENV 
Waterfront Plan 
Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Attached Responses to Comments on Draft Environmenta I Impact Report for the Waterfront 
Plan Project (Planning Department File No. 2019-023037ENV) 

Attached for your review please find a copy of the responses to comments document for the draft 
environmental impact report (EIR) for the above-referenced project. This document, along with the Draft EIR, 
will be before the planning commission for Final EIR certification on February 2, 2023. The planning 
commission will receive public testimony on the Final EIR certification at the February 2, 2023, hearing. 
Please note that the public review period for the Draft El R ended on April 25, 2022. Comments received after 
the close of the public review period or at the Final El R certification hearing, will not be responded to in 
writing. The agenda for the February 2, 2023, planning commission hearing showing the start time and order 
of items at the hearing will become available at https://sfplanning.org/hearings-cpc-grid, by close of 
business Friday, January 27, 2023. 

The planning commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the responses to comments 
document, and no such hearing is required by the California Environmental Quality Act. Interested parties, 

however, may always write to commission members or to the president of the commission through email at 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org {preferred) or through mail at attention Commission Secretary, 49 South 
Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, to express an opinion on the responses to comments document, or the 
commission's decision to certify the Final EIR for this project. 

This document, along with the Draft EIR, constitute the Final EIR. The Draft EIR may be downloaded from 
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents. If you have any questions concerning the 
responses to comments document or the environmental review process, please contact Sherie George, EIR 
coordinator, at CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org or 628.652.7558. 

Thank you for your interest in this project and your consideration of this matter. 

Para informaci6n en Espanol Hamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa 628.652.7550 

https://sfplanning.org/hearings-cpc-grid
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents
mailto:CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org
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Chapter 1 
 Introduction 

 

 

1.A Purpose of the Responses to Comments Document 

The purpose of this responses to comments (RTC) document is to present comments received on the draft 
environmental impact report (Draft EIR} for the proposed Waterfront Plan, to respond in writing to comments 
on environmental issues, and to revise the Draft El Ras necessary to provide additional clarity. Pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section 21091(d)(2)(A) and (B), the San Francisco Planning 
Department (planning department) has considered the comments received on the Draft EIR, evaluated the 
issues raised, and is providing written responses that address each substantive environmental issue that has 
been raised by the commenters. In accordance with CEQA, the responses to comments focus on addressing 
physical environmental effects associated with the proposed Waterfront Plan. Such effects include physical 
impacts or changes attributable to the proposed Waterfront Plan. 

None of the comments received provides new information that warrants recirculation of the Draft EIR. The 
comments do not identify new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified impacts. Furthermore, they do not identify any feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures 
that are considerably different from those analyzed in the Draft EIR and/or that the project sponsor has not 
agreed to implement. 

The Draft EIR together with this RTC document constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project in fulfillment 
of CEQA requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15132. The Final EI R has been prepared in 
compliance with CEQA, including the CEQA Guidelines and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. It is 
an informational document for use by (1) governmental agencies (such as the City and County of San 
Francisco) and the public to aid in the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the physical 
environmental effects of the project and identifying possible ways of reducing or avoiding the potentia lly 
significant impacts and (2) the San Francisco Planning Commission (planning commission) and other City 
entities (such as the San Francisco Board of Supervisors), where applicable, prior to their decisions to approve, 
disapprove, or modify the proposed project. The Port Commission is the City entity that will approve the 
Waterfront Plan and adopt the CEQA findings. If the planning commission and other City entities approve the 
proposed project, they would be required to adopt CEQA findings and a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program (MMRP) to ensure that mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR are implemented. 

1.B Environmental Review Process 

Notice of Preparation 

The planning department, as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review of projects 
within the City and County of San Francisco under CEQA, published a notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR on 
August 26, 2020 (included as Draft EIR Appendix A}, to inform agencies and the general public that the Draft 
EIR would be prepared based upon the criteria of CEQA Guidelines sections 15064 (Determining Significan t 
Effects) and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance). A notice of availability of the NOP and the NOP was sent 
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1.8. Environmental Review Process 

to the State Clearinghouse, governmental agencies, organizations, and persons who may have an interest in 
the Waterfront Plan. A NOP scoping meeting was held remotely on September 9, 2020, to explain the 
environmental review process for the Waterfront Plan and to provide opportunity to take public comment and 
concerns related to the Plan's environmental issues. A subsequent video of the NOP presentation and scoping 
meeting was accessible on the sfplanning.org/sfceqadocs webpage and the planning department's You Tube 
webpage for the duration of the NOP comment review period. The NOP announcement also was placed in a 
newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco. 

Draft EIR 

The planning department prepared the Draft El R for the Waterfront Plan Project in accordance with CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. The Draft EIR was published on 
February 23, 2022. An initial study was attached to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day 
public review and comment period, starting on February 23, 2022, and ending on April 25, 2022. 

The planning department distributed paper copies of the notice of public hearing and availability of the Draft 
EIR to relevant state and regional agencies, organizations, and persons interested in the project, including 
those listed on the planning department's standard distribution list and the Port's interested stakeholder list. 
The planning department also distributed the notice electronically, using email, to recipients who had 
provided email addresses; published notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in San 
Francisco; and posted the Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of the EIR at the County Clerk's office and 
multiple locations on the project site. A paper copy of the Draft EIR was distributed for public review at the San 
Francisco Permit Center, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. Electronic copies of 
the Draft EIR were made available for review or download on the planning department's "Environmental 
Review Documents" web page: 

https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents 

During the Draft EIR public review period, the planning department received written comments from three 
agencies, four organizations, and six individuals and received oral comments from nine commenters. 

During the public review period, the planning commission conducted a public hearing to receive oral 
comments on the Draft EIR on March 24, 2022. Due to the COVID-19 emergency, this hearing was held in a 
hybrid format that included both in-person and remote attendees; comments were collected remotely by 
phone call and in person in Room 400 at city hall. A court reporter attended the remote public hearing to 
transcribe the oral comments verbatim and provide a written transcript (Attachment A). 

Attachment B of this RTC document includes copies of the comment letters or emails submitted to the 
planning department on the Draft EIR. 

Responses to Comments Document and Final EIR 

The comments received during the public review period are the subject of this RTC document, which 
addresses all substantive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines section 15201, 
members of the public may comment on any aspect of the project. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines 
section 15204(a) states that the focus of public review should be on "the sufficiency of the [Draft EIR] in 
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects 
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Chapter I. Introduction 
l.C. Document Organization 

of the project might be avoided or mitigated." In addition, "when responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR." As discussed above, CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088 specifies that the lead agency is required to respond to comments that raise 
significant environmental issues during the public review period. Therefore, this RTC document is focused on 
the sufficiency and adequacy of the Draft EIR with respect to disclosing the significance of the physical 
environmental impacts of the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

The planning department distributed this RTC document for review to the planning commission, as well as to 
persons who commented on the Draft EIR. The planning commission will consider the adequacy of the Final 
EIR, consisting of the Draft EIR and the RTC document, with respect to complying with the requirements of 
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31. If the San Francisco Planning 
Commission finds that the Final EIR is adequate, accurate, complete and in compliance with CEQA 
requirements, it will certify the Final EIR and then consider the associated MMRP as well as the requested 
approvals for the proposed project. 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15097, the MMRP is designed to ensure implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by decision makers to mitigate or avoid the 
proposed project's significant environmental effects. CEQA also requires the adoption of findings prior to 
approval of a project for which an EIR has been certified. Because the Draft EIR identified eight significan t 
adverse impact that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the planning commission and Port 
commission must adopt findings that include a statement of overriding considerations for that significant and 
unavoidable impact, should they approve the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines section 15093(b)). The 
project sponsor is required to implement the MM RP as a condition of project approval. 

1.C Document Organization 

This RTC document consists of the following sections and attachments, as described below: 

Chapter 1, Introduction, discusses the purpose of the RTC document, the environmental review process 
for the EIR, and the organization of the RTC document. 

Chapter 2, List of Persons Commenting, presents the names of persons who provided commen ts on the 
Draft El R during the public comment period. The list is organized into the following groups: public agencies 
and commissions, organizations, and individuals. 

Chapter 3, Comments and Responses, presents substantive comments, excerpted verbatim from a 
transcript of the remote planning commission public hearing and written correspondence. The complete 
transcript as well as the letters and emails with the comments are provided in Attachments A and B of this 
RTC document. The comments and responses in this section are organized by topic and, where 
appropriate, by subtopic, including the same environmental topics addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR 
and Section E of the initial study. Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the 
planning department's responses. The responses generally clarify the text in the Draft EIR. In some 
instances, the responses may result in revisions or additions to the Draft EIR. Text changes are shown as 
indented text, with deleted material shown as striltethrougt::i text and new text double underlined. 

Chapter 4, Draft EIR Revisions, presents staff-initiated text changes to the Draft EIR that were made by 
the planning department in response to comments on the Draft EIR or are included to update, correct, or 
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1.C. Document Organization 

clarify the text of the Draft EIR. These changes do not result in significant new information with respect to 
the proposed project, including the level of significance of project impacts or any new significant impacts. 
Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, is not required. 

Attachments 

Attachment A- Draft EIR Public Hearing Transcript 

Attachment B - Draft EIR Comment Letters and Emails 
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2.A Public Agencies and Commissions, Organizations, and Individuals 
Commenting on the Draft EIR 

This RTC document includes responses to all comments received on the draft EIR, including written comments 
submitted by letter or email, as well as oral comments presented at the public hearing that was held on 
March 24, 2022. This section lists all public agencies and commissions, organizations, and individuals who 
submitted comments on the draft EIR. As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, comments are categorized by 
individuals as members of the public; individuals representing a governmental agency; and individuals 
representing non-governmental organizations. RTC Table 2-1 lists the commenters' names, along with the 
corresponding commenter codes used in Chapter 3, Comments and Responses, to denote each set of 
comments received by category and date received by the planning department. All written and oral comments 
have been reproduced in Attachment A, Draft EIR Comment Letters. Oral comments given at the planning 
commission hearing are included in Attachment B, Draft El R Hearing Transcript. 

Comments from public agencies and commissions are designated by "A-" and the agency's name or 
acronym. 

Comments from organizations are designated by "0-" and the organization's name or acronym. 

Comments from individuals are designated by "I-" and the commenter's last name. 

RTC Table 2-1 Persons Commenting on the Draft EIR 

Comment 
Letter Code Name and Title of Commenter Agency/Organization 

PUBLIC AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS 

A-BCDC Yuri Jewett, Principal 
Waterfront Planner 

A-Caltrans Mark Leong, District Branch 
Chief 

A-CDFW Craig Shuman, Marine 
Regional Manager 

A-CPC-Dia mond Commissioner Diamond 

A-CPC-lmperial Commissioner Imperial 

A-CPC-Koppel Commissioner Koppel 

A-CPC-Moore Commissioner Moore 

A-CPC-Tanner Commissioner Tanner 

Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission 

California Department of 
Transportation 

California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

2-1 

Comment Comment 
Format Date 

Email 4/25/2022 

Email 4/22/2022 

Email 4/18/2022 

Transcript 3/24/ 2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 
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Chapter 2. Project Description 
2.A. Public Agencies and Commissions, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR 

Comment 
Letter Code Name and Title of Commenter 

O-DOLPHl Ward Bushee, President 

O-DOLPH2 Ward Bushee, President 

O-Hudson Jane Connors, General 
Manager 

O-MCAC Ellen Johnck and Marina 
Secchitano, Co-chairs 

O-SERC Fran Hegeler, President 

1-Allanl Jean Allan 

I-Allan2 Jean Allan 

I-Cincotta Angela Cincotta 

1-Hestorl Sue Hester 

I-Hestor2 Sue Hestor 

1-Hongl Dennis Hong 

I-Hong2 Dennis Hong 

I-Huang Erin Huang 

1-Sereni Dean Sereni 

I-Wygant Bill Wygant 

Case No. 2019-023037ENV 
January 2023 

Agency/Organization 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club 

Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club 

Hudson Pacific Properties 

Maritime Commerce Advisory 
Committee 

South End Rowing Club (SERC) 

INDIVIDUALS 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

2-2 

Comment Comment 
Format Date 

Transcript 3/24/2022 

Email 4/25/2022 

Email 4/22/2022 

Email 4/22/2022 

Email 4/25/2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 

Email 4/22/2022 

Email 4/7/2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 

Email 3/24/2022 

Email 3/28/2022 

Email 4/25/2022 

Email 3/24/2022 

Email 2/24/2022 

Transcript 3/24/2022 
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Chapter 3 
 Comments and Responses 

 3.A Introduction 

This chapter presents the substantive comments received on the Draft EIR and initial study and responses to 
those comments. The comments and responses are organized by subject and are generally in the same order 
as presented in the Draft EIR and initial study. General comments on the EIR, including comments on the merits 
of the Waterfront Plan, are grouped together at the end of the chapter. The order of the comments and 
responses in this chapter is shown in RTC Table 3-1 , along with the corresponding section number, prefix to 
the topic code, and page of this chapter on which the comments and responses start. 

RTC Table 3-1 Comment Organization 

Section Topic Code Topic Code Prefix Page No. 

3.B Project Description PD 3-2 

3.C Aesthetics AE 3-6 

3.D Transportation and Circulation TR 3-8 

3.E Noise and Vibration NO 3-12 

3.F Air Quality AQ 3-12 

3.G Biological Resources Bl 3-16 

3.H Recreation RE 3-31 

3.1 Geology and Soils GE 3-32 

3.J Hydrology and Water Quality HY 3-34 

3.K Hazards and Hazardous Materials HZ 3-44 

3.L General Comments GC 3-45 

Within each topic, similar comments are grouped together under subheadings, designated by a topic code and 
sequential number. For example, the comments in Section l.L, General Comments, coded as "GC," are 
organized under subheadings GC-1 through GC-4. 

Under each subheading, the applicable comments are listed by comment code, as described in Chapter 2, List 
of Persons Commenting. Each comment is then presented verbatim and concludes with the commenter's 
name and, if applicable, title and affiliation; the comment source (i.e., public hearing transcript, letter, email); 
and the comment date. Following each comment or group of comments, a comprehensive response is 
provided to address physical environmental issues raised in the comments and clarify or augment information 
in the Draft EIR, as appropriate. Response numbers correspond to the topic code; for example, the response 
to Comment PD-1 is presented under Response PD-1. The responses may clarify the Draft EIR text or revise or 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.8. Project Description [PD] 

add text to the Final EIR. New or revised text, including text changes initiated by planning department staff, is 
double underlined; deleted material is shown in stril,ethrough (also see Chapter 4, Draft EIR Revisions). 

3.B Project Description [PD] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in Draft EIR Chapter 2, 
Project Description. The comment topics relate to: 

PD-1: Seawall Lot Development 

PD-2: Waterfront Plan Area 

3.B.1 Comment PD-1: Seawall Lot Development 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

I-Sereni-1 

"Hi! As a resident in the Barbary Coast, I would like to know that these 3 remaining undeveloped parcels have 
the 4 story maximum height limit (if anything is developed) hopefully the city will leave the Tennis/ Swim club, 
beautify the parking lot and create outdoor parks along the embarcadero in the remaining locations: 

There are only three remaining undeveloped seawall lots in the Northeast Waterfront: SWL 314 at the foot of 
Telegraph Hill, SWL 321 within the Barbary Coast, and SWL 351 adjacent to Golden Gateway" (Dean Sereni, 
Email, 2/24/2022) 

RESPONSE PD-1 

The commenter seeks assurance of a four-story maximum height limit on Seawall Lots 314, 321, and 351, 
which the commenter accurately notes are the three remaining undeveloped seawall lots in the Northeast 
Waterfront subarea. The commenter also expresses hope that the tennis and swim club (located immediately 
west and northwest of Seawall Lot 351) will remain, and the parking lot will be beautified (presuma bly the 
commenter is referring to the parking lot that currently occupies Seawall Lot 351). Finally, the commenter 
expresses hope that outdoor parks will be developed along The Embarcadero in the remaining locations 
(presumably Seawall Lots 314 and 321). 

With regard to height limits on Seawall Lots 314,321, and 351, Figure 2-8 on Draft EIR p. 2-14 shows the height 
and bulk districts in the Northeastern Waterfront subarea. As discussed on Draft EIR p. 2-12, the majority of the 
area between North Point Street and Broadway (which includes Seawall Lots 314 and 321) is located in a 40X 
district, which limits new buildings to a maximum height of 40 feet. Between Broadway and Mission Street in 
the Ferry Building area (which includes Seawall Lot 351), the maximum building height limit is generally 84 
feet. As stated on Draft EIR p. 2-24, no changes to the underlying zoning or height and bulk districts are 
proposed as part of the Waterfront Plan. 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.B. Project Description [PD] 

With regard to future development on Seawall Lots 314, 321, and 351, as discussed on Draft EIR pp. 2-36 to 
2-37, the Waterfront Plan goals and policies would guide the location, types of land use, and property 
improvements the Port will seek through new leases and developments, rehabilitation of existing piers, 
waterfront and open space improvements along the shoreline, enhancement of recreational uses in the bay, 
improvements to existing maritime uses, and development of a resilience program for Port facilities. Since the 
Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not directly result in physical changes. The analysis 
of physical impacts in the Draft EIR is based in part upon estimated land use assumptions and growth 
projections developed by the planning department in collaboration with the Port planning staff based upon 
leasing, development, and waterfront improvements that could occur as subsequent projects under the 
Waterfront Plan. 

The environmental effects of these subsequent projects are analyzed at a programmatic level in the Draft EIR. 
As discussed on Draft EIR p.1-10, the Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be 
subject to environmental review at such time that those projects are proposed to determine w hether they 
would result in physical environmental effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the 
impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or that were not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. The review of 
subsequent projects, and the degree to which the Draft EIR addresses their impacts or requires additional 
CEQA environmental review, would be documented by the planning department and made available to the 
public by the planning department. 

The Waterfront Plan project includes proposed Chapter 21 partnering and community engagement policies 
(particularly Policies 3-11) that include procedures and practices to inform and strengthen public review and 
participation in Port activities, as well as lease and new development proposal opportunities along the 
waterfront. 

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft El R's analysis of the 
project's physical environmental impacts and thus does not require further response. 

3.B.2 Comment PD-2: Waterfront Plan Area 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

A-BCDC-1, I-Hong2-l 

"The Project area is located within BCDC's permittingjurisdiction: 

Bay Jurisdiction: In the San Francisco Bay, being all areas subject to tidal action, including tidelands (land 
lying between mean high tide and mean low tide) and submerged lands (Government Code Section 
66610(a)); and 

Shoreline Band Jurisdiction: In the shoreline band consisting of all territory located between the shoreline 
of the Bay, as described above, and 100 feet landward of and parallel with the shoreline (Government Code 
Section 66610(b)). 

BCDC would like to clarify that the Project Location Map (Figure 2-1) does not fully represent the policies 
described in this DEIR. The policies and activities in the plan, including maritime activities, water recreation, 
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3.8. Project Description [PD] 

and water-oriented transportation for example, must occur within open water, beyond the shoreline and 
overwater structures. Please see comments related to Biological Resources for further detail. 

BCDC confirms that the DEIR accurately cites Port's jurisdiction articulated with Bay Plan Maps 4 and 5 that 
include Port Priority Use Areas at China Basin (Piers 48 and 50), Central Basin (Pier 68}, and surrounding the 

lslais Creek Channel (Piers 80, 90, 92, 94, and 96}. Bay Plan Map Policies are also correctly noted, including 
Policy 27, which states at Fisherman's Wharf, "improve and expand commercial fishing support facilities. 

Enhance public access to and economic value of Fisherman's Wharf area by encouraging development of a 
public fish market," which is repeated in Plan Map 5 Policy 29. Plan Map 4 also includes Policy 26, regarding 

the San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan, which states "see special area plan for detailed planning 
guidelines for the shoreline between the east side of Hyde Street Pier and the south side of India Basin," which 

is repeated in Plan Map 5 Policy 24. Finally, Plan Map 5 Policy 23 states for the Port of San Francisco, "See the 
Seaport Plan. Some fill may be needed." And Bay Plan Map 4 includes "Commission Suggestion A" for a 

"possible scenic transit system from Ocean Beach to China Basin." 

WATERFRONT PLAN UPDATE AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS 

Section 2.F.5 of the DEIR contains a summary of proposed Special Area Plan amendments as part of the Bay 

Plan Amendment {BPA} application received by BCDC from the Port of San Francisco on August 11, 2017. 

Please clarify in the DEIR that this BPA application is pending and that the amendments listed here are 

proposed and still under consideration. The list of proposed SAP amendments is repeated in Section 3.B.2., 

State Plans and Policies. BCDC suggests removing this information from this section, since it does not reflect 
the current Special Area Plan required for the analysis of this DEIR." {Yuri Jewett, Principal Waterfront Planner, 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Email, 4/25/2022) 

1. Both plans are similar in area with the exception of the new plan. It misses the Aquatic Park area. Can this 

be added to the Waterfront Plan? Only because we used this recreation area for both fishing off the end of the 
Muni Pier. Didn't catch much on the Muni Pier and the park. (Dennis Hong, Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE PD-2 

The commenter states that the project area is located within BCD C's permitting jurisdiction. The commenter 

states that the Draft EIR accurately cites the Port's jurisdiction as articulated by BCDC's San Francisco Bay Plan 

Maps 4 and 5, and states that Bay Plan Map policies are also correctly noted. The commenter states that the 

Project Location Map (Figure 2-1, Draft EIR p. 2-2) does not fully represent the policies described in the Draft 

El R. The commenter states that the policies and activities in the Waterfront Plan, including maritime activities, 

water recreation, and water-oriented transportation for example, must occur within open water, beyond the 
shoreline and overwater structures. The commenter points to BCDC's additional comments related to 

biological resources for further detail {see Comment and Response Bl-7, p. 3-27}. 

The commenter also references Draft EIR Section 2.F.5, Waterfront Plan Update and ConformingAmendments, 

which contains a summary of proposed Special Area Plan (SAP) amendments as part of the Bay Plan 

Amendment (BPA) application received by BCDC from the Port of San Francisco on August 11, 2017 (Draft EIR 
pp. 2-38 to 2-41). The commenter requests that the Draft EIR clarify that this BPA application is pending and 
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that the proposed SAP amendments are still under consideration. The commenter also suggests that the list 
of proposed SAP amendments repeated in Draft EIR Section 3.B.2, State Plans and Policies, pp. 3-6 to 3-7, 
should be removed since the commenter states that it does not reflect the current SAP required for the analysis 
of the Draft EIR. 

With regard to the comment that the Project Location Map (Draft EIR Figure 2-1, p. 2-2) does not fully represent 
the policies and activities described in the Draft EIR, including activities that must occur within open water, 
beyond the shoreline and overwater structures, Figure 2-1 depicts the locations of properties owned and 
managed by the Port that comprise the Waterfront Plan area. The figure provides a visual overview of the 
Waterfront Plan area and is not intended to depict the extent of physical activities related to the Plan and its 
policies. Physical effects associated with implementation of the Waterfront Plan are addressed and graphically 
depicted where appropriate in the chapters and technical sections of the Draft EIR. For example, the biological 
resources analysis in the Draft EIR and the hydrology and water quality analysis in the initial study address 
impacts to marine species in the bay, as well as water quality impacts affecting the bay from possible future 
pier and shoreline construction. The comment does not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft El R's analysis of the Waterfront Plan's physical environmental impacts 
and, thus, does not require further response. 

With regard to the requested revision to the Draft EIR to clarify that the BPA application is pending and the 
proposed SAP amendments are still under consideration, the following text change has been made to Draft 
EIR p. 2-38: 

BCDC WATERFRONT SPECIAL AREA PLAN 

BCD C's planning policies and regulatory framework are set forth in the San Francisco Bay Plan, which 
applies to the entire Bay region, and the San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan (SAP), which 
specifically addresses the San Francisco waterfront, including all Port properties over or within 100 
feet of the shoreline of San Francisco Bay. The Port has filed a BCDC application to amend the SAP to 
align Port and BCDC policies. As of the publication of this Draft EIR. the Bay Plan Amendmen t 
application is pending. and the proposed SAP amendments are still under consideration, Key SAP 
amendments would include the following: 

With regard to the commenter's suggestion to remove the list of proposed SAP amendments that is repeated 
in Section 3.B.2, State Plans and Policies (Draft EIR pp. 3-6 to 3-7) because it does not reflect t he current SAP 
required for the analysis of the Draft EIR, as discussed on Draft EIR p. 3-7, the environmental effects of the 
Waterfront Plan and proposed SAP amendments are addressed in the Draft EIR for the purposes of meeting 
CEQA requirements. Rather than removing the list of proposed SAP amendments, which are part of the project 
description and are therefore required to be analyzed in the EIR, the following text change has been made to 
Draft El R p. 3-6, consistent with the related text change above that has been made to Draft EI R p. 2-38 to clarify 
that the BPA application is pending and the proposed SAP amendments are still under consideration: 

The Waterfront Plan would require amendments to the SAP to incorporate revisions to maintain 
consistent BCDC and Port policies for the Port waterfront. BCDC approval is required to amend the 
SAP; additional BCDC permit approval would be required for any subsequent projects that could occur 
under the Waterfront Plan located within the bay or within the 100-foot shoreline band. The Port has 
filed a BCDC application to amend the SAP to align Port and BCDC policies. As of the publication of 
this Draft EIR. the Bay Plan Amendment application is pending. and the proposed SAP amendments 
are still under consideration. Key proposed SAP amendments would include the following: 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.C. Aesthetics [AE] 

The above changes do not result in significant new information with respect to the Waterfront Pla n, including 
the level of significance of impacts before or after mitigation or any new significant impacts. 

With regard to the comment that inquires whether Aquatic Park can be added to the Waterfront Plan, as 
discussed on Draft EIR p. 2-1, the Waterfront Plan sets goals and policies to guide the use, management, and 
improvement of properties owned and managed by the Port. Aquatic Park west of the Hyde Street Pier is 
managed by the San Francisco Maritime National Historical Park under the National Park Service. Docks leased 
to the Dolphin Club and South End Rowing Club are owned and managed by the San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department. The Port owns a small portion of the swim club docks, as shown in the Draft EIR on 
Figure 2-3, p. 2-8, in Chapter 2, Project Description. The comment does not raise specific issues concerning the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR's analysis of the Waterfront Plan's physical 
environmental impacts and thus does not require further response. 

3.C Aesthetics [AE] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in Draft EIR 
Section 4.A, Aesthetics. The comment topics relate to: 

AE-1: Design Review Process 

3.C.1 Comment AE-1: Design Review Process 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

A-BCDC-8 

"Impact AE-1: The Waterfront Plan would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, damage 
scenic resources, degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site or its 
surroundings, or conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. 

The analysis of Impact AE-1 generally aligns with Bay Plan policies for Appearance, Design, and Scenic Views, 
as well as relevant Special Area Plan general policies and geographic vicinities policies as it applies to the 
subareas identified in the Waterfront Plan. 

However, while the analysis states that the Waterfront Plan amendments would not require any changes to 
the height and bulk district for Port property, the proposed Project would amend the planning code by adding 
section 240.4 to create Waterfront SUD 4. The SUD would apply to Port piers and seawall lots in the Mission 
Bay and Southern Waterfront subareas that are not included in the Mission Rock, Pier 70, or Potrero Power 
Station SUDs. Furthermore, the DEIR states the planning code amendment would require waterfront design 
review process and procedures for future development on Port-owned properties in the Mission Bay and 
Southern Waterfront subareas. 

BCDC would like to clarify that Implementation Requirement 3 in the Special Area Plan states: 

"Joint Design Review Process. To achieve a high level of design quality in waterfront 
development, ensure consistency in agency comments and requirements for the design of 
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proposed waterfront projects, and to simplify and streamline the project review process, the Port 
and BCDC will establish a joint design review process for projects proposed within the area of the 

Special Area Plan. This joint design review process wif/ entail joint meetings of BCDC's Design 
Review Board and the Port and City's Waterfront Design Advisory Committee. These two design 

groups wi(I consider the design issues that are pertinent to the authority of each of the agencies, 

and advise BCDC, the Port and the City on design matters pertinent to each of the agencies' 
authority." 

Please note a formal joint design review process between the two agencies per this requirement has yet to be 
fulfilled. BCDC agrees with the approach that the newly created SUD resulting from the Waterfront Plan should 
require a waterfront design review process and the inclusion of the BCDC Design Review Board and staffin the 
development of this process would be critical to implementing the physical and visual transformation for 
subsequent projects within BCDC jurisdiction." (Yuri Jewett, Principal Waterfront Planner, San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE AE-1 

The commenter conveys BCDC's finding that the analysis under lmpactAE-1 in Draft EIR Section 4.A, 
Aesthetics, beginning on Draft EIR p. 4.A-18, generally aligns with Bay Plan policies for Appearance, Design, 
and Scenic Views, as well as relevant Special Area Plan general policies and geographic vicinities policies as 
they apply to the subareas identified in the Waterfront Plan. The commenter provides the full text of 
Implementation Requirement3, Joint Design Review Process, which is included in the geographic-specific 
policies for the Northeastern Waterfront in the Special Area Plan. The commenter notes that a formal joint 
design review process between the Port and BCDC pursuant to this requirement has yet to be fu lfilled. 

In addition, the commenter accurately references the Draft EIR description of the Waterfront Plan's proposed 
amendments to the planning code and zoning map for the creation of Waterfront Special Use District (SUD) 4, 
which would require a waterfront design review process and procedures for future development on Port piers 
and seawall lots in the Mission Bay and Southern Waterfront subareas that are not included in the Mission 
Rock, Pier 70, or Potrero Power Station SUDs. The commenter conveys BCD C's support for the SUD 4 
waterfront design review process and includes an accompanying statement that inclusion of the BCDC Design 
Review Board and staff in the development of the design review process would be critical to implementing the 
physical and visual transformation for subsequent projects within BCDC jurisdiction. 

With regard to BCDC's comment that a formal joint design review process between the Port and BCDC 
pursuant to Plan Implementation Requirement 3 has yet to be fulfilled and that inclusion of the BCDC Design 
Review Board and staffin the development of the design review process would be critical to implementing the 
physical and visual transformation for subsequent projects within BCDC jurisdiction, the comment is 
acknowledged and will be provided to City decision makers for consideration in their deliberations on the 
Waterfront Plan. The comment does not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR's analysis of the Waterfront Plan's physical environmental impacts and thus 
does not require further response. 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.D. Transportation and Circulation [TR] 

3.D Transportation and Circulation [TR] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in Draft EIR 
Section 4.C, Transportation and Circulation. The comment topics relate to: 

TR-1: Modes ofTransportation 

TR-2: Transit, Parking, and Traffic Studies 

TR-3: ADA Access and Signage 

3.D.1 Comment TR-1: Modes of Transportation 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

O-Hudson-1, O-Hudson-3 

"We think overall the growth and diversity of modes of transportation is good but that the proliferation of 
new modes - scooters, skateboards, e-skateboards, electric scooter, e-bikes, e-unicycle, etc., - with 
different speed and capacities bears a new look at how all of these can and should share the Embarcadero, 
where physical intervention is needed, and how they can all work well safely." (Jane Connors, General 
Manager, Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

"Port to require geofencing limits on all rentable motorized vehicles so they are forced/required to stay in 
bike lane by Ferry Building." (Jane Connors, General Manager, Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 
4/22/2022) 

RESPONSE TR-1 

The comments request consideration of how new modes of transportation (scooters, skateboards, e­
skateboards, electric scooters, e-bikes, e-unicycles, etc.) can safely share The Embarcadero. The comments 
also ask the Port to require geofencing limits on all rentable motorized vehicles. 

The Port of San Francisco works with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) on 
accommodating the different modes of transportation along the waterfront, including along The 
Embarcadero. The ongoing multiyear Embarcadero Enhancement Program, including the recently completed 
quick-build project between Mission Street and Broadway, seeks to improve safety, mobility, connectivity, and 
accessibility for all users of The Embarcadero. Information on the project development, schedule, phasing, 
and related reports and documents is available on the SFMTA's website for the Embarcadero Enhancement 
Program at https://www.sfmta.com/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-proeram. 

Geofencing is a curb management strategy that directs drivers and riders of Transportation Network 
Companies (TN Cs) within a designated geographic area to defined pick-up and drop-off locations. The SFMTA 
works with TNC companies to establish geofencing at locations where pick-up and drop-off activities create 
potentially hazardous conditions, and to identify appropriate passenger loading zones. Geofencing as a 
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3.D. Transportation and Circulation [TR] 

strategy for passenger loading and unloading activities would not force or require rentable motorized vehicles 
to stay in the bicycle lanes by the Ferry Building. 

However, the SFMTA, which regulates motorized scooters and bicycles, is working with the three permitted 
scooter operators to eliminate powered scooter riding on the promenade. SFMTA is requiring that the 
operators of motorized scooters and bicycles equip such vehicles with sidewalk detection technology that can 
detect and slow down riders on sidewalks. Recent tests have been conducted on The Embarcadero near the 
Ferry Building (see https://www.sfmta.com/blog/scooter-sidewalk-riding-detection-technology­
demonstrationl. and the operators are expected to equip their entire fleets in the coming year. In addition to 
the sidewalk detection technology on scooters, the SFMTA is working with the Port on installing signage to 
make it clear that powered scooters need to ride in the bicycle lane/cycle track along The Embarcadero. SFMTA 
staff have been issuing administrative penalties directly to the permitted operators for any improper riding 
that the SFMTA investigators witness, including powered scooter riding on the promenade.1 

Waterfront Plan impacts on transportation and pedestrian safety are evaluated under Impacts TR-1 and TR-2 
starting on Draft EIR p. 4.C-52; the analysis concludes that the impacts are less than significant. 

3.D.2 Comment TR-2: Transit, Parking, and Traffic Studies 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

O-Hudson-2 

"Waterfront Plan must conduct and publish a transit and traffic study prior to fu rther developments along 
the Embarcadero. We need a baseline reading of where the Embarcadero needs are now. 

Developments along the waterfront will increase delivery, service, shared cars, and emergency vehicle use 
along the waterfront. Port should consider all long-term vehicular needs of a burgeoning waterfront and 
impacts. 

Parking in the Ferry Building area remains extremely constrained; the most recent parking study cited in 
fn.140 (p. 4.C-35) dates to 2013, and as far back as 2003. For informational purposes, development projects 
within a 0.50-mile radius of the Ferry Building should be required to conduct a parking analysis and 
publish findings for public review prior to approval." (Jane Connors, General Manager, Hudson Pacific 
Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

RESPONSE TR-2 

The commenter requests that a transit and traffic study be conducted for The Embarcadero prior to further 
development; that the Port consider the increased delivery, service, shared cars, and emergency vehicle use 
that will result from developments along the waterfront; and that development projects within a 0.50-mile 
radius of the Ferry Building be required to conduct a parking analysis. 

1 Email from Philip Cranna (SFMTA) to Diane Oshima (SF Port), Sherie George (SF Planning), Subject: Scooters on The Embarcadero, July 25, 2022. 
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The transportation impacts of implementation of the Waterfront Plan are presented in Impacts TR-1 through 
TR-7 (Draft EIR pp. 4.C-52 to 4.C-73) and include the environmental effects of future development within the 
Port's jurisdiction along the waterfront. As described on Draft EIR p. 4.C-41, the baseline year for analysis of 
near-term impacts of implementation of the Plan is 2020 for existing plus Plan conditions. Existing 2020 
conditions for vehicular traffic, walking, bicycling, public transit, emergency vehicle access, commercial 
vehicle loading, and parking are presented in Draft EIR Section 4.C.2, starting on p. 4.C-1. Long-term impacts 
of implementation of the Waterfront Plan, in combination with cumulative projects, were analyzed for year 
2050 conditions and are presented in Impacts C-TR-1 through C-TR-7 (Draft EIR pp. 4.C-73 to 4.C-83). 

The transportation impact analysis considered the effects of subsequent leasing, development, and 
improvement projects that could occur under the Waterfront Plan, including approximately 14,800 new jobs 
and 260 new housing units (see Draft EIR Table 4.C-6, p. 4.C-42, for the distribution of the jobs and housing 
units among the Waterfront Plan subareas). Draft EIR Table 4.C-10, p. 4.C-46, presents the expected changes in 
traffic volumes along the waterfront roadways for existing plus Plan and future cumulative conditions du ring 
the p.m. peak hour. As described in Impacts TR-2 (p. 4.C-56), TR-3 (p. 4.C-59), and TR-4 (p. 4.C-60), as the 
Waterfront Plan is implemented, subsequent projects that could occur under the Plan would not create 
potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or for public transit operations; 
would not interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling to and from the project area and adjoining 
areas, or result in inadequate emergency access; and would not substantially delay public transit. 

Subsequent projects that are developed would be required to accommodate commercial vehicle and 
passenger loading activities onsite and/or on street. Changes to the roadway network such as new or relocated 
driveways, new or reconstructed sidewalks, and various color curb changes on streets adjacent to the 
subsequent project sites could be implemented to accommodate on-street commercial vehicle and passenger 
loading activities. As described under Impact TR-2 (Draft EIR p. 4.C-56), based on precedent of such review and 
design and operational changes for past projects on Port property, it is likely that subsequent projects within 
the Plan area would undergo review by City agencies, such as the City's Street Design Advisory Team (SDAT). 
The ground-floor/street-level design and operations of subsequent projects would be reviewed to determine 
if onsite and on-street loading operations and vehicle access to the sites are adequately accommodated. 

As presented in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, p. 2-31, the Waterfront Plan includes new policies that 
would support enhancing the transportation network and safety for all ways of travel within the Plan area. 
These policies involve the Port working with City agencies responsible for the design, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the transportation network as subsequent projects are developed under the Waterfront Plan. 

As described in Draft EIR Section LC, Environmental Review of Subsequent Projects, p.1-10, subseq uent 
projects would be subject to further environmental review, as applicable, at the time they are proposed to 
determine if subsequent project-specific impacts are covered in the Waterfront Plan EIR and whether potential 
project-specific impacts require additional analysis. Parking impacts of implementation of the Waterfront Plan 
are presented in Impact TR-7, Draft EIR p. 4.C-73. As discussed, much of the Plan area is within the planning 
department's map-based screening area; therefore, subsequent projects under the Waterfront Plan would not 
result in substantial vehicular parking deficits. Thus, most subsequent projects, including those in t he vicinity 
of the Ferry Building, would not be required to conduct parking analyses as part of their CEQA review. The 
request for parking studies as part of future development within a half mile of the Ferry Building for 
informational purposes is acknowledged and may be considered by decision makers before they render a final 
decision to approve, modify, or disapprove individual projects. 
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3.D.3 Comment TR-3: ADA Access and Signage 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.D. Transportation and Circulation [TR] 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

A-Caltrans-2, O-H udson-7 

"If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, those facilities must meet American Disabilities Act (ADA) 
Standards after project completion. As well, the project must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during 
construction. These access considerations support Caltrans' equity mission to provide a safe, sustainable, and 
equitable transportation network for all users." (Mark Leong, District Branch Chief, Local Development Review, 
California Department of Transportation, Email, 4/22/2022) 

"The current bike lane placement impact curbsides ADA access - before further development of plan 
please study ADA needs for waterfront visitors. 

Make sure all signage for projects and wayfinding are multilingual (Chinese, Spanish, English, etc.)." (Jane 
Connors, General Manager, Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

RESPONSE TR-3 

One comment states that any Cal trans facilities affected by the project must meet Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) standards, and requests that subsequent projects that could occur under t he Waterfront Plan 
maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction. Another comment requests that a study of ADA 
needs for waterfront visitors be conducted, and that all sign age for projects be multilingual. 

There are no Caltrans facilities within the Waterfront Plan area. The closest facilities are U.S. 101 on Van Ness 
Avenue and Lombard Street in the Fisherman's Wharf subarea vicinity, the freeway ramps to 1-80/Bay Bridge 
at Harrison and Bryant streets between First and Fremont streets in the South Beach subarea vicinity, and the 
1-280 ramps on King Street at Sixth Street in the Mission Bay subarea vicinity. In the Southern Waterfront 
subarea vicinity, there are freeway ramps serving 1-280 at Mariposa Street, at 18th Street, at Pennsylvania 
Avenue/25th Street, at Indiana Street/25th Street, and at Pennsylvania Street/Cesar Chavez Street. 
Nonetheless, as described on Draft EIR p. 4.C-37, the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco 
Streets (also known as the "blue book") establishes rules and guidance for construction activities affecting 
City streets so that work can be done safely and with the least possible interference with people walking and 
bicycling, transit, and vehicular traffic. The manual also contains relevant general information, contact 
information, and procedures related to working in the public right-of-way when it is controlled by agencies 
other than SFMTA, such as Cal trans or the federal government (such as in the Presidio). 

Transportation infrastructure and development projects that could occur under the Waterfront Plan and affect 
the street network would be required to conform with the Better Streets Plan. As described on Draft EIR 
p. 4.C-38, the Better Streets Plan is a unified set of standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies to 
govern how San Francisco designs, builds, and maintains its pedestrian environment, including conformance 
with ADA standards. For transportation infrastructure projects located within Port jurisdiction, the Port, public 
works, and SFMTA coordinate on design elements. For development projects located within Port jurisdiction, 
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the Port and the planning department coordinate on project design elements that affect the public right-of­
way, as needed. 

Street signs related to traffic control, warning, and guidance must conform to the California Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices and the San Francisco Transportation Code that are applicable at the time of 
construction and are not a CEQA issue. Signage on San Francisco streets, including those under the Port's 
jurisdiction, is reviewed and approved by SFMTA. For development projects, signs must conform to the 
provisions set forth in article 6 and other applicable sections of the planning code. The request that sign age 
for projects and wayfinding be multilingual is acknowledged and may be considered by decision makers 
before they render a final decision to approve, modify, or disapprove individual projects. No further response 
is required. 

3.E Noise and Vibration [NO] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in Draft EIR 
Section 4.D, Noise and Vibration. The comment topics relate to: 

NO-1: Future Work near the Ferry Building 

3.E.1 Comment N0-1: Future Work near the Ferry Building 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

O-Hudson-4 

"Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building will not have work occur on Saturdays during Farmer's Market 
hours. 

Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building to minimize project noise disruptions to tenants and the public. 

Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building to hire structural engineer at their expense to take initial and 
subsequent surveys of Ferry Building structure to ensure it remains undamaged by the project. 

Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building to hire a structural or geotechnical engineer to review plans, as 
they relate to the Ferry Building, or monitoring information. 

When a certain level of noise is unavoidable because of the nature of the work or equipment involved, and 
such noise is objectionable to the occupants of adjacent Ferry Building premises, decide with the 
jurisdictional authorities to perform such work or operate such equipment at the most appropriate time 
periods of the day." (Jane Connors, General Manager, Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

RESPONSE N0-1 

The commenter requests that, for projects within 700 feet of the Ferry Building, the project sponsor not engage 
in construction activities on Saturdays during farmer's market hours, minimize noise disruptions to tenants 
and the public, hire a structural engineer to conduct surveys to ensure the Ferry Building remains undamaged, 
hire a structural or geotechnical engineer to review plans or monitoring information, and work with 
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jurisdictional authorities to determine appropriate times of day for work or equipment that will generate 
unavoidable and objectionable noise. 

The San Francisco Police Code, which establishes restrictions on construction noise, does not prohibi t 
construction activities on Saturdays even if commercial operations are occurring in the area. As a commercial 
land use, the Ferry Building (and its associated farmer's market) is not considered to be a noise-sensitive land 
use as defined by California's General Plan Guidelines, and as discussed under Section 4.D, Noise and 
Vibration, p. 4.D-8.2 Therefore, for subsequent projects under the Waterfront Plan, there is no city code-specific 
mechanism for specifically preventing construction activities from occurring on Saturdays. 

Construction noise impacts are analyzed under Impact NO-1 on Draft EIR pp. 4.D-20 to 4.D-27. A potentially 
significant noise impact was identified with regard to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambien t 
noise levels on sites occupied by noise-sensitive receptors (residences, hospitals, convalescent homes, 
schools, churches, hotels and motels, and sensitive wildlife habitat) due to construction activities associated 
with subsequent projects that could occur with implementation of the Waterfront Plan. Consequently, 
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control, Draft EIR p. 4.D-26, was identified to reduce 
construction-related noise impacts on sensitive receptors to a less-than-significant level. However, 
commercial land use tenants and users of the Ferry Building are not considered noise-sensitive receptors. As 
such, subsequent projects that could occur near the Ferry Building (within 700 feet) would not be required to 
implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, Construction Noise Control. Furthermore, it is not anticipated that 
subsequent projects consisting of construction of new buildings would occur within 700 feet of the Ferry 
Building. 

Construction-related vibration impacts on buildings adjacent to a subsequent project site (or within 700 feet) are 
addressed under Impact NO-2 on Draft EIR pp. 4.D-28 to 4.D-30, and a potentially significant impact was 
identified. Consequently, Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a, Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and 
Vibration Monitoring during Construction, Draft EIR p. 4.D-30, was identified to reduce construction-related 
vibration impacts. This mitigation measure would apply to subsequent projects that could occur under the 
Waterfront Plan and are determined to result in building damage from the use of vibration-generating equipment 
during construction. Specifically, this mitigation measure requires the project sponsor to submit a project­
specific Pre-construction Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan for review and approval by the 
planning department. This measure requires pre-construction surveys, periodic vibration monitoring by a 
structural engineer and/or historic preservation professional, and if warranted, building repair. 

In addition, because the Ferry Building is a historic resource, construction activities for subsequent projects 
that could occur adjacent to the Ferry Building would be subject to Mitigation Measure M-CR-lb, Best Practices 
and Construction Monitoring Program for Historic Resources, as discussed on p. 4.B-42 of the Draft EIR in 
Section 4.B, Historic Resources. The mitigation measure requires the project sponsor of a subsequent project 
that uses heavy-duty construction equipment onsite or directly adjacent to a historic resource, such as the 
Ferry Building, to incorporate into contract specifications a requirement that the contractor use all feasible 
means to protect and avoid damage to the historic resource. This includes staging of equipment and materials 
to avoid direct damage to the historic resource, and maintaining a buffer zone when possible between heavy 
equipment and the historic resource. The mitigation measure further states that prior to the start of 
construction activities, the project sponsor must submit to the planning department preservation staff for 

' Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State of California 2017 General Plan Guidelines (2017), p. 136, accessed April 16, 2021, 
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/OPR COMPLETE 7.31.17.pdf. 
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review and approval a list of measures to be included in contract specifications to avoid damage to historic 
resources. These mitigation measures would ensure that subsequent projects would not result in significant 
adverse construction-related impacts on adjacent structures, such as the Ferry Building. The commenter's 
request for the Port to work with jurisdictional authorities to operate construction equipment at the most 
appropriate time of day if the noise is objectionable to occupants of or adjacent to the Ferry Building is 
acknowledged and may be considered by decision makers before they render a final decision to approve, 
modify, or disapprove individual projects. No further response is required. 

Regarding geotechnical considerations during building permit review, as discussed under Section E.16, 
Geology and Soils, in the initial study (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR), subsequent projects that could occur 
pursuant to the Waterfront Plan would be required to submit a site-specific geotechnical investigation for 
review and approval by the Port to obtain a building permit. The structural design of any subsequent projects 
would be developed using information obtained from the site-specific geotechnical investigation reports 
prepared by qualified, state-licensed engineers in accordance with chapters 16 and 18 of the San Francisco and 
Port of San Francisco building codes. The structural design developed for a subsequent project based on the site­
specific geotechnical investigation would be required to be implemented as a condition of approval for t he Port 
building permit. No further response is required. 

3.F Air Quality [AQ] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in Draft EIR 
Section 4.E, Air Quality. The comment topics relate to: 

AQ-1: Air Quality Impacts from Increased Traffic 

3.F.1 Comment AQ-1: Air Quality Impacts from Increased Traffic 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

I-Ci ncotta-1 

"Both the analyses of air quality and traffic do not take into account the Port's push for increased sales of fresh 
fish and crab directly from vessels2

• This is an ongoing endeavor by the Port which results in increased traffic 
and parking issues, along with - presumably - decreased air quality in the Fisherman's Wharf area. We 
recognize that the analyses were undoubtedly conducted prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and so 
information about the effects of the Port's efforts to promote more off-vessel sales were unavailable. 
Nevertheless, this is an ongoing matter and the EIR should be updated to reflect current conditions." (Angela 
Cincotta, Email, 4/7/2022) 

2 See, for example: https://youtu.be/lJFC7YV1L-c 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.F. Air Quality [AQ] 

The commenter states that the Port is acting to increase sales of fish direct from boats to consumers; that this 
ongoing endeavor results in increased traffic and parking issues, presumably along with decreased air quality; 
and that the Draft EIR should be updated to reflect current conditions. The commenter cites a Port-published 
YouTube video to support the claim that the Port is promoting direct boat-to-consumer fish sales. 

The Port is working to provide and expand opportunities for fishers to sell fish directly from their boats. This 
endeavor began with a pilot fish sales program in 2017 before the COVID-19 pandemic, and the Port expects it 
to continue.3 Therefore, direct fish sales from boats are an existing activity that is captured in the 2020 baseline 
condition. 

The You Tube video cited by the commenter is not evidence that direct fish sales are occurring more frequently 
than in the past, or that the Waterfront Plan itself would result in increased direct fish sales compared to 
existing conditions, or that these activities would worsen transportation or air quality impacts. The 
commenter provides no additional evidence to support this assumption. 

Fish sales from boats are allowed under the 1997 Waterfront Land Use Plan, which would not change under 
the Waterfront Plan analyzed in this Draft EIR. As noted above, these activities are already occurring and are 
part of the 2020 baseline condition. Increased direct fish sales could occur independently from the proposed 
updated policies in the Waterfront Plan project. Therefore, implementation of the Waterfront Plan itself would 
not directly or indirectly result in air quality- or transportation-related effects associated with increased fish 
sales from boats. 

The Draft EIR evaluated the increased traffic and associated air quality impacts that could result from the 
Waterfront Plan's additional growth (see Draft EIR Section 4.E, Air Quality, p. 4.E-21; and Section 4.C, 
Transportation, pp. 4.C-32 and 4.C-42). This analysis includes new traffic and associated emissions generated 
by all Waterfront Plan uses and populations, including customers, visitors and tourists, employees, and 
residents. This analysis was conducted based on the San Francisco County Transportation Authority's San 
Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP) travel demand model. As stated in Section 4.E, 
implementation of the Waterfront Plan would result in additional growth that would generate vehicle trips, 
and the travel demand memorandum4 assessed roadways within the Waterfront Plan area that would be 
affected by this growth. The air quality analysis estimated air pollutant impacts from an increase in vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) and included a health risk assessment of fine particulate matter (PM2s), and toxic air 
contaminants from increases in vehicle trips on roadways most affected by the Plan (Section 4.E, p. 4.E-21). 

The analysis determined that impacts due to operational activities (including vehicle travel) that could result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria air pollutant would be significant and unavoidable; 
mitigation measures were identified to reduce this impact (see Impact AQ-4, Section 4.E, Air Quality, p. 4.E-41). 
However, the impact would still be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because it cannot be 
stated with certainty that operational criteria air pollutant impacts associated with all subsequent projects 
that could occur under the Waterfront Plan would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. The analysis also 
determined that the Waterfront Plan could result in emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2s) and toxic air 
contaminants (TAC) that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this 

3 Port of San Francisco, Memorandum t o Port Commission, September 8, 2017. 
4 LCW Consulting and Ad avant Consulting, Waterfront Plan EIR - Estimation of Proposed Project Travel Demand (see Appendix E), January 28, 2022. 
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impact would be significant and unavoidable; mitigation measures also were identified to reduce this impact 
(Impact AQ-5, Section 4.E, Air Quality, p. 4.E-45). Again, the impact would still be significant and unavoidable, 
even with mitigation, because it cannot be stated with certainty that these mitigation measures would reduce 
exposure of sensitive receptors to less-than-significant health risk levels given that project-specific health risks 
are highly dependent on the specific characteristics and surroundings of subsequent projects under the 
Waterfront Plan, such as local terrain and meteorology, TAC emission release parameters, sensitive receptor 
proximity, and the specific effectiveness of the mitigation measures on a project's TAC emissions, among other 
factors. Consequently, the Waterfront Plan's impacts on air quality and transportation due to increased traffic 
were adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR and no additional analysis is needed. 

In conclusion, direct fish sales from boats are an existing activity that is captured in 2020 baseline conditions. 
The Draft EIR also evaluates and mitigates to the maximum extent feasible all potential direct and indirect 
transportation and air quality impacts that could occur with implementation of the Waterfront Plan, and no 
further response is required. 

3.G Biological Resources [Bl] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in Draft EIR 
Section 4.F, Biological Resources. The comment topics relate to: 

Bl-1: NOAA Consultation 

Bl-2: Marine Species and Eelgrass Beds 

BI-3: Mitigation Measures 

BI-4: Noise Effects 

BI-5: Migratory Fish 

Bl-6: Procedures 

Bl-7: Framework 

3.G.1 Comment BI-1: NOAA Consultation 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

I-Cincotta-2 

"Although Appendix H contains information on consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act {16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq), there is no information on consultation with 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), which has jurisdiction over several marine 
species, including both fish and marine mammals, which could be affected by the Plan and subsequent 
actions3. At the very least, the EIR needs to include a response from NOAA about any Section 7 consultation." 
(Angela Cincotta, Email, 4/7/2022) 

3 See pages Hl-8 through Hl-10 of Appendix Hof the EIR 
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The commenter states that consultation with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administrat ion (NOAA) 
should be conducted and presented in the Draft EIR. 

Appendix H includes results of database queries with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for species 
that could be present in the vicinity of subsequent projects that could occur under the Waterfront Plan and 
does not constitute consultation with USFWS or NOAA/National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Consultation 
with USFWS and NOAA/NMFS would occur during the permitting phase of a subsequent project, not as part of 
the CEQA process. Should consultation be necessary, a Biological Assessment would be drafted to initiate 
consultation with USFWS and/or NOAA/NMFS. 

3.G.2 Comment B1-2: Marine Species and Eelgrass Beds 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

A-BCDC-3, A-BCDC-5, A-CDFW-1, A-CDFW-2 

"The study area for the biological resources analysis includes a 250-foot buffer around the Waterfront Plan 
area to account for indirect impacts on biological resources that could occur with implementation of the 
Waterfront Plan. Aquatic resources described in the Section 4.F.2 included in the 250-foot study area, but no 
analysis was conducted to determine if the Waterfront Plan would result in significant impacts to aquatic 
resources beyond activities related to pile-driving. Construction activities such as riprap placement, fill, 
dredging/grading below M H HW, or pier maintenance as well as changes in use of overwater structures through 
changes in vessel mooring, realignment of overwater structures, or increased shading due to wharf use may 
impact special status fish or marine mammals or their habitat. The Waterfront Plan may result in impacts from 
these types of activities and thus, further analysis should be conducted to determine impacts to special status 
fish or marine mammals or their habitat. Additionally, all current biological resources mit igation measures 
should be reviewed to ensure that impacts from changes in use of overwater structures and the shoreline are 
accounted for." (Yuri Jewett, Principal Waterfront Planner, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"Impact 81-5: The Waterfront Plan would not have a substantial adverse effect the eelgrass bed sensitive 
natural community: Eelgrass beds have been observed along the San Francisco waterfront within the 
Fisherman's Wharf Plan Subarea (e.g., near Hyde Street Pier) and the Southern Waterfront Plan Subarea. Given 
the forward-looking nature of this plan, presuming that there is no eelgrass habitat that may be impacted 
based on surveys conducted most recently in 2014 seems like insufficient evidence to support the "no impact" 
level of significance. The Waterfront plan includes policies that could affect fill, shading, turbidity, or dredging 
the Bay within potentially suitable habitat for eelgrass. BCDC recommends that a mitigation measure to survey 
and if needed- avoid and mitigate for eelgrass bed sensitive natural communities should be included. This 
may occur on the project-level, however, noting "no impact" on the Waterfront Plan level does not reflect 
current conditions or adequately account for potential impacts of the Plan." (Yuri Jewett, Principal Waterfron t 
Planner, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Email, 4/25/2022) 
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"Pacific herring: 

Comment: Portions of the Project have been identified as being sensitive habitat for Pacific herring. CDFW 
has identified the area from Oracle Park/Mission Bay south to lslais Creek as being important spawning 
habitat for herring. In certain years the herring spawns in this area can account for a significant percentage 
of the yearly herring spawning biomass. Given the potential for a significant herring spawn in any given 
year, CDFW has been very cautious with in-water work occurring during the winter months and may not 
consider requests for work to occur in this area during the spawning season from approximately 
December 1 to March 15. 

The types of activities that are described in the DEIR are the types of activities that could be a source of 
significant impacts to Pacific herring. CDFW understands that the DEIR describes in water work will occur 
during the approved work windows. However, some of the potential projects described within the DEIR 
could have year-round impacts such as water pumping, dry dock operations, and increased shoreline 
usage from public access improvements. 

Recommendations 

CDFW recommends that all future activities considered under the Project consider potential impacts 
to Pacific herring during construction and also from the continued operation and/or use of individual 
projects. 

CDFW recommends that all future activities covered under the Project consider the construction 
timeline in areas from Mission Bay south to Isla is Creek to assure that no work may occur in the winter 
months given the concern with the potentially significant impacts to spawning herring. 

Back-Up Cruise Terminal and Shore Power: 

Comment: Pier 50 is within the portion of the San Francisco waterfront that CDFW has identified as being 
sensitive habitat for Pacific herring and has state listed species, specifically the longfin smelt and chinook 
salmon, present during portions of the year. The Project anticipates Pier 50 requiring in-bay pile work and 
construction to be able to accommodate cruise ships. Activities described for preparing Pier 50, such as in-bay 
pile work and construction, could have significant impacts on the species mentioned above depending on the 
types of equipment, materials, and time of year in which in water work occurs. Additionally, there is no 
discussion on whether dredging would be necessary at Pier 50 to accommodate a deep draft vessel such as a 
cruise ship. 

Recommendations 

CDFW recommends that the Port of San Francisco consult with CDFW early in the planning phase to 
determine whether there is potential for incidental take of state listed species may occur and to design 
portions of the project to avoid and or minimize take of state listed and impacts to state managed 
species. 

If potential impacts to state listed species are identified, CDFW recommends the Port of San Francisco 
consult with CDFW on obtaining incidental take coverage via a 2081(b) Incidental Take Permit." (Craig 
Shuman, D. Env, Marine Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Email, 
4/18/2022) 
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Comment: It is the Department's understanding that the Project is proposing potential environmental 
enhancements designed to act as an artificial reef or habitat. The Department has authority for artificial reefs 
under a variety of roles including Statutory/Legislative Authority, Trustee and Responsible Agency Status 
under CEQA and the Marine Life Management Act, and an advisory role to other agencies. Fish and Game Code 
Section 6420-6425 established the California Artificial Reef Program {CARP) through legislation in 1985. The 
program was created to investigate the potential to enhance declining species through the placement of 
artificial reefs and is currently unfunded with no identified source of funding. However, the CARP does not 
consider reef placement for mitigation, dampening effects of sea level rise, improve diving opportunities, or 
restoration. In order to provide adequate consultation and advice to the principal permitting agencies on reef 
design, development, and purpose, the Department seeks to develop a comprehensive statewide scientifica lly 
based plan for overseeing the placement of artificial reefs in state waters. Without a scientifically based 
statewide artificial reef plan for California, the Department does not recommend any new artificial reef or 
artificial habitat at this time, regardless of intent. 

The Department is also concerned that artificial reefs and habitat creation could attract invasive species. Any 
proposed artificial enhancement that will act to attract fish or invertebrates should be accompanied by a 
detailed monitoring plan during the planning phase, which should also be reviewed and approved by CDFW. 

Recommendations 

CDFW recommends that the Final EIR include discussion on developing an invasive species monitoring 
plan for habitat enhancements or creation that includes monitoring measures, adaptive ma nagement 
measures, and protocols if invasive species are identified for all future construction covered under the 
Project. The discussion should also state that CDFW will be provided any invasive species monitoring 
plan for review prior to adoption." (Craig Shuman, D. Env, Marine Regional Manager, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Email, 4/18/2022) 

RESPONSE B1-2 

The comments request further analysis to determine impacts on special-status fish or marine mammals or 
their habitat; express disagreement with the finding that the Waterfront Plan would not adversely affect 
eelgrass beds; request that the EIR include provisions for impacts on Pacific herring to be considered during 
construction and operation of subsequent projects; request that consultation with CDFW occur early in the 
planning process to consider potential for incidental take of state-listed species; and request that the Final EIR 
include a discussion of developing an invasive species monitoring plan for habitat enhancements or creation 
that includes monitoring measures, adaptive management measures, and protocols if invasive species are 
identified for all future construction covered under the Waterfront Plan. 

As discussed on Draft EIR pp. 2-36 to 2-37, the Waterfront Plan goals and policies would guide the location, 
types of land use, and property improvements the Port would seek through new leases and developments, 
rehabilitation of existing piers, waterfront and open space improvements along the shoreline, enhancement 
of recreational uses in the bay, improvements to existing maritime uses, and development of a resilience 
program for Port facilities. Since the Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not directly 
result in physical changes. 
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The analysis of physical impacts in the Draft EIR is based in part upon estimated land use assumptions and 
growth projections developed by the planning department in collaboration with the Port planning staff based 
upon leasing, development, and waterfront improvements that could occur as subsequent projects under the 
Waterfront Plan. The environmental effects of these subsequent projects are analyzed at a programmatic level 
in the Draft EIR. As discussed on Draft EIR p.1-10, the Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan 
area would be subject to environmental review at such time that those projects are proposed to determine 
whether they would result in physical environmental effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are 
greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or that were not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. The 
analysis of subsequent projects would be based on existing conditions at the site and vicinity, at such time a 
project is proposed, and would take into account any updated information relevant to the environmental 
analysis of the subsequent project. 

Potential impacts associated with riprap placement, fill, dredging/grading below Mean Higher High Water 
(M H HW), pier maintenance, changes in vessel mooring, realignment of the overwater structures, or increased 
shading proposed as part of a subsequent project would be reviewed at that time to determine if project 
construction or operation would result in any new or greater impacts on biological resources than those 
identified in the Draft EIR. Aside from the footprints of new or refurbished in-water faci lities, which are 
considered in the Draft EIR, the comment does not identify any specific impacts on special-status fish, marine 
mammals, or their habitat beyond those discussed in the Draft EIR. Note that Section 2.F.4, Construction, on 
Draft EIR p. 2-37, describes anticipated construction activities that could occur with implementation of the 
Waterfront Plan, and these activities specifically exclude new dredging. 

As discussed on Draft EIR pp. 4.F-12 to 4.F-13, based on the most recently conducted San Francisco Bay 
eelgrass surveys conducted in 2014, the presence of existing eelgrass beds is likely to be limited to small 
portions of Lash Lighter Basin and India Basin in the Southern Waterfront subarea. As discussed in the Draft 
EIR under Impact 81-5, no in-water work is proposed in either of these locations, and therefore no impact on 
eelgrass is expected to occur as a result of implementation of the Waterfront Plan. Therefore, the CDFW 
recommendation to adopt an eelgrass bed protection measure is not needed in the EIR. In addition, as 
discussed on Draft EIR p.1-10, the Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be 
subject to environmental review at such time that those projects are proposed to determine whether they 
would result in physical environmental effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the 
impacts disclosed in the Draft El R, or that were not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

With regard to Pacific herring, no specific operational impacts on Pacific herring were described in the 
comment; however, potential construction and operational (dry dock) impacts on herring would be 
considered for any in-water work proposed for subsequent projects along the waterfront, including the area 
from Oracle Park/Mission Bay south to lslais Creek. As discussed on Draft EIR p. 1-10, the Draft EIR assumes 
that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be subject to environmental review at such time that those 
projects are proposed to determine whether they would result in physical environmental effects that are 
peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or that were not 
previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure M-Bl-3, Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during 
Pile Driving, limits the work window for subsequent projects covered under the Waterfront Plan to June 1 
through November 30, which would avoid the herring spawning season identified by CDFW (December 1 
through March 15). Because in-water work would occur outside of the Pacific herring spawning season, the 
recommendations in Comment A-CDFW-1 are not needed to avoid impacts on this species. 
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With regard to oyster restoration and habitat creation, the Waterfront Plan goals and policies would guide the 
location, types of land use, and property improvements the Port would seek through new leases and 
developments, rehabilitation of existing piers, waterfront and open space improvements along the shoreline, 
enhancement of recreational uses in the bay, improvements to existing maritime uses, and development of a 
resilience program for Port facilities. Under the Waterfront Plan, policies to protect and enhance biodiversity 
of the Port's natural resources through projects include" in-water structures such as oyster baskets or textured 
vertical surfaces." Since the Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not directly result in 
physical changes. As noted above, the analysis of physical impacts in the Draft EIR is based in part upon 
estimated land use assumptions and growth projections developed by the planning department in 
collaboration with the Port planning staff. The environmental effects of these subsequent projects are 
analyzed at a programmatic level in the Draft EIR. Also as noted above and discussed on Draft EIR p.1-10, the 
Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be subject to environmental review at such 
time that those projects are proposed to determine whether they would result in physical environmental 
effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or 
that were not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

The Port of San Francisco would confer with CDFW early in the project planning phase and, to the extent 
practical, design portions of the project to avoid and minimize impacts on state-listed species. If potential 
impacts on state-listed species are identified and cannot be avoided or minimized, the Port of San Francisco 
or project sponsor would coordinate with CDFW about obtaining incidental take coverage, as recommended 
by CDFW. 

3.G.3 Comment B1-3: Mitigation Measures 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

A-BCDC-4, A-CDFW-3 

"Mitigation Measure M-81-3: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection During Pile Driving: On page 45 of the 
Biological Resources section there is mention of "implementation of in-water construction best management 
practices." Those were not defined in the DEIR or affiliated documents. If these BMPs are sufficient to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts to less than significant please clarify what these BMPs are. 

Mitigation Measure M-B1-6: Avoidance of Impacts on Wetlands and Waters: Please update the mitigation 
measure in the summary table (Page S-35) to include mention of BCDC's permitting requirements alongside 
CDFW, Waterboard, and USACE. 

Mitigation Measures M-81-3 and M-Bl-6 also do not discuss impacts to marine species, habitat, wetlands, and 
waters as a result of changes in use of overwater structures and the shoreline, but rather, focuses on 
construction-related impacts. Impacts due to increased water-oriented use through wakes, shading, or 
increased turbidity could impact wetlands and waters in the Plan Area. Please revisit these mitigation 
measures to account for the long-term changes in use that may occur as a result of the Waterfront Plan." 
(Yuri Jewett, Principal Waterfront Planner, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, 
Email, 4/25/2022) 
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"Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving: Mitigation Measure M- B1-3 

Comment: Mitigation Measure M-Bl-3 only describes the approvals and work windows put in place with the 

federal resource agencies. CDFW may need to exercise its regulatory authority for various portions of the 

Project. Under this role, CDFW would also be an approving agency for the various types of plans and protective 
measures for the species we would be permitting under Fish and Game Code Section 2081. 

CDFW, as a coordinating agency to the San Francisco Bay Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS), was also 

involved with the development of the regionally specific LTMS work windows for species which received 

protection under these in-water work windows. CDFW is directly responsible for the management and 

protection of several species that received work windows under LTMS such as, Pacific herring and Dungeness 

crab. 

Recommendations 

CDFW recommends that Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 specifically include language on coordination with 

CDFW for potential sound impacts to fish and the associated work windows for species that CDFW is 

responsible for managing and protecting. 

CDFW recommends that the inclusion of a bubble curtain be added as a best management practice for 
impact pile driving. In addition to the use of cushion block, a bubble curtain could provide a significan t 
increase in sound attenuation under certain conditions." (Craig Shuman, D. Env, Marine Regional 
Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Email, 4/18/2022) 

RESPONSE B1-3 

The comments request clarification of best management practices (BMPs) related to in-water construction; an 
update to a mitigation measure to include mention of BCDC, CDFW, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and 

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board permitting requirements; and revisions to mitigation 

measures to address overwater structures and coordination with CDFW for potential sound impacts on fish. 

With regard to BMPs related to in-water construction, the sources of the "in-water construction best 
management practices" are included in the prior paragraph (Draft EIR footnotes 364 and 365, p. 4.F-45), where 

they are first mentioned. Both footnotes refer to the Caltrans Technical Guidance for Assessment and 

Mitigation of the Hydroacoustic Effects of Pile Driving on Fish, Final Report, prepared for California Departmen t 

ofTransportation by ICF, Jones & Stokes, and Illingworth & Rodkin Inc. (2015), available at https://dot.ca.gov/­

/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/bio-tech-guidance-hydroacoustic­

effects-110215-ally.pdf. The BMPs are incorporated into Mitigation Measure M-B1-3, Fish and Marine Mammal 
Protection during Pile Driving, and include measures applicable to minimizing impacts to marine mammals, 

such as using vibratory pile drives in place of impact hammers for the installation of support piles; using a soft 
start technique during impact hammer pile driving to give fish and marine mammals an opportunity to vacate 

the area; utilizing a sound attenuation system such as a bubble curtain if established NMFS pile driving 

thresholds would otherwise be exceeded; using a NMFS-approved biological monitor to conduct surveys 

before and during pile driving if NMFS sound level criteria are still exceeded with the use of attenuation 

methods to ensure that safety zone for marine mammals are maintained; and that work is halted when ma rine 

mammals enter a safety zone. The benefits of these BMPs are discussed further under Mitigation Measure 
M-Bl-3 in the Draft EIR. 
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For Impact BI-6, the first bullet under Mitigation Measure M-BI-6, Avoidance of Impacts on Wetlands and 
Waters, in Draft EIR Table S-1, p. S-35, and in the same mitigation measure on Draft EIR p. 4.F-49, is amended 
as follows: 

The proposed project shall be designed to avoid, to the extent practical, work within wetlands 
and/or waters under the jurisdiction of USACE, regional board, BCDC. and CDFW. If applicable, 
permits or approvals shall be sought from the above agencies, as required. Where wetlands or 
other water features must be disturbed, the minimum area of disturbance necessary for 
construction shall be identified and the area outside avoided. 

With regard to impacts due to increased water-oriented use through wakes, shading, or increased turbidity, 
the Waterfront Plan is a policy document; therefore, its approval would not directly result in physical changes. 
As discussed on Draft EIR p.1-10, the Draft EIR notes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be subject 
to environmental review at such time thatthose projects are proposed to determine whether they would result 
in physical environmental effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the impacts 
disclosed in the Draft El R, or that were not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

With regard to sound impacts on fish, as stated on Draft EIR p. 4.F-44, if the exceedance of NMFS-sound 
thresholds is anticipated due to proposed construction methods, a bubble curtain or another comparable 
agency-approved sound attenuation method would be used to reduce underwater noise levels during impact 
pile driving. Additionally, Mitigation Measure M-Bl-3, Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving, 
p. 4.F-44, and in Table S-1, p. S-31, is amended as follows: 

Mitigation Measure M-81-3: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving. If required 
by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), a sound attenuation monitoring plan shall be 
prepared to reduce impacts to fish and marine mammals. The plan shall incorporate the following 
best management practices subject to modification in the NM FS- and CDFW-approved plan: 

3.G.4 Comment B1-4: Noise Effects 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

A-CDFW-4 

"II. Editorial Comments and/or Suggestions 

Table 4.F-2 Potential Effects to Fish at Varying Noise Levels 

Comment: The second row for fish< 2 grams should be 183 decibels (dB) accumulated sound exposure 
level (SEL), not 186 dB. Additionally, the table is confusing as the 206 peak sound level is utilized for fish> 
2 grams and< 2 grams. The way it is currently presented it seems that that the peak sound level is only for 
fish > 2 grams. 

Recommendation 

CDFW recommends that table 4.F-2 make two edits 1) change the sound level in the second row from 186 
dB to 183 dB for fish< 2 grams and 2) a fourth row should be added specifically for the peak sound level of 
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206 dB indicating that it is used for all fish regardless of size." (Craig Shuman, D. Env, Marine Regional 
Manager, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Email, 4/18/2022) 

RESPONSE B1-4 

The comment correctly identifies an error in Draft El R Table 4.F-2. In response to this comment, Table 4.F-2, 
p. 4.F-43, is amended as follows: 

Table 4.F-2 Potential Effects to Fish at Varying Noise Levels 

Taxa Sound Level (dB) Effect Reference 

FISH 

All fish> 2 grams in size .!96 13ea Ii Acute Barotraumas Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, 2008 
187 (SEL) 

All fish< 2grams ~183(SEL) Acute Barotraumas Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, 2008 

All fish 206 Qeak Acute Barotraumas Fisheries Hi1droacoustic Working Grou Q, 2008 

Salmon, steelhead 150 (RMS) Avoidance behavior Halvorsen et al. 2012 

NOTES: SEL = sound exposure level; RMS= root-mean-square pressure level 

3.G.5 Comment B1-5: Migratory Fish 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

A-CDFW-5 

"Impact B1-7: The Waterfront Plan could interfere substantially with the movement of a 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. 

Comment: Impact Bl-7 has several misleading statements. Pacific herring spawning within San Francisco 
Bay is not consistent or predictable from year to year. The lack of spawning along the waterfront in recent 
years does not suggest spawning in this location has become less frequent, only that no or smaller spawns 
had occurred in those years. As mentioned in Comment #1, CDFW has identified a portion of the San 
Francisco waterfront from Mission Bay to Isla is Creek as being particularly important in spawning seasons 
over the last decade with very large spawning events occurring there. 

Additionally, longfin smelt are likely present year-round along the San Francisco waterfront. Given the 
proximity of San Francisco to the ocean, salinity likely does not play as large of a role to affect presence 
and is more likely the cause of seasonal migrations for spawning. CDFW agrees there are likely less longfin 
present in the winter as the fish are migrating to spawning habitat both north and south of San Francisco, 
but adult fish remain during this time and have been observed in research trawls in the deeper channels 
adjacent to San Francisco in the winter. 
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Recommendations 

CDFW recommends that the second paragraph under Marine Biological Resources on p. 4.F-50 be 
changed as follows (amended language in bold italics; deleted language in stril~ethrough): 

'Pacific herring are known to breed on in-water structures and utilize this habitat along the San 
Francisco waterfront. A lack of observed spawning in recent years suggests that spa'Nning along 
the waterfront has become less frequent spawning activity varies from year to year. Of all the 
special-status fish species, longfin smelt have the greatest potential to occurwithin the waterfron t 
adjacent to the Plan area. However, because longfin smelt distribution within the San Francisco 
Bay-Delta is driven by fluctuations in salinity and migration to spawning habitats outside of the 
study area, they are unlikely to occur in large numbers near the study area outside of late sumR'ler 
at certain times of the year."' (Craig Shuman, D. Env, Marine Regional Manager, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Email, 4/18/ 2022) 

RESPONSE B1-5 

The commenter states the Draft EIR descriptions of Pacific herring spawning activities in San Francisco Bay are 
not accurate. In response to this comment, the text on Draft EIR pp. 4.F-50 to 4.F-51 is amended to incorporate 
CDFW's recommendations as follows: 

Pacific herring are known to breed on in-water structures and utilize this habitat along the San 
Francisco waterfront. A lack of observed spawning in recent years suggests that spawning along the 
waterfront has become less frequent spawning activity varies from year to year. Of all the special­
status fish species, longfin smelt have the greatest potential to occur within the waterfront adjacen t 
to the Plan area. However, because longfin smelt distribution within the San Francisco Bay-Delta is 
driven by fluctuations in salinity and migration to spawning habitats outside of the study area, they 
are unlikely to occur in large numbers near the study area outsiEle of late summer at certain times of 
the year. 

The above changes do not result in significant new information with respect to the Waterfront Pla n, including 
the level of significance of impacts before or after mitigation or any new significant impacts. 

3.G.6 Comment B1-6: Procedures 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

A-CDFW-6 

"ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative declarations be 
incorporated into a data base which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental 
determinations. (Pub. Resources Code,§ 21003, subd.(e).) Accordingly, please report any special status species 
and natural communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link: 
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https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittingData#44524420-pdf-field-survey-form. The completed form 
can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of 

information reported to CN DDB can be found at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CN DDB/Plants­
and-Animals. 

FILING FEES 

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is 

necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help 

defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying 

project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit.14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. 

Resources Code,§ 21089.)" (Craig Shuman, D. Env, Marine Regional Manager, California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, Email, 4/18/2022) 

RESPONSE B1-6 

The commenter notes that CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and 

negative declarations be incorporated into the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and requests 

that any special-status species and natural communities detected during project surveys be reported to 

CNDDB. The commenter also states that the Waterfront Plan would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife and 

therefore filing fees are necessary. 

Since the Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not directly result in physical changes. 

However, the following text (shown as double-underlined text) is added to Mitigation Measure M-B1-1, Worker 

Environmental Awareness Program Training, pp. S-25 and 4.F-36: 

Mitigation Measure M-B1-la: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training and Special­
Status Species and Natural Communities Reporting. Project-specific Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) training shall be developed and implemented by a qualified biologist and 

attended by all project personnel performing demolition or ground-disturbing work where buildings, 
bridges, landscaping/street trees, natural vegetation or shoreline habitats are present prior to the 

start of work. The WEAP training shall generally include, but not be limited to, education about the 
following: 

Applicable state and federal laws, environmental regulations, project permit conditions, and 

penalties for non-compliance. 

Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to be encountered on or in the vicinity 
of the project area during construction. 

Avoidance measures and a protocol for encountering special-status species including a 

communication chain. 

Preconstruction surveys and biological monitoring requirements associated with each phase of 

work and at specific locations within the project area (e.g., shoreline work) as biological resources 
and protection measures will vary depending on where work is occurring within the site, time of 
year, and construction activity. 
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Known sensitive resource areas in the project vicinity that are to be avoided and/or protected as 
well as approved project work areas, access roads, and staging areas. 

Any special-status species and sensitive natural communities detected during surveys or 
monitoring or subsequent projects will be reported to the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife California Natural Diversity Database using the field survey forms found at 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittingData#44524420-pdf-field-survey-form. 

The above changes do not result in significant new information with respect to the Waterfront Pla n, including 
the level of significance of impacts before or after mitigation or any new significant impacts. 

Regarding comments pertaining to CDFW filing fees, for subsequent projects that could occur pursuant to the 
Waterfront Plan, the Port and the planning department understand that filing fees are due to CDFW per the 
filing fee schedule on CDFW's website.5 

3.G.7 Comment Bl-7: Framework 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

A-BCDC-2 

"In addition to the Project Location Map mentioned in the general comment above, the Habitat Map 
(Figure 4.F-1 of the Biological Resources section) does not appear to represent the full area described in the 
Plan's policies. Only terrestrial and overwater structures are shown, however, policies and act ivities in the 
Waterfront Plan, including topics related to enhancing the San Francisco Bay Water Trail, as well as ferry and 
water taxi service for example, would need to occur within open water - beyond the shoreline and overwater 
structures. Please revise the plan area and habitat map to better define the bayward extent of the Waterfron t 
Plan and to account for biological resources that are within tidal marsh, tidal flat, and open water habitat 
where the Waterfront Plan will apply. 

The "Critical Habitat" section on page 25 states: "A review of GIS-based habitat data for USFWS Critical Habitat 
for Threatened and Endangered Species shows that the Plan area is not located within designated critical 
habitat for any listed species." A review of this dataset shows that the federally threatened green sturgeon 
(Acipenser medirostris) has designated critical habitat up to the elevation of mean higher high water 
(https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/inport/item/65369). This includes areas below and adjacent to overwater 
structures within the Waterfront Plan area. Please revise this statement. 

The DEIR Chapter 4.F.3 Regulatory Framework mentions the Bay Plan under "Local Regulations." This section 
refers to the applicable policies related to Bay filling, but does not mention Bay Plan Policies related to 
biological resources. BCDC recommends adding reference to Bay Plan Findings and Policies concerning Fish, 
Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife in the Bay (Bay Plan Policies Part Ill) and indicating consideration of 
these policies throughout the DEIR's impact analysis of the Waterfront Plan, such as Impact Bl-8: Waterfron t 
Plan would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources." (Yuri Jewett, 

5 https://wild life .ca.gov/Conservation/Environ mental-Review/CEQA/Fees#55227991-annua I-adjustments. 
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Principal Waterfront Planner, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Email, 
4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE B1-7 

The commenter requests revisions to the habitat map to better define the bayward extent of the Waterfron t 
Plan area and to account for biological resources that are within tidal marsh, tidal flat, and open water habitat. 
The commenter also requests revisions to the description of the habitat for threatened green sturgeon 
(Acipenser medirostris) and added discussion of BCDC's Bay Plan Findings and Policies concerning Fish, Other 
Aquatic Organisms, and Wildlife in the Bay in Draft EIR Section 4.F.3, Regulatory Framework, and in the analysis. 

With regard to the comment that the Waterfront Plan area shown in Figure 4.F-1, Habitat Map - Fisherman's 
Wharf Subarea, on Draft EIR p. 4.F-3, does not fully represent the Waterfront Plan policies and activities, 
including activities that must occur within open water beyond the shoreline and overwater structures, 
Figure 4.F-1 depicts the locations of properties owned and managed by the Port that comprise the Waterfron t 
Plan area. The figure provides a visual overview of the Waterfront Plan area and is not intended to depict the 
physical extent of activities related to the Plan and its policies. Physical effects associated with 
implementation of the Waterfront Plan are addressed and graphically depicted where appropriate in the 
chapters and technical sections of the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise specific issues concerning the 
adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, and no further response to this comment is required pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088. 

With regard to green sturgeon, as noted on Draft EIR p. 4.F-25, "Critical habitat for green sturgeon and Central 
California coast steel head is designated for the whole of San Francisco Bay and includes the waters adjacen t 
to the Plan area." This designation informs the subsequent analysis as it relates to potential impacts on 
special-status aquatic species. The text in question is related to USFWS-covered species, for which no critical 
habitat occurs within the Plan area. 

With regard to BCDC's Bay Plan Findings and Policies concerning Fish, Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife 
in the bay, the following text is added under Section 4.F.3, Regulatory Framework, San Francisco Bay Plan, on 
Draft EIR p. 4.F-33: 

Fish Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife Policies 

1. To assure the benefits of fish. other aquatic organisms and wildlife for future generations. to the 
greatest extent feasible, the Bay's tidal marshes, tidal flats, and subtidal habitat shou ld be 
conserved. restored and increased. 

2. Native species. including candidate. threatened. and endangered species: species that the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. the National Marine Fisheries Service, and/or the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service have listed under the California or Federal Endangered Species Act: and 
any species that provides substantial public benefits. as well as specific habitats that are needed 
to conserve. increase. or prevent the extinction of these species, should be protected, whether in 
the Bay or behind dikes. Protection offish. other aquatic organisms. and wildlife and their habitats 
may entail placement of fill to enhance the Bay's ecological function in the near-term and to 
ensure that they persist into the future with sea-level rise. 
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3. In reviewing or approving habitat restoration projects or programs the Commission should be 
guided by the best available science. including regional goals. and should. where appropriate. 
provide for a diversity of habitats for associated native aquatic and terrestrial plant and animal 
species. 

4. The Commission should: 

a. Consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service. whenever a proposed project may adversely 
affect an endangered or threatened plant. fish, other aquatic organism or wildlife species; 

b. Not authorize projects that would result in the "taking" of any plant fish other aquatic 
organism or wild life species listed as endangered or threatened pursuant to the state or 
federal Endangered Species Acts. or the federal Marine Mammal Protection Act. or species that 
are candidates for listing under these acts, unless the project applicant has obtained the 
appropriate "take" authorization from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. National Marine 
Fisheries Service or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife; and 

c. Give appropriate consideration to the recommendations of the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife the National Marine Fisheries Service or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in order 
to avoid possible adverse effects of a proposed project on fish. other aquatic organisms and 
wildlife habitat. 

s. The Commission may permit fill or a minimum amount of dredging in wildlife refuges necessary 
to enhance or restore fish. other aquatic organisms and wildlife habitat. or to provide 
appropriately located public facilities for wildlife observation interpretation and education 

6. Allowable fill for habitat projects in the Bay should (al minimize near term adverse impacts to and 
loss of existing Bay habitat and native species; (bl provide substantial net benefits for Bay habitats 
and native species: and (c) be scaled appropriately for the project and necessary sea level rise 
adaptation measures in accordance with the best available science. The timing. frequency. and 
volume offill should be determined in accordance with these criteria. 

7. Sediment placement for habitat adaptation should be prioritized in (1) subsided diked baylands. 
tidal marshes, and tidal flats, as these areas are particularly vulnerable to loss and degradation 
due to sea level rise and lack of necessary sediment supply. and/or in (2) intertidal and shallow 
subtidal areas to support tidal marsh. tidal flat, and eelgrass bed adaptation. In some cases. 
sediment placement for a habitat project in deep subtidal areas may be authorized if substantial 
ecological benefits will be provided and the project aligns with current regional sediment 
availability and needs. 

In addition, the following edits are made to the Impact Bl-8 discussion on Draft EIR p. 4.F-51: 

The Waterfront Plan establishes 9 goals - each supported by specific policies -for subsequent projects 
that could occur under the Waterfront Plan along the 7.5-mile waterfront and upland properties 
managed by the Port. Some of the goals include maintaining and enhancing the historic function and 
character of the waterfront, providing a diverse range of activities to engage residents, providing a 
safe and accessible waterfront for all users, and ensuring the Port remains financially via ble through 
collaborative partnerships; however, one of the goals, "An Environmentally Sustainable Port," relates 
to the biological resources within the Plan area. This goal aims to "improve the ecology of the bay and 
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its environs" and meet "the highest standards for environmental sustainability, stewardship, and 
justice." 

Specific policies that benefit biological resources include greenhouse gas emissions, water quality 
and conservation, and biodiversity. The vast majority of sensitive terrestrial resources in the study 
area are located in the Southern Waterfront subarea (Crane Cove Park to India Basin). Within this 
subarea, the Waterfront Plan aims to improve and enhance open space and public access areas that 
do not compromise sensitive environmental habitat areas, as well as to protect wildlife habitat and 
shoreline areas. Subsequent projects that could occur under the Waterfront Plan would conform to 
the goals and policies in the Waterfront Plan, which would benefit biological resources. 

The Waterfront Plan is consistent with the San Francisco Bay Plan's Findings and Policies concerning 
Fish. Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife in the bay. Mitigation Measures M-Bl-la. Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program Training: M-Bl-lb. Special-Status Plant Species Surveys: M-Bl-2a. 
Nesting Bird Protection Measures: M-Bl-2b, Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats; and M-Bl-
3. Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving. would avoid and minimize impacts on 
special-status species by requiring worker environmental awareness training: conducting a rare plant 
survey and avoiding special-status species where feasible and. if avoidance is not feasible, 
implementing salvage and relocation of the plants; and limiting construction to the non-nesting bird 
season when feasible or. if avoiding the bird nesting season is not feasible. conducting pre­
construction surveys for nesting birds and establishing no-disturbance buffers around any active 
nests to ensure they are not disturbed by construction and repeating the pre-construction surveys 
when work resumes after being suspended for seven days. These mitigation measures also require 
pre-construction surveys to identify active bat roosts, establishing protective buffers until roosts are 
no longer in use, and limiting the removal of trees or structures with potential bat roosting habitat to 
the time of year when bats are active to avoid disturbing bats during the maternity roosting season or 
months of winter torpor. With regard to in-bay water work. these mitigation measures require 
implementing in-water construction best management practices: conducting pile driving only during 
the seasonal work window (June 1-November 30): to the extent feasible. using vibratory pile drivers 
in accordance with the USACE's "Proposed Procedures for Permitting Projects that wil l Not Adversely 
Affect Selected Listed Species in California"; implementing a soft start technique: and. during the use 
of an impact hammer, not exceeding NMFS pile driving noise thresholds or, if exceeding those 
thresholds. installing a noise attenuation method (e.g .• bubble curtain\. In addition to the Draft EIR 
mitigation measures. subsequent projects would be subject to project-specific avoidance and 
minimization requirements as conditions of permits issued by regulatory agencies to conduct in­
water or shoreline construction and improvement work. 

Should a street tree, "landmark tree," or "significant tree" be proposed for remova l under a 
subsequent project that could occur under the Waterfront Plan, the Port wou ld be required to comply 
with article 16 of the San Francisco Public Words Code. Therefore, subsequent projects that could 
occur with implementation of the Waterfront Plan would not conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, and this 
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary. 

The above changes do not result in significant new information with respect to the Waterfront Plan, including 
the level of significance of impacts before or after mitigation or any new significant impacts. 
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3.H Recreation [RE] 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.H. Recreation [RE] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in initial study 
Section E.12, Recreation. The comment topics relate to: 

RE-1: Impacts on Recreational Use 

3.H.1 Comment RE-1: Impacts on Recreational Use 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

O-SERC-2 

"Second - We are concerned by the DEIR conclusion that the Plan has less than a significant impact on 
recreational facilities and uses. The potential for increased commercialization and industrialization of the area 
could have a significant impact by curtailing the public's recreational use and enjoyment of this area." (Fran 
Hegeler, President, South End Rowing Club, Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE RE-1 

The commenter expresses concern that the Draft El R conclusion that implementation of the Waterfront Plan 
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to recreation does not consider the potential for increased 
commercialization and industrialization to curtail the public's recreational use and enjoyment, which the 
commenter states could result in a significant impact related to recreation. 

As discussed on Draft EIR pp. 2-36 to 2-37, the Waterfront Plan goals and policies would guide the location, 
types of land use, and property improvements the Port will seek through new leases and developments, 
rehabilitation of existing piers, waterfront and open space improvements along the shoreline, enhancement 
of recreational uses in the bay, improvements to existing maritime uses, and development of a resilience 
program for Port facilities. Since the Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not directly 
result in physical changes. The Waterfront Plan includes new policies to recognize and support water 
recreation uses and facilities along the Port's waterfront, including policies to protect t he safety of swimmers, 
rowers, and maritime vessels. The Plan policies would support effective management of these activities along 
with other uses allowed in the Plan and guide future subsequent project proposals. As discussed on Draft EIR 
p. 1-10, the Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be subject to environmental 
review at such time that those projects are proposed; and that the planning department would determine 
whether they would result in physical environmental effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are 
greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or that were not previously disclosed in the Draft El R. If one 
or more of these conditions is identified, the subsequent project would undergo further environmental review, 
as applicable, to address the new issues. 

As discussed on p.118 of Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.12, Recreation, implementation of the 
Waterfront Plan would likely result in an increase in the use of recreational facilities due to subsequent projects 
that could occur pursuant to the Plan. However, as discussed in the analysis, this increase would not be 
significant enough to result in the physical deterioration of existing recreational facilities. Nor would 
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implementation of the Waterfront Plan result in the construction of new or expanded recreational facilities 
that could have an adverse physical effect on the environment, which is the question that has to be answered 
under CEQA because CEQA focuses on impacts to existing recreational facilities (constructed or provided on 
land) as opposed to in-water recreational activities. 

As noted above, the increase in the use of recreational facilities as a result of implementation of the Waterfron t 
Plan would be addressed in part through implementation of the various Plan policies that seek to enhance 
open space programming and public access to new open spaces in the Plan area, which would also address 
the commenter's concern that commercial and industrial development would curtail the public's recreational 
use and enjoyment of the waterfront. In fact, new waterfront developments have been a key means to increase 
and improve shoreline parks, public access areas, and new water recreation facilities and benefits. Therefore, 
the Waterfront Plan would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks and other 
recreational facilities to such an extent that substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational facilities 
would occur or be accelerated, or that construction of new or expanded recreational facilities would be 
required. As such, the impact is less than significant. 

It should also be noted that the Waterfront Plan supports and includes proposed policies to promote public 
recreation on land and in the bay for swimmers, kayakers, and human-powered vessels, as well as recreational 
boating, as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, on p. 2-29. These policies include promoting ways to 
create and improve the public realm, and connections between the city, waterfront, and the bay (Policies 2-3, 
11); promoting the Bay Water Trail, enhancing water recreation facilities, and safe access in areas shared with 
maritime vessel operations and natural habitat areas (Policy 18); and improvements to complete and enhance 
the Port's open space network by increasing the recreational uses, no/low-cost activities and events, and 
connections with nature; and creating an improved Ferry Plaza on the bay side of the Ferry Building 
(Policies 4-6). In addition, see project sponsor-initiated changes to Waterfront Plan policies regarding 
revisions to recognize open-water swimming, rowing and human-powered water recreation activities as noted 
in Chapter 4, Draft EIR Revisions. 

The commenter has not submitted evidence demonstrating that the Plan would resu lt in the physical 
deterioration of existing parks or other recreational facilities to such an extent that construction of new or 
expansion of such facilities would be required, either within the Plan area or elsewhere. For these reasons, 
impacts on recreation were adequately analyzed and recirculation of the Draft EIR, as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088.5, is not required. 

3.1 Geology and Soils [GE] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in initial study 
Section E.16, Geology and Soils. The comment topics relate to: 

GE-1: Bay Fill, Groundwater, and Sea-Level Rise 

Case No. 2019-023037ENV 
January 2023 

3-32 Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 



 

 

 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.1. Geology and Soils [GE] 

3.1.1 Comment GE-1: Bay Fill, Groundwater, and Sea-Level Rise 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

I-Hestorl-1, I-Hestor2-l 

"The EIR -- I'm going to submit written comments, but the EIR is a great opportunity to provide information on 
the scope of bay fill in the City. I found out that even the Planning Department doesn't have a total 
comprehension of it. East of Montgomery Street, bay fill. Most of south of Market, bay fill. Mission Bay, bay fill. 
A lot of the Mission itself was bay fill. 

And so having that information solidly provided in a Waterfront EIR, available in the Waterfront Plan EIR, I 
think, is important to -- for people that are really trying to understand why street levels -- why there's burbling 
up on groundwater in the Mission District. There's burbling up on groundwater because it's bay fill. And people 
could really understand that better if there was something in the Planning Department that was readily 
available about how the City historically filled in. Thank you very much." {Sue Hestor, Planning Commission 
Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"WATERFRONT PLAN DEIR - Case 2019-023037ENV 

The Waterfront Plan DEIR includes abundant data and maps. However, given the reality of measures the Port 
and others must take because of both sea level (San Francisco Bay) rise and climate change - including new 
seawalls and changes to current piers - additional information must be provided. 

The EIR needs to show areas from Golden Gate Bridge to San Mateo County line which were added to the 
land mass of San Francisco by filling San Francisco Bay. Most of this area is adjacent to property under 
Port jurisdiction. Slightly larger than Waterfront Plan Area delineated on Project Location Map -
Figure 2-1. Such a map is not readily available the Planning website. 

Some measures the Port will take are required by expansion of the "land" of the city by adding fill into the bay 
or by removing marshes and creeks that connected peninsula to the Bay. A clear map which shows terrain of 
the "pre-1849ers" San Francisco peninsula - compared to map of current San Francisco - is necessary to 
understand changes that will invariably be needed on Port property in the next 20 years. Projects will occur on 
land, piers and water under jurisdiction of Port. Modifications will/should be done to protect site areas not 
shown on maps in this DEIR. Some filled areas already show impacts of that fill - in Mission flooded basements 
because of filled in creeks. Others will be visible when very low buildings are replaced by taller apartment or 
commercial buildings as former industrial areas evolve particularly in south of Market. 

Hills such as Telegraph Hill and Rincon Hill had eastern edges "scalped" to dump rock into the Bay and expand 
"dry land." Other areas were dredged. North of what is now" Market Street" current" Montgomery Street" was 
more or less the edge of the bay. Ships were moored along east of the evolving seawalls. 

The areas surrounding Telegraph Hill to the north and east - commercial, government/Muni yard, residential -
that are NOT Port property, should/will be protected by expansion of the sea wall and other waterfront 
improvements. 
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The area to the south of Broadway now includes the rezoned financial district. And former Redevelopmen t 
areas for Golden Gateway and Embarcadero Center. A map should show how much of it is bay fill. A portion is 
already available in maps that show the sea walls in 8 Washington EIR. But THAT FEIR was written before the 
reality of serious climate change and sea level rise affected decisions on steps that must be taken to allow 
planning for expanded residences in San Francisco. 

The sandy areas in the industrial areas south of what is now Market had an irregular shore line, with creeks 
west from the bay south of "Market" to China Basin toward 10th and South Van Ness. 

When Loma Prieta occurred, sand boils bubbled up in what was then a very low-rise area M-1 and C-M district. 
Because the Planning and Building Code implementation did not require that piles be driven to bedrock for 
the Millennium Tower high rise at 301 Mission Street that building was NOT so anchored to bedrock. 
Extraordinary efforts and funds have been necessary to stabilize that building of luxury condo residences. 
There have been tens of thousands of new residences in the past 30 years. Many in new towers surrounding 
Rincon Hill. Which IS on bedrock. Recently erected housing tends to be extremely expensive housing. 

The areas "downhill" north, east and south of Rincon Hill towards the Bay are much more affordable, and more 
likely to be on bay fill. They have formerly been various Redevelopment Areas under the jurisdiction of SF 
Redevelopment Agency and rental housing. With the abolition of the Redevelopment Agency, zoning controls 
shifted to Planning Department which has different criteria as it considers housing towers. 

Some of the areas which were filled are now public or low-income housing, areas east of Potrero Hill, areas of 
the Mission. The fill areas should be visible so that the housing that exists OR THAT IS POSSIBLE can be 
protected by improvements on Port property in the next 20 years while the sea/Bay level rises." (Sue Hestor, 
Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE GE-1 

The commenter requests information be added to the Draft EIR addressing the history of fill along the San 
Francisco waterfront and states that the EIR needs to consider the impacts of sea-level rise and climate change 
on areas where fill has occurred from the Golden Gate Bridge to the San Mateo County line. 

Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.16, Geology and Soils, Environmental Setting discusses the 
existing pattern of artificial/bay fill in the Waterfront Plan area, and the remainder of Section E.16 evaluates 
potential environmental impacts of the Waterfront Plan on geology and soils. As stated in the Environmental 
Setting, the Plan area generally encompasses areas along the eastern waterfront of San Francisco that were 
open water prior to being artificially filled during the 19th and 20th centuries. As stated in the initial study 
discussion of Impact GE-1, the Waterfront Plan would introduce a new Resilience goal that includes policies to 
reduce seismic and life safety risks (Policy 2a), promote seismic retrofit and repairs to the Embarcadero 
seawall and Port facilities (Policies 2b and c), and provide for a program of resilience planning that is 
transparent and accountable to public review and engagement to adapt waterfront risks, conditions, and 
priorities over time (Policies 4a-h). The initial study discussion of Impact GE-1 also identifies the process for 
identifying ground improvements that may be determined appropriate by site-specific geotechnical 
investigations that would be required for subsequent projects constructed in the Plan area. Regarding the 
commenter's request that the planning department provide a map of bay fill along the San Francisco 

Case No. 2019-023037ENV 
January 2023 

3-34 Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.J. Hydrology and Water Quality [HY] 

shoreline, Map 4, Seismic Hazard Zones San Francisco, 2012, of the San Francisco General Plan Community 
Safety Element that generally illustrates the extent of bay fill along San Francisco's northern and eastern 
shorelines as "liquefaction zone".6 Finally, the Waterfront Plan area encompasses only property owned by the 
Port of San Francisco; therefore, assessing impacts from sea-level rise and climate change on fill in Rincon Hill, 
Mission Bay, and the Financial District is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

Refer to Draft EIRAppendix B, Initial Study, Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Response HY-1 for 
discussion of impacts of the Waterfront Plan related to flooding. 

3.J Hydrology and Water Quality [HY] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in initial study 

Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality. The comment topics relate to: 

HY-1: Flooding and Sea-Level Rise 

HY-2: Water Quality for Recreational Users 

HY-3: Groundwater and Water Quality 

3.J.1 Comment HV-1: Flooding and Sea-Level Rise 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

A-BCDC-6, A-Caltrans-1, I-Hong2-5, I-Huang-l 

"Page 158 of the Initial Study states "The sea-level rise vulnerability zone is 108 inches above today's high tide 
(mean higher high water). This includes 66 inches of sea-level rise plus 42 inches of tidal and storm surge, an 
upper-range scenario for end of century." While these values are based on current San Francisco Planning 
Guidance, please note that BCDC currently considers the Ocean Protection Council Sea Level Rise Guidance 
(2018) as the best available science for selecting sea level rise projections, and an update to the Sea Level Rise 
Guidance is expected in 2023. Another notable recent source used by BCDC for regional sea level rise 

projections and compound flooding impacts is the 2022 NOAA Technical Report." (Yu ri Jewett, Principal 
Waterfront Planner, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"Please keep Caltrans informed about sea level rise adaptation measures as the Waterfront Plan project area 

encompasses along the San Francisco Bay Shoreline. Objective 9 on page 6-35 states, "strengthen Port 
resilience to hazards and promote adaptation to climate change and rising tides through equitable 
investments to protect community, ecological, and economic assets and services along its 7.5-mile 
waterfront." In particular, and of relevance to this objective, Cal trans is interested in engaging in multi-agency 
collaboration early and often, to find multi-benefit solutions when planning and implementing shoreline 
adaptation measures to protect communities, infrastructure, and the environment by fostering collaboration 
and exploring innovative adaptation approaches such as nature-based solutions. Please contact Vishal Ream-

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Safety Element, https:f/sfplanning.org/resource/community-safety-element, accessed July 29. 
2022. 
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Rao, Climate Change Branch Chief, at vish.reamrao@dot.ca.gov with any questions." (Mark Leong, District 
Branch Chief, Local Development Review, California Department ofTransportation, Email, 4/22/2022) 

"7. Will the on going climate change, floods due to the high tide be addressed as part of this plan?" (Dennis 
Hong, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"In the latest EIR, it was not mentioned how hydrology and water quality will impact flows/existing water 
bodies and how sea level rise will be addressed based on land use changes. Along with king tide effects 
occurred back in December 2021, flooding is a concern when a combination of storm surge and sea level rise 
doubled the effects, causing significant traffic disturbance. Sea level rise will cause more damage to the streets 
and the properties in the upcoming ten or twenty years. It is understood that the new development will 
increase or decrease flows impacting the city storm drain systems and or creeks along The Embarcadero." (Erin 
Huang, Email, 3/24/2022) 

RESPONSE HY-1 

The comments note that, while sea-level rise projections are based on current San Francisco Planning 
Guidance, BCDC currently considers the Ocean Protection Council Sea-Level Rise Guidance (2018) as the best 
available science for selecting sea level rise projections; request that Caltrans be kept informed about sea­
level rise adaptation measures in the Waterfront Plan area; and state that the Draft EIR does not address 
hydrology, water quality, or sea-level rise impacts. 

BCD C's comment about recommendations for the best available science for selecting sea-level rise projections 
is noted. San Francisco's sea-level rise projections are based on the 2018 Ocean Protection Council Sea-Level 
Rise Guidance. The projections include the likely and l-in-200 chance values for representative concentration 
pathway (RCP) 4.5 and RCP 8.5.7 For the likely values, San Francisco's previous guidance recommended using 
36 inches at 2100. This compared well with the updated science, which ranges from 33 inches under RCP 4.5 
to 41 inches under RCP 8.5. For the upper range values, San Francisco's previous guidance recommendation 
of 66 inches by 2100 is less than the updated science, which projects 71 to 83 inches of sea-level rise by 2100.8 

In response to this comment, the following double-underlined text has been added to the first full paragraph 
of Draft EIR Appendix B, p. 158: 

Most of the Plan area is within the city's sea-level rise vulnerability zone.243 The sea-level rise 
vulnerability zone is 108 inches above today's high tide (mean higher high water). This includes 
66 inches of sea-level rise plus 42 inches of tidal and storm surge, an upper-range scenario for end of 
century. Since development of the City's sea-level rise vulnerability zone. San Francisco's sea-level 
rise projections have been updated to between 71 and 83 inches by 2100, depending on the 
greenhouse gas emissions scenario assumed.243

a 

' "Representative concentration pathways" represent different greenhouse gas emissions scenarios. Each RCP represents a collection of possible 
underlying socioeconomic conditions, policy options, and technological considerations, spanning from a low-end scenario (RCP 2.6) that requires 
significant emissions reductions to a high-end, "business-as-usual," fossil-fuel-intensive emission scenario (RCP 8.5). 
8 City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Coordinating Committee, Guidance for Incorporating Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning, updated 
on January 3, 2020. 
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ma City and County of San Francisco Sea I eyel Rise Coordinating Committee Guidance for lnrnmomtinq Sea Level Rise into Capital 
Planning updated January 3 2020 

Note that this change would not necessitate modification to any of the analyses in the Draft EIR since the 
Waterfront Plan is a policy document and its approval would not directly result in physical changes. As 
discussed on Draft EIR p.1-10, the Draft EIR notes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be subject 
to environmental review, including an assessment of vulnerability to sea-level rise, at such time that those 
projects are proposed to determine whether they would result in physical environmental effects that are 
peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or that were not 
previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment A-Caltrans-1 expresses interest in multi-agency and stakeholder collaboration on the project, with 
a focus on implementing shoreline adaptation measures. The comment is acknowledged and has been 
forwarded to the Port but does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the El R impact analysis of physical 
impacts and therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15088, does not require a response. 

Regarding Comment I-Hong2-5, the Waterfront Plan includes an Environmentally Sustainable Port goal and 
associated policies that recognize and support actions to reduce climate change impacts (such as minimizing 
greenhouse gas emissions and encouraging installation of solar) and a Resilient Port goal and associated 
policies that strengthen resilience to hazards and climate change effects by developing and implementing a 
resilience plan that protects and enhances the existing waterfront in collaboration with city, state, and federal 
agency partners and the public. 

Regarding Comment I-Huang-1, the initial study (Draft EIR Appendix B) evaluates whether the project would 
affect flows or existing water bodies, including how it would impede or redirect water surface elevations during 
a tidal flood. The commenter's concern regarding the potential damage caused by future sea-level rise is 
acknowledged in Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality, which states 
as follows: 

Flooding conditions in the Plan area along San Francisco's bay shoreline would be exacerbated with 
projected sea-level rise over the remainder of the century due to climate change. Coastal areas are 
vulnerable to periodic flooding due to extreme tides, storm surge, storm waves, and El Nino storm 
events. These conditions can result in many effects, including flooding of low-lying areas including 
roads, boardwalks, and waterfront promenades; storm drain backup; wave damage to coastal 
structures; and erosion of natural shorelines. Rising sea level due to climate change has the potential 
to increase the frequency, severity, and extent of flooding as a result of these conditions. FEMA FIRMs 
did not consider future sea-level rise in assessing the flood risks. 

The comment that new development will increase flows affecting the city storm drain systems and or creeks 
along The Embarcadero is not correct. As stated in the initial study discussion of Impact HY-4 (Draft EIR 
Appendix B), stormwater in the Plan area currently drains to either the combined sewer system or directly to 
San Francisco Bay via the separate storm sewer system, and the subsequent projects that could occur 
pursuant to the Waterfront Plan would not result in substantial additions of new impervious area. Compliance 
with standard stormwater control design requirements, subject to approval by San Francisco Public Works, 
would ensure that subsequent projects would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. 
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3.J.2 Comment HV-2: Water Quality for Recreational Users 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

A-CPC-Moore-2, O-DOLPHl-l, O-DOLPH2-1, O-SERC-3, I-Allanl-1, I-Allan2-1, I-Wygant-1 

"I would echo some of the public comments that were made regarding water quality and recreational uses. I 
do believe that public health, in addition to the Dolphin Club and the South End Rowing Club not feeling 
included, deals also with public health and water quality relative to people who do informal water and 
swimming in Aquatic Park and other parts of the Waterfront. I think we owe it to everybody to have that part 
addressed because, for many people, also visitors, being able to physically touch the water on the Waterfron t 
is a very important part. As to whether or not you're just wading, or if you are canoeing, anything else, hanging 
your legs over into the water, we need to know what happens as changes occur and how this long-term plan, 
as described in the EIR, will affect water quality and public health." (Kathrin Moore, Planning Commission 
Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"And Bill Wygant very artistically spelled out our concern as well at the Dolphin Club - our next-door neigh bor. 
And I would just add to it that our concern is based on the fact that, between the two clubs, we have 
approximately well over 2,000 members, and more than half of them swim in the Bay, and a good part of the 
other half are rowers in the Bay as well. 

So I just wanted to let you know that we raise our hand and want everybody in this process to know we're 
there, and we're watching, and we appreciate being included in discussion. Thank you very much." (Ward 
Bushee, President, Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club, Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"The Dolphin Club and our Jefferson Street neighbor, The South End Rowing Club, together have over 3,500 
members and collectively about 300 years of history enjoying the Bay waters. As has been the case since 1877, 
many of Dolphin members swim and row every day in areas likely to be affected by future Port projects. 
Specifically, hydrology and water quality, which were found to lack significance in the Waterfront Draft EIR 
(2019-023037ENV), are critical to our members being able to use are area's waters for recreation." (Ward 
Bushee, President, Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"Third - We are concerned by the DEIR's conclusion that the Plan has less than a significant on hydrology and 
water quality. Water quality is of the utmost importance to our members. We have an interest in ensuring that 
no project adversely impacts water quality and that adequate safeguards are in place to prevent such impact. 
Any construction activity along the waterfront has the potential to disturb the seabed, releasing contaminants 
that are currently encapsulated. Such impacts also could adversely affect wildlife in the Plan area - a matter 
that the DEIR does not seem to fully address." (Fran Hegeler, President, South End Rowing Club, Email, 
4/25/2022) 
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"My name is Jean Allan. I'm a San Francisco native and long-term Bay swimmer and kayak paddler. I'm a 
current member of the Dolphin Club as well as a former member of the South End.And in addition to accessing 
the Waterfront boundary waters via the two clubs, I've also accessed the Plan-included waters via the public 
access entry, Aquatic Park, which is to the immediate west of the boundary area. 

The two swim clubs are over a hundred years old, with a combined membership of over 300 members. Both 
were also lessees of the City and the Port. It doesn't appear that their use of the waters within the boundary 
area were considered in the initial studies, and there are numerous other small swim organizations and 
unaffiliated members of the general public who swim or use small, human-powered watercraft in the area. 

So swimmers and boaters, including those in sliding-seat rowboats, stand-up paddle boards, kayaks, shells, 
routinely use the waterways within the boundaries of the Fisherman's Wharf subarea of the Waterfront Plan, 
and yet there's no mention of the existing swimming or human-powered small watercraft activity in the over-
500-page long Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

There's no mention of the routine swimming in the boundary area up and down both sides of Hyde Street Pier 
as well as inside and outside the Fisherman's Wharf breakwater, or analysis of the plan's impact on water 
hydrology in the form of changes in currents, for example, when pier pylons are removed and/or replaced. 

Similarly, there's no analysis of water quality on swimmers who are fully immersed in the water, for example, 
when construction-related dredging occurs. 

So the Draft is currently inadequate and inaccurate, to the extent that it doesn't analyze these current uses, 
and-" (Jean Allan, Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"The Waterfront DEIR requires recirculation under each of those three definitions standing alone and/or any 
combination of two or more because it wholly fails to fully address two CEQA mandated 'resource topics': 
(1) Recreation; and (2) 'Hydrology and Water Quality.' 

Unfortunately, the Initial Study inaccurately determined that the Waterfront Plan would have no significant 
impacts on those two resource topics; hence, they were omitted from the DEIR. (DEIR at p. S-2.) However, both 
resources are negatively impacted in a significant manner in the context of two pre-existing and entirely 
overlooked activities that regularly take place within the boundaries of the Waterfront Plan: (1) open water 
swimming; and (2) the use of human powered watercraft (e.g., kayaks, rowboats, shells, and SUPs).1 

Swimmers are immersed in the water and thereby especially vulnerable to changes in water quality (e.g., 
pollutants, construction debris, etc.) and/or changes in hydrology (e.g., changes in predicted currents, 
whether direction or intensity). Depending on the type of watercraft, human-powered vessel operators are 
subject to similar in-water exposures. And those vessel operators who are not routinely exposed to the water 
in terms of bodily contact nonetheless remain vulnerable to any changes in the predicted currents. 

Both open water swimming and the use of human-powered vessels are well-known, longstanding recreation 
uses within the Fisherman's Wharf Subarea and to a lesser degree in other subareas2 of t he project area. For 
example, many members of the Dolphin Swimming & Boating Club, founded in 1877 and now numbering 
almost 1900 members, swim or boat within the boundaries of the Waterfront Plan (e.g., both sides of Hyde 
Street Pier and inside/outside the Fisherman's Wharf Breakwater) (see Draft EIR pp. 2-9, 2-10). Numerous other 
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nonprofit organizations, small businesses, and myriad unaffiliated individual users regularly engage in these 
same activities within the Waterfront Plan boundaries, including the following: 

South End Rowing Club (founded 1873) 
Water World Swim 
Swim Art 
Suzie Dods Swim Coaching 
Pacific Open Water Swimming 

It is the Lead Agency's responsibility to assess identify, analyze and mitigate significant environmental 
impacts. The lack of any data or analysis on the current and projected use of the waters within the Waterfron t 
Plan boundaries by swimmers and human-powered vessel operators makes it virtually impossi ble for 
interested agencies and the public to provide meaningful and informed comment on the DEIR. The Lead 
Agency, Project Sponsor and its environmental consultant-Environmental Science Associates-need to go 
back and thoroughly identify and analyze the impacts of the Waterfront Plan on these ongoing recreation 
activities, and then set forth mitigation measures to address those specific impacts. Thereafter, the public 
needs to be given an opportunity to provide comment." (Jean Allan, Attorney at Law, Email, 4/22/2022) 

1 A word search for "swim" or "swimming" in the 228-page Initial Study returns "zero finds." In the "Recreation" 
resource category, the text indicates: "Hyde Street Pier, and Aquatic Park provide recreational boating facilities 
and recreational viewing of historic maritime boating facilities and artifacts." (See Initial Study at p. 115.) 
Similarly, there is no mention of human swimming or human-powered, water-exposed vessel operation within 
the "Hydrology & Water Quality" resource category. (See Initial Study at pp. 155-58.) Yet, the same very same 
Waterfront Plan was deemed to have potentially significant impact on the CEQA resource category of 
"Biological Resources" (e.g., plants, fish and marine mammals) for which mitigation measures are included in 
the DEIR. By logical extension. There would necessarily be significant impacts on human in-water use, which 
would require a separate environmental analysis to identify those impacts and consider appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

2 Crane Cove, itself a Port-developed property in the Southern Waterfront subarea of the Waterfront Plan is 
widely recognized as an open water swimming venue as well as an area of calm water for paddle boarding and 
kayaking. Yet, while it is identified by name on the DEIR map, neither its intended nor actual use for open water 
swimming and human-powered vessel operation is acknowledged or considered. (See DEIR at pp. 2.20-2.23; see 
also https://www.sfgate.com/places/artide/Crane-Cme-Park-opens-san-francisco-15675737.php#tabooia-l.) 

"Some of our concerns were, you know, we were not part of the sourcing. I mean, I don't represent the Dolphin 
Club, but there's two clubs at Aquatic Park, with virtually over a hundred years of experience and use of that 
park for the, you know, members. And we feel that we could have had a positive effect on the creation of the 
DEIS [sic] had we been consulted. And some of our concerns are, while water quality is mentioned in the DEIS, 
we're more concerned with disturbing the sediment that is underlying the water because of its contamination 
possibilities, maybe even health impact on our members as they use Aquatic Park. 

And while the DEIS, you know, kind of cut it off at Hyde Street, we use those historic recreational areas every 
month, 12 months a year, during the winter. And, you know, an example is, one of our largest fund raisers is a 
swim for the public from Alcatraz. Well, that cuts right through the area that this DEIS is supposed to be relating 
to." (Bill Wygant, Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 
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RESPONSE HV-2 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.J. Hydrology and Water Quality [HY] 

The comments generally express concern about the Waterfront Plan's impact on water quality related to 
recreational users of the bay, in particular swimmers and human-powered watercraft. 

While the Draft EIR concludes that the Waterfront Plan would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
on hydrology and water quality, this does not mean that these topics were "found to lack significance" as 
mentioned in Comment O-DOLPHl-2. Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.17, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, evaluates whether environmental impacts on hydrology and water quality would be significant by 
discussing many aspects of hydrology and water quality including stormwater runoff during construction and 
operations, in-water work, and changes in flooding. 

Regarding comments that express concern about how the Waterfront Plan would affect water quality and 
public health (A-CPC-Moore-2, I-Allanl-1, I-Allan2-l), the water quality of the bay for water contact recreation 
use is managed by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (regional water board) in the 
San Francisco Bay Basin Plan. The San Francisco Bay Basin Plan is the master policy document that contains 
descriptions of the legal, technical, and programmatic bases of water quality regulation in the San Francisco 
Bay region. The Basin Plan includes a statement of beneficial water uses that the regional water board will 
protect, the water quality objectives needed to protect the designated beneficial water uses, and the strategies 
and time schedules for achieving the water quality objectives. Recreational uses such as swimming and 
human-powered watercraft, conducted by such organizations as the South End Rowing Club, Water World 
Swim, Swim Art, Suzie Dods Swim Coaching, and Pacific Open Water Swimming, are designated beneficial 
uses of the portion of San Francisco Bay along the Port of San Francisco waterfront.9 The Basin Plan provides 
a definitive program of actions designed to preserve and enhance water quality and to protect beneficial uses 
in a manner that will result in maximum benefit to recreational users of the bay. 

The description of the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan has been added to Draft EIR Appendix B, Section E.17 
Hydrology and Water Quality, p.156, as follows: 

WATER QUALITY 

The quality of stormwater runoff from the Plan area is typical of urban watersheds where water quality 
is affected primarily by discharges from both point and non point sources. Point-source discharges are 
known sources of pollutants, such as outfalls, while nonpoint source discharges generally result from 
diffuse sources, such as land runoff, precipitation, or seepage. Some common pollutants associated 
with activity along the San Francisco waterfront include motor oil, vehicle wash water, trash, 
abandoned waste, sediment from construction sites, and bilge water from recreational and 
commercial watercraft.236 

The water quality of San Francisco Bay is managed by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (regional water board) in the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan. The San Francisco Bay Basin 
Plan is the master policy document that contains descriptions of the legal. technical. and 
programmatic bases of water quality regulation in the San Francisco Bay region. The Basin Plan 

' Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Basin Plan, Table 2-1: Existing and Potential Beneficial Uses of Water Bodies in the San 
Francisco Bay Region. The Central and Lower San Francisco Bay Basins are managed to support water contact recreation (REC-1) and noncontact 
water recreation (REC-2). 
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includes a statement of beneficial water uses that the regional water board will protect. the water 
quality objectives needed to protect the designated beneficial water uses, and the strategies and time 
schedules for achieving the water quality objectives. Recreational uses such as swimming and human­
powered watercraft conducted by such organizations as the South End Rowing Club the Dolphin 
Club Water World Swim Swim Art Suzie Dods Swim Coaching and Pacific Open Water Swimming, 
are designated beneficial uses of the portion of San Francisco Bay along the Port of San Francisco 
waterfront. The Basin Plan provides a definitive program of actions designed to preserve and enhance 
water quality and to protect beneficial uses in a manner that will result in maximum benefit to the 
people of California.237 The regional water board enforces water quality objectives, including 
objectives needed for bay water to meet water contact recreation use, by issuing waste discharge 
requirements (permits) for activities that affect San Francisco Bay water quality. 
237 San Francisco Bay Regional water quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Basin Plan adopted May 4 2011 

The regional water board enforces water quality objectives, including objectives needed for bay water to meet 
water contact recreation use, by issuing waste discharge requirements (permits) for activities that affect San 
Francisco Bay water quality. Such permits are issued by the regional water board for many activities including 
remediation of contaminated sites and include management practices that must be implemented du ring 
sediment disturbance (a concern expressed in Comments O-SERC-3 and I-Wygant-1) and other remediation 
work to avoid or limit the release of potentially contaminated material into the bay. These and other 
requirements are executed through permits issued by the RWQCB to regulate and manage site- and project­
specific construction and other details in subsequent projects that could occur pursuant to the Waterfron t 
Plan. 

As a result of both the regional water board's enforcement and permitting activities and broader collaboration 
between the regional board and its permittees, regular monitoring of bay water quality has documented 
gradual improvement of water quality over the past 25 years.10 

The initial study discussion of Impact HY-1 (Draft EIR Appendix B) reviews the water qua lity permits and 
associated requirements that would apply during construction of subsequent projects. Subsequent projects 
would be required to implement standard practices adopted by San Francisco that are designed to meet the 
requirements of water quality permits, as discussed in detail in Impact HY-1. In-water work, such as removal 
of piles or installation of new piles as mentioned by Comment I-Allanl-1, is also discussed in Impact HY-1. The 
Draft EIR concludes that in-water work could result in changes in sediment transport, water quality, and salinity, 
but that impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-1, Water 
Quality Best Management Practices for In-Water Work. Best management practices for in-water work listed in 
Mitigation Measure M-HY-1 include but are not limited to precautions to protect listed species and their 
habitats; mooring of barges in a position to capture and contain debris generated during any sub-structure or 
in-water work; preparation of a spill prevention control and countermeasure plan; and a requirement that 
construction crews reduce the amount of disturbance within a project site to the minimum necessary to 
accomplish the project. For these reasons, impacts on hydrology and water quality were adequately analyzed 
and recirculation of the Draft EIR, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, is not required. 

Regarding Comments O-SERC-3 and I-Wygant-1, as reviewed in the initial study discussion of Impact HZ-2 
(Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), subsequent projects that 
could occur pursuant to the Waterfront Plan could be located within a hazardous materials site that has been 

10 Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality in San Francisco Bay, The Pulse of the Bay: the 25th Anniversary of the RMP, 2017. 
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identified on a list compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 or at an otherwise contaminated 
site. However, compliance with article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code would be required for subsequen t 
projects; article 22A requires that any hazardous materials on a given site be re mediated prior to issuance of a 
building permit or equivalent approval. The discussion of Impact HZ-2 concludes that due to compliance with 
article 22A and other regulations, activities associated with subsequent projects including the placement of 
foundation structures would not result in significant impacts. 

Finally, as discussed on Draft EIR pp. 2-36 to 2-37, the Waterfront Plan goals and policies would guide the 
location, types of land use, and property improvements the Port will seek through new leases and 
developments, rehabilitation of existing piers, waterfront and open space improvements along the shoreline, 
enhancement of recreational uses in the bay, improvements to existing maritime uses, and development of a 
resilience program for Port facilities. Since the Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not 
directly result in physical changes. As discussed on Draft EIR p. 1-10, the Draft EIR assumes that subsequent 
projects in the Plan area would be subject to environmental review at such time t hat those projects are 
proposed to determine whether they would result in physical environmental effects that are peculiar to the 
project or site, that are greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or that were not previously 
disclosed in the Draft EIR. The analysis of subsequent projects would be based on existing conditions at the 
site and vicinity, at such time a project is proposed. 

Refer to Response RE-1 for discussion of impacts of the Waterfront Plan related to recreation and recreational 
users of the bay. 

3.J.3 Comment HV-3: Groundwater and Water Quality 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

A-BCDC-7 

"Impact HY-2: The Waterfront Plan would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Plan may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin or conflict with a sustainable groundwater management plan. 

Impact HY-3: The Waterfront Plan 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 or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off 
site. 

Please note that the Project and subsequent projects should consider recent scientific studies that suggest 
remediation sites or other contaminated areas that experience shallow groundwater rise may adversely 
impact the Bay and the surrounding environment through the mobilization of contaminants. These impacts 
could be avoided or mitigated by proper remediation that does not allow for mobilization of contaminants 
due to a changing groundwater table. This is supported by Bay Plan Shoreline Protection Policy 8, which states 
"All contamination remediation projects in the Bay or along the Bay shoreline should integrate the best 
available science on sea level rise, storm surge, and associated groundwater level changes into the project 
design in order to protect human and ecological health by preventing the mobilization of contaminants into 
the environment and preventing harm to the surrounding communities." 
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In response to the list of Projects on the State Hazardous Materials list, each of the projects on this list could 
be reviewed for current and future water quality, groundwater flooding, and contaminant mobilization 
impacts to the environment based on the emerging field of science incorporating shallow groundwater rise 
into flood impact analysis. Please note that BCDC's Adapting to Rising Tides Program maintains this 
information on our website as a regional resource." (Yuri Jewett, Principal Waterfront Planner, San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission, Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE HY-3 

The commenter requests that subsequent projects consider recent scientific studies that suggest remediation 
sites or other contaminated areas that experience shallow groundwater rise may adversely impact the bay and 
the surrounding environment through the mobilization of contaminants. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the entire 
Plan area is mapped by the City as land with known or potential soil and/or groundwater contamination and 
subject to the City's Maher Ordinance.11 Consistent with the regulations, ordinances, and programs applicable 
to the handling of onsite hazardous materials listed in the initial study discussion of Impact HZ-2 (Draft EIR 
Appendix B), excavated soil could require disposal as a hazardous waste, and groundwater pumped during 
dewatering could require treatment before being discharged. In the event that affected soil and groundwater 
are encountered, specific handling/disposal procedures would be required as specified in article 22A of the 
San Francisco Health Code. Project sponsors must remediate any site contamination, including in soil or 
groundwater, or otherwise achieve the environmental and public health and safety goals of article 22A before 
the issuance of a building permit or other construction authorization issued by the City. 

The risk that a subsequent project would expose people or the environment to existing hazardous materials 
in soil or groundwater is generally site-specific, and generally considers contaminants both onsite and 
surrounding the site during groundwater risk evaluation. In the future, when subsequent project proposals 
are submitted for review, the project-level CEQA document would include site-specific and project-specific 
information about the potential remediation of the site needed to reduce significant impacts, consistent with 
regulatory and permitting requirements. 

The San Francisco Health Department oversees compliance with article 22A. The planning department 
understands that, as a strategic response to potential effects of flooding and rising groundwater on 
contaminated sites, the Adapting to Rising Tides short report identifies the need to "Conduct studies of 
dryland site remediation standards to determine their efficacy if sites are impacted by temporary flooding, 
permanent flooding, or changes in groundwater salinity levels" and identifies state and fede ral agencies as 
key players along with county health departments. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, subsequent projects in areas under BCDC jurisdiction 
would be reviewed by BCDC for consistency with the Bay Plan and Waterfront Special Area Plan prior to permit 
issuance. 

11 City of San Francisco, Data SF Maher map, https://data.sfgov.org/Energy-and-Environment/Maher/hqsk-4xmh, accessed February 2, 2021. 
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3.K Hazards and Hazardous Materials [HZ] 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.K. Hazards and Hazardous Materials [HZ] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover the subjects included in initial study 
Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The comment topics relate to: 

HZ-1: Hyde Street Wharf 

3.K.l Comment HZ-1: Hyde Street Wharf 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

I-Cincotta-3 

"The most egregious omission in the El R is any information relating to the ongoing oil spill cleanup work under 
the supervision of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) occurring on and around Hyde Street Wharf. 
Indeed, the list of projects on the State's Hazardous Materials list, which is attached as an appendix to the EIR 
but has no source identification, lists the Hyde Street Wharf as "no further action" in spite of the current efforts 
by EPA and Pilot Thomas to clean it up. In addition, no mention is made of the fuel leak under the old J-10 
Wharf footprint or the fact that it has been tested and - to our knowledge - no source has been identified. 
Further, as a result of this omission - or ignorance - the EIR states that the Plan would have no significan t 
impact on the category of "Hazards and Hazardous Materials."4 This is flat out wrong. The Port is dealing with 
an oil spill of unknown magnitude, whose source may be more than from the fuel dock, cleanup efforts are 
ongoing as are efforts to fully identify the source, and the EIR sweeps the whole issue under the rug as "case 
closed" and "no further action" in an unidentified document. This is of special concern to Alioto-Lazio since 
our operations and facility are directly affected by the oil spill. The lack of attention paid to this oil spill and 
the finding of no significant impact need to be closely examined and addressed before the EIR becomes final." 
(Angela Cincotta, Email, 4/7/2022) 

4 Chapter 1, page 1-2 of the El R 

RESPONSE HZ-1 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to address ongoing oil spill cleanup work on and around Hyde 
Street Wharf and the fuel leak under the old J-10 Wharf footprint and disagrees with the finding of no 
significant impact with regard to hazards and hazardous materials. 

The cleanup status of the hazardous materials site identified by the commenter (Hyde Street Harbor, 
Tl0000018609, RB Case#: 38S0066) was updated after the Draft EIR was published on February 23, 2022.12 As 
of March 2, 2022, the cleanup status of this site is "Open -Assessment & Interim Remedial Action." 

12 Geo Tracker, Cleanup Status History for Hyde Street Harbor, Tl0000018609, RB Case#: 38S0066. 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.L. General Comments [GC) 

Draft EIR Impact HZ-2 states the following: 

The Waterfront Plan 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. In addition, subsequent projects could occur on sites identified on the list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5, but compliance with 
regulations would ensure that impacts remain less than significant. [italics added] 

The initial study discussion of Impact HZ-2 (Draft EIR Appendix B) indicates that over 60 currently active or 
closed hazardous materials cleanup sites are located within or adjacent to the Plan area, including multiple 
sites with land use restrictions. The discussion states that subsequent projects that could occur pursuant to 
the Waterfront Plan could be located within a hazardous materials site that has been identified on a list 
compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 or at an otherwise contaminated site; this statement 
would apply to the site specified by the commenter, should remediation not be complete by the time 
subsequent projects are undertaken in the Plan area. The discussion states that, as a result, construction 
activities could encounter hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater, and future site occupan ts, 
workers, and visitors could be exposed to hazardous materials; this statement would also apply to the site 
specified by the commenter, should remediation not be complete by the time subsequent projects are 
undertaken in the Plan area. 

It should be noted that the current Hyde Street Harbor remediation effort is not a result of the Waterfront Plan. 
The remediation effort is to remove contamination resulting from a leaking fuel supply line of an existing 
waterfront operation, as previously directed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The EPA 
transferred regulatory oversight of the project to the Regional Water Quality Control Board in June 2022. 

A comprehensive list and analysis of each potentially contaminated site in the Plan area is not necessary for 
discussion of the potential impacts of the Waterfront Plan on public health and the environment, as the 
regulations applicable to development on such sites would be the same regardless of site location. The initial 
study discussion of Impact HZ-2 (Draft EIR Appendix B) lists the applicable regulations, which would apply to 
the site specified by the commenter, should remediation not be complete by the time subsequent projects are 
undertaken in the Plan area. Since these regulations would apply to a subsequent project on the site specified 
by the commenter, the impact would be less than significant, as identified in the Draft EIR. 

3.L General Comments [GC] 

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover general subjects included in the Draft EIR. 
The comment topics relate to: 

GC-1: Support for the EIR 

GC-2: Construction Management 

GC-3: NOP Noticing and Public Review of the EIR 

GC-4: Communication for Subsequent Projects 
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3.L.1 Comment GC-1: Support for the EIR 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.L. General Comments [GC] 

A-CPC-Dia mond-1, A-CPC-lmperial-1, A-CPC-Koppel-1, A-CPC-Moore-1, A-CPC-Tanner-1, O-MCAC-1, 
I-Hongl-1, I-Hong2-2, I-Hong2-6 

"I just wanted to take a moment to commend staff on Chapter 3 of the EIR. It is an incredibly succinct and clear 
explanation of the multiple layers of overlapping jurisdiction, local, regional, state and federal, that affect 
decision-making on the Bay. And I have worked with many of the statutes that are described there, and I've 
never seen it presented in such a clear manner before, especially the interactions between the different 
statutes. So I really want to just take a moment to thank you for having spent the time to explain that so 
clearly." (Sue Diamond, Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"I do want to highlight the importance of - that the staff did when it comes to the air quality. In terms of the 
mitigation, I mean, this - I appreciate the study that's being done and the risk and the hazard impacts that it 
may have, but also, at the same time, the kind of mitigation measures. Usually we don't talk about air quality, 
especially when it comes to rezoning, and I would like us to really do more when it comes to the health and 
hazard of projects that come through us. So I just want to emphasize that. So thank you." (Theresa Imperial, 
Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"I also agree. Great job. Our Environmental Review staff is top notch, always, so I'm nothing but supportive." 
(Joel Koppel, Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"I'd like to comment on the comprehensive and thorough document that's in front of us to also bring it in the 
context of the significant work that has been done for decades on the Waterfront and now expanding into the 
southern part of Waterfront." (Kathrin Moore, Planning Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"I'll just add that it's just a very thorough job by our staff. I want to thank them and the Port as well for all the 
time and energy they are putting into this EIR and also to the project overall." (Rachael Tanner, Planning 
Commission Hearing Transcript, 3/24/2022) 

"The Port of San Francisco's Maritime Commerce Advisory Committee (MCAC) writes to express its support for 
the S. F. Planning Department's Waterfront Plan Project Draft EIR. The document is well written and thorough. 
The Draft EIR contains comprehensive information and analysis that will be helpful in the application of the 
Waterfront Land Use (WLUP) Draft Plan goals and policies in the local, state and federal environmental review 
process for much needed historic pier restoration and resiliency projects identified in the Port's Waterfron t 
Resilience Program. As co-chair of the MCAC, I represented MCAC on the Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP) 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.L. General Comments [GC) 

Working Group for three years. MCAC supports the goals and policies of the Waterfront Land Use Draft Plan 
which in summary affirms the: 

Proposition H Maritime Priority 

Diverse Urban mix of Economic, Public and Recreation uses, and Public Trust Benefits 

Waterfront Urban Design and Historic Preservation Design Policies 

And establishes new goals and policies in specific areas, which in summary are: 

Integrates Equity and Inclusion in Waterfront activities and Opportunities 

Added the Blue Greenway, Extending Public Access along the entire 7½ mile waterfront 

Identified multi-modal transportation access and public realm improvements 

Established Financial and Capital Repair requirements for the historic waterfront and pier resiliency 
adaptation for sea level rise 

The members of the MCAC represent the Port's multi-faceted maritime businesses and labor and strives to 
preserve this essential Port industry mission held in trust for the people of the city of San Francisco and the 
state of California. The MCAC members include cruise and cargo shipping, ferries, excursion boats, and water 
taxis; tugs, barges and harbor services; commercial fishing and recreational marinas; ship repair and railroad 
service; ready-reserve ships and labor union hiring halls. MCAC is eager for the Port Commission's adoption of 
the WLUP Draft Plan as the WLUP Final Plan and Final EIR. Thank you for a job well done." (Ellen Johnek, Co­
ch air, and Marina Secchitano, Co-chair, Maritime Commerce Advisory Committee, Email, 4/22/2022) 

"Good afternoon folks, I have been trying to look at this DEIR on line but the quality of my internet has not 
been good and was unable to see some of the details. I will be unable to attend the SF Planning Commission 
meeting this Thursday 3/24/2022 to comment further on this DEIR, But I'm in support, as I grew up along the 
waterfront while living in North Beach/Chinatown. Upon review of the hard copy of this DEIR I will be 
submitting my written comments by 4/8/2022 as requested." (Dennis Hong, Email, 3/28/2022) 

"3. How was the 250' distance determined?" (Dennis Hong, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"From the very beginning I fully supported this Waterfront Plan as a useful document. 

- Hummm this has been 54 years in the making of the original 1968 Plan. The current DEIR speaks volumes to 
what San Francisco needs here. A wonderful plan to use as reference. The SF Planning department and Team 
Waterfront, has done a wonderful job with this DEIR. And is a spot on doc." (Dennis Hong, Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE GC-1 

The comments express support for the Draft EIR and will be provided to City decision makers for consideration 
in their deliberations on the Waterfront Plan. One comment asks how the 250' distance was determined, but 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.L. General Comments [GC] 

it is unclear what the commenter is referring to. However, if the commenter is referring to the 250-foot buffer 
around the Waterfront Plan area with regard to the biological resources analysis, the distance was determined 
based on technical expertise to account for indirect impacts on biological resources that could occur with 
implementation of the Waterfront Plan. These comments do not pertain to the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR's analysis of the project's physical environmental impacts and thus do not 
require further response. 

3.L.2 Comment GC-2: Construction Management 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

O-Hudson-5, O-Hudson-6 

"Development or Improvement Projects to dispose of waste, trash, and debris in a safe, acceptable 
manner, in accordance with applicable laws and ordinances and as prescribed by authorities having 
jurisdiction. 

Erect and maintain temporary bracing, shoring, lights, barricades, signs, and other measures as necessary 
to protect the public, workers, and adjoining property from damage from demolition work, all in 
accordance with applicable codes and regulations. 

Protect utilities, pavements, and facilities from damage caused by settlement, lateral movement, 
undermining, washout, and other hazards created by demolition or construction operations." (Jane 
Connors, General Manager, Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

"Any project or development work within 700 ft of Ferry Building should plan for a weekly integrated pest 
control to mitigate any issues that may arise due to construction." (Jane Connors, General Manager, 
Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

RESPONSE GC-2 

The commenter requests actions to be implemented during project construction activities. The requested 
actions include disposal of waste, trash, and debris in a safe, acceptable manner in accordance with applicable 
laws and ordinances; protection of the public, workers, and adjoining property from damage from demolition 
work in accordance with applicable codes and regulations; protection of utilities, pavements, and facilities 
from damage and other hazards created by demolition or construction operations; and weekly integrated pest 
control for project or development work within 700 feet of the Ferry Building. 

As discussed on Draft EIR pp. 2-36 to 2-37, the Waterfront Plan goals and policies would guide the location, 
types of land use, and property improvements the Port will seek through new leases and developments, 
rehabilitation of existing piers, waterfront and open space improvements along the shoreline, enhancement 
of recreational uses in the bay, improvements to existing maritime uses, and development of a resilience 
program for Port facilities. Since the Waterfront Plan is a policy document, its approval would not directly 
result in physical changes. The environmental effects of subsequent projects that could occur under the 
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Waterfront Plan are analyzed at a programmatic level in the Draft EIR. As discussed on Draft EIR p. 1-10, the 
Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be subject to environmental review at such 
time that those projects are proposed to determine whether they would result in physical environmental 
effects that are peculiar to the project or site, that are greater than the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR, or 
that were not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials that could result from subsequent projects are addressed 
in Draft EIR Appendix B, Initial Study, Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp.169 to 180). As 
discussed on pp. 170 to 171, transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials must comply with applicable 
regulations, such as U.S. Department of Transportation hazardous materials regulations and California 
Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) regulations. In addition, vendors and contractors 
responsible for transport and delivery of hazardous materials to project sites would be required to comply 
with the regulations of the California Highway Patrol and Caltrans related to the transportation of hazardous 
materials during construction. With implementation of these regulatory requirements, including any 
applicable future updates, impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
during construction of subsequent projects would be less than significant. In addition, construction activities 
for subsequent projects would be required to comply with all applicable requirements of the San Francisco 
Building Code (ordinance 60-20), including the regulations set forth in chapter 33, Safeguards During 
Construction, which include safety requirements for demolition, protection of pedestrians, and protection of 
adjoining property. Finally, construction activities for subsequent projects would be required to comply with 
all applicable requirements of the San Francisco Environment Code (ordinance 144-21), including the 
regulations set forth in chapter 33, Integrated Pest Management Program. 

3.L.3 Comment GC-3: NOP Noticing and Public Review of the EIR 

This response addresses the following comments, which are quoted below: 

O-DOLPH2-2, O-SERC-1, O-SERC-4, I-Allan2-2, I-Hong2-3 

"Our clubs also take issue with the Port not providing us with sufficient notification in the planning process. 
We hope you keep us informed as the updated plans are made." (Ward Bushee, President, Dolphin Swimming 
and Boating Club, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"Despite constituting the northern-most boundary of the Port's Waterfront Plan, neither SERC nor the Dolphin 
Club were included among the initially noticed groups during the public scoping process. Nor did we receive 
specific notice of the DEIR. Given limited opportunity to review the far-reaching and open-ended Waterfront 
Plan, our concerns at this point are high level. 

First-We object to the entire process for failing to provide adequate notice to SERC and the Dolphin Club to 
participate in the scoping or DEIR process. We expect to receive future updates about the planning and 
environmental processes." (Fran Hegeler, President, South End Rowing Club, Email, 4/25/2022) 
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"SERC views the SF Port as a partner with whom we share many of the same goals. However, we believe our 
concerns about the DEi Rand the Plan are sufficiently compelling to justify an extension of the public comment 

period to allow a more considered assessment of the Plan's impacts by the users of Aquatic Park." (Fran 

Hegeler, President, South End Rowing Club, Email, 4/25/2022) 

"To my knowledge, none of the above were included in the 2020 Notice of Preparation (NOP} or early 

consultation/scoping process,3 which is truly unfortunate given that early public consultation "solves many 
potential problems that would arise in more serious forms later in the [EIR] review process." (14 CCR§ 15083.} 

It is not without irony that here the Project Sponsor (Port of San Francisco) itself owns a portion of the property 

leased by two of these organizations.4 And the rest is owned by the City & County of San Francisco, umbrella 

entity to the Lead Agency. In the case of the South End Rowing Club, these recreational activities have been 
ongoing for just shy of 150 years; the Dolphin Swimming & Boat Club's similar use of the Bay commenced just 

a few years thereafter. It is hard to fathom how both clubs were overlooked in the notice and scoping process. 

Recirculation of a DEIR requires notice pursuant to 14 CFR § 15087, as well as consultation, which may include 

any person identified by the applicant whom the applicant believes will be concerned with the environmental 
effects of the project. In addition to those I mentioned above, I urge you to proactively identify, notify and 

consult with existing users of the area within the Waterfront Plan boundaries, which include swimming and 

boating-based organizations and businesses, as well as myriad unaffiliated public users." (Jean Allan, Attorney 

at Law, Email, 4/22/2022) 

3 See SF Planning's WPP _Distribution List_2020-0812.xlsx 
4 The Dolphin Swimming & Rowing Club and the South End Rowing Club are lessees of both the City & County 

of San Francisco and the Port of San Francisco (Port-owned property managed by SF Recreation & Park 

Commission under MOU with Port). 

4. I attended the 3/24/2022 Public Hearing. Will the public comments be part of the DEi R's RTC? (Dennis Hong, 

Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE GC-3 

Commenters state they were not properly noticed and/or included in the El R scoping process and/or the public 
review of the Draft EIR and that recirculation of the Draft EIR is required. One commen ter states that t heir 

concerns about the Draft EIR and the project are sufficiently compelling to justify an extension of the public 
comment period to allow a more considered assessment of the project impacts related to users of Aquatic 

Park. This commenter's additional comments are provided and addressed in responses RE-1: Impacts on 

Recreational Use, and HY-2: Water Quality for Recreational Users. 

Commenters also ask to be included in future updates regarding the planning and environmental process for 

the Waterfront Plan. This comment is noted and has been provided to the project sponsor. 

Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 

3-51 Case No. 2019-023037ENV 
January 2023 



Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.L. General Comments [GC) 

As presented in Section LB, Environmental Review Process, of this document, the scoping, noticing, and 
public and agency review process for the Draft El R has been conducted in accordance with CEQA requirements 
identified in CEQA Guidelines section 15087 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

The planning department, as lead agency responsible for administering the environmental review of projects 
within the City and County of San Francisco under CEQA, published a notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR on 
August 26, 2020, to inform agencies and the general public that the Draft EIR would be prepared based upon 
the criteria of CEQA Guidelines sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effects) and 15065 (Mandatory 
Findings of Significance). A notice of availability of the NOP and/or the NOP was sent to the State 
Clearinghouse, governmental agencies, organizations, and persons who may have an interest in the 
Waterfront Plan, including those listed on the planning department's standard distribution list and the Port's 
interested stakeholder list. A NOP scoping meeting was held remotely on September 9, 2020, to explain the 
environmental review process for the Waterfront Plan and to provide opportunity to take public comment and 
concerns related to the Plan's environmental issues. A subsequent video of the NOP presentation and scoping 
meeting was accessible on the sfplanning.org/sfceqadocs webpage and the planning department's YouTube 
webpage for the duration of the NOP comment review period. The NOP announcement also was placed in a 
newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco. 

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day public review and comment period, starting on February 23, 2022, 
and ending on April 25, 2022. The planning department distributed paper copies of the notice of public hearing 
and availability of the Draft EIR to relevant state and regional agencies, organizations, and persons interested 
in the Waterfront Plan, including those listed on the planning department's standard distribution list and the 
Port's interested stakeholder list. The planning department also distributed the notice electronically, using 
email, to recipients who had provided email addresses; published notification of its availability in a newspaper 
of general circulation in San Francisco; and posted the Notice of Public Hearing and Availability of the El Rat 
the County Clerk's office and approximately 45 locations in the Waterfront Plan area.13 A paper copy of the 
Draft EIR was distributed for public review at the San Francisco Permit Center, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, 2nd 
Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. Electronic copies of the Draft EIR were made available for review or download 
on the planning department's "Environmental Review Documents" web page 
(https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents). During the Draft EIR public review period, the 
planning department received written comments from three agencies, four organizations, and six individuals 
and received oral comments from nine commenters. During the public review period, the planning 
commission conducted a public hearing to receive oral comments on the Draft EIR on March 24, 2022. Due to 
the COVID-19 emergency, this hearing was held in a hybrid format that included both in-person and remote 
attendees; comments were collected remotely by phone call and in person in Room 400 at city hall. A court 
reporter attended the hybrid public hearing to transcribe the oral comments verbatim and provide a written 
transcript (Attachment A). 

Regarding the request for an extension of Draft EIR comment period to allow a more considered assessment 
of the Plan's impacts by the users of Aquatic Park, as indicated above, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day 
public review and comment period, starting on February 23, 2022, and ending on April 25, 2022. As set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines section 15105(a), the public review period for a Draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor 
should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. The commenter does not provide any 
evidence for the presence of unusual circumstances that would warrant an extension of the public review 

n See the Declaration of Posting for a Draft Environmental Impact Report, February 23, 2022, for a visual depiction of the posting locations in the 
Waterfront Plan area. 
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Chapter 3. Plans and Policies 
3.L. General Comments [GC] 

period for the Draft EIR, such as significant new information with respect to the Waterfront Plan or 
identification of new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
impacts. 

Per section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is only required where significant new 
information is added, which includes the following situations: (1) a new significant environmental impact from 
the project or from a new proposed mitigation measure; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considera bly different from 
others previously analyzed would lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project but is not 
adopted; or (4) the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. The comments do not address any of these factors; 
therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Regarding the question from the commenter who attended the planning commission public hearing 
conducted to receive oral comments on the Draft EIR on March 24, 2022, this RTC document addresses all 
substantive written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR, including substantive oral comments on the 
Draft EIR provided at the March 24, 2022, public hearing. 

These comments do not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
El R's analysis of the project's physical environmental impacts and thus do not require further response. 

3.L.4 Comment GC-4: Communication for Subsequent Projects 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

O-Hudson-8 

"Projects to install, and update as needed, graphics on project info, contact info and any potential 
environmental impacts. 

Each Waterfront Plan Project to Develop a Community Outreach Plan - and have 7 day a week Point of 
Contact." (Jane Connors, General Manager, Hudson Pacific Properties, Email, 4/22/2022) 

RESPONSE GC-4 

The commenter requests informational noticing and community outreach actions related to subsequent 
projects that could occur with implementation of the Waterfront Plan. 

The comment does not raise specific issues concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR under CEQA. 
Additional requirements or preferences related to notification or community outreach may be considered by 
decision makers before they render a final decision to approve, modify, or disapprove individual projects. 
These considerations are carried out independent of the environmental review process. The comments are 
noted and do not require a response in this Final EIR. 
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3.L.S Comment GC-5: Cumulative Analysis 

This response addresses the following comment, which is quoted below: 

I-Hong2-4 

5. Will the following projects be part of the Cumulative Project list? I realize that during the production of this 
DEIR-IS? Other projects may have crept up such as: 

- Teatro ZinZani theater 
- 55 Francisco 
- 425 Broadway St 
- Any impact to the Mission Bay, Pier 70, the USF plans an others. 

6. How will these if any impact the Waterfront Plan and the timing from start to finish (3 years--??). (Dennis 
Hong, Email, 4/25/2022) 

RESPONSE GC-5 

The commenter asks whether a list of projects, including the Teatro ZinZanni, 55 Francisco Street, 425 
Broadway Street, Mission Bay, Pier 70, and the University of San Francisco plans, will be part of the cumu lative 
project list and how these projects will impact the Waterfront Plan and the "timing from start to finish." 

The commenter is referred to the discussion of Cumulative Impacts (pp. 4-8 to 4-10) in Draft EIR Chapter 4, 
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, which identifies the CEQA requirements for 
evaluation of cumulative impacts and the factors that were applied in accordance with CEQA to conduct the 
cumulative impact analyses in the Draft EIR. A discussion of cumulative impacts is also included in the Draft 
EIR under each relevant resource topic area; additional projects beyond those identified in Draft EIR Chapter 
4 are also considered on an as-needed basis for relevant topic areas. This comment does not raise specific 
issues concerning the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft El R's analysis of the Waterfront Plan's 
physical environmental impacts and thus does not require further response. 
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The following changes to the text of the Draft EIR are made in response to comments on the Draft EIR or are 
included to clarify the Draft EIR text. The revisions reflect changes identified in Chapter 3, Comments and 
Responses, or staff-initiated text changes; all of which clarify, expand, or update information and/or graphics 
presented in the Draft EIR. Staff-initiated changes to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR are 
highlighted with an asterisk(*) in the margin to distinguish them from text changes in response to commen ts. 
The revised text does not provide new information that would result in any new significant impact not already 
identified in the Draft EIR and initial study or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact identified in 
the Draft EIR and initial study that cannot be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation measures agreed to by the project sponsor. Thus, none of the text revisions would req uire 
recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The Draft EIR and this response to comments 
document together constitute the final EIR for the Waterfront Plan. In the revisions shown below, deleted text 
is shown in stril~ethreugl'I and new text is double-underlined. 

4.A Revisions to the Cover and Title Page 

* COVER AND TITLE PAGE, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 

State Clearinghouse No. 2020099002 2020080458 

4.B Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

* PAGE S-6, TABLE S-1, IMPACT C-CR-1, THIRD COLUMN 

Levelof 
Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

... 

EIR SECTION 4.B, HISTORIC RESOURCES 

... 

Levelof 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact C-CR-1: The s Mitigation Measures M-CR-la, .aruiM-CR-lb, a Ad M CR LTSM 
Waterfront Plan, in 
combination with 
cumulative projects, 
could result in a 
significant cumulative 
impact on historic 
resources, as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.5 . 

... 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.8. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

* PAGE S-10, TABLE S-1, MITIGATION MEASURE M-NO-2A 

Levelof 
Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

... 

EIR SECTION 4.D, NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Impact N0-1: s Mitigatien Me111st1Fe M N9 ~1111 Preteetien ef 
Construction under the Adjaeent Bt1ildi11gsf5tft1Ett1Fes and 1Jilnatien 
Waterfront Plan could MeniteFing dttring €enstrnetien. PFieF te iss1:1aAee ef 
generate a substantial aAy eleFAelitieA eF sttileliAg f"eFFAit, the 13Fejeet s13eAseF 
temporary or increase in shall sttsFAit a 13Fejeet s13eeifie PFe eeAstFttetieA 
ambient noise levels in £1:1F11ey aAel VisFatieA MaAageFAeAt a A el PleAiteFiAg 
the Plan area in excess of Pia A feF a1313Fe'tal te the EA1v'iFeAFAeAtal Re11 iew 8#ieeF 
standards (ERG). +l=le f"IBR sl9aH ieleAtify all foasisle FA ea Rs te 

aveiel elaFAage te 13eteAtially affeeteet sttileliRgs. t=he 
13Fejeet s13eAseF s'9all eRSl:IFe t'9at t'9e folle1,YiAg 
FeEJl:liFeFAeAts ef the PFe eeAstFttetieA 5ttf'lfey aAel 
VisFatieA MaAageFAeAt a Rel MeAiteFiAg Pia A a Fe 
iAel1:1ses iA eeAtFaet s13eeifieatieAs, as AeeessaFy. 

P.,<e eeAs~Ft:Je~ieA .Stm'€'j'. PFieF te Hie sta Ft ef aAy 
gFe1:1Ael sist1:1FsiAg aeti"fit,•, t'9e f"Fejeet SJ"eAseF shall 
eAgage a eeAs1:1ltaAHe 1:1AeleFtal,e a 13Fe eeAstFttetieA 
sttF'.tey ef J"eteRtially alfeeteel sttileliAgs. If 13eteAtially 
a#eeteel s1:1ileliAgs aAel,'eF stF1:1et1:1Fes aFe Aet 
13eteAtially '9isteFie, a stF1:1et1:1Fal eAgiAeeF eF etlaieF 
J"FefessieAal wit'9 siA'lilaF Ej1:1alifieatieAs s'9all 
EleettFAeAt aAEl J"AetegFaf"h the eitistiAg eeAElitieAs ef 
tAe J"El!:eAtially affeetee 81:1 ila i Ags BAElfe F 51:FttEtl:I Fe 5. 
ne f"Fejeet Sf"eAseF shall s1:1sFAit t'9e sttF\fey foF Felfie'"'' 
a A El Bl3f"FE1Val 13FieF te t'9e staFt ef •.tisrntieA geAerntiAg 
EEIAStFttEtieA aetivity. 

If A ea Fey a#eetea sttilEliAgs a Fe lrnewA '9isteFie 
FES81:1FEE5 EIF J"8teAtial histeFiE FESEll:IFEES, l:IAless tAeFe 
is e•vieleAee iA the FeeeFs Hie s1:1ileliAg is Aet a histeFie 
Fese1:1Fee eF we1:11El Aet se 13aFtie1:1laFly seAsiti.,,.e te 
eeAstF1:1etieA 11isFatieA, the f"Fejeet SJ"EIASeF shall 
eAgage a Ejttalifieel '9isteFie 13Fesef\fatieA f"FefessieAal 
a A el a stF1:1et1:1Fal eAgiAeeF eF etheF f"FefossieAal with 
siFAilaF EjttalifieatieAs te ttAEleFtal,e a 13Fe eeAstFttetieA 
5ttF\fey ef J"8teAtially alfeetee AisteFiE sttHEliAgs. t=l'le 
f"Fe eeAstF1:1etieA sttF\fey shall iAelttele seseFiJ"tieAs a As 
13hetegFBl3A5 efall ieleAtifiee AisteFie s1:1ileiAgs 
iAel1:1siAg all fa eases, Feefs, aAEI setails ehl'le 
el'laFaeteF sefiAiAg feat1:1Fes tl'lat ee1:1ls se saFAages 
s1:1FiAg eeAstF1:1etieA, BAS s'9all elee1:1FAeAt e*istiAg 
ElaFAage, s1:1e'9 as eFael,s a A El leese eF aaFAageEl 
feat1:1Fes fas alle~~eel sy f"F8J"efty e"'•AeFs). t=he Fef"eFt 
sl'lall alse iAel1:1Ele J"FE eeAstF1:1etieA elFawiAgs tl'lat 

,..I J:.1.· ' L. ,,..,. 
.............. r-- ~ .......... -- ,_ ,_ 

.............. ....,..., . ....... 

Level of 
Significance 
after Mitigation 

LTSM 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.B. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 
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and identify craclEs and otl9er features to be 
R'lonitoFes suFing constrnction. Tl9e EJUalifieel 19istofic 
pFeseFvation pFefessional sl9all be the leas authoF of 
the pre construction sur,·e~ if histoFic builsi ngs 
andfoF stFuctuFes could be affected by tl9e pFoject 
Hie pFe construction survey shall be subR'litted to the 
ERO for review ans appro..,al prior to the start of 
·tibration generating constrnction acti ... ity. 

Vibfflt.'Dn PfaF1eJ§JCR1CRt BR cl,~ 1anltariR~ .□~an. T~e 

prnject sponsor sRall unelertal,e a Fl'lonitoring plan to 
avoid or reduce project related construction vibration 
saffiage to asjacent builsings ansfor structures ans 
to ensure tRat any sucR saffiage is socuffientes ans 
repaires. Prior to issuance of any seffiolition or 
bu ilsi ng peFFl'lit, the prnject sponsor sl9all su bR'l ittl9e 

plan f.er ruiev.· anel approval. 

Tl9e Vibration Manageffient ans Monitoring Plan sl9all 
incluse, at a R'liniR'lUR'l, tl9e following coFl'lponents, as 
applicable: 

Mffl<ifflf:Jffl b1brff#on Lew.'. Bases on the anticipates 
construction ans conelition ofthe af-f.ectes 
builsings anelforstructures on asjacent 

~ro~erties, a E}UaHfie8 acous~ical/viBratieA 
consultant in coordination ·,,dth a structural 
engineer (or professional with siFFlilar 
eiualifications) ans, in tl9e case of potentially 
aHecteel historic builsings/strnctuFes, a EJUalified 
historic preservation professional, shall establish a 
R'laitimuffi ..,.ibration le..,el that sl9all not be 
eiEceeses at eacl9 buildingfstructure on asjacent 
prnperties, bases on existing consitions, 
character defining features, soil conditions, and 
anticipateel construction practices (connnnon 
stanElaFds are a peak particle ..,.elocity [PPV] of 0.25 

inch persecons foF Ristoric ans soffie old 
buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch per secons for olser 
resisential stFuctuFes, ans a PPV sf 0.5 incR peF 
second for new resisential structures ans nnosern 
ind ustFial/COR'lR'lercial buildings). 

b1ieretioA GeAeretimg eqf:JipmeAt. The plan shall 

isentify all ·o<ibration generating eeiuipment to be 
uses during censtructien (inclusing, but not 
liFl'lites to: site preparation, clearing, demolition, 
eJEca'o'ation, shoFing, founsation installation, ans 
builsing construction). 

Alt:emetib'C CoFJstmction &{f:Jipmcnt end 
.. ., 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.8. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 
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alternative equipment a nEl tecl9niques H1at coulEl 
be implemented ifconstruetion 'lfibration levels 

are observed in eMcess eftl9e establisl9ed standard 
(e.g., drilleEl siatafts fcaissensl could be substituted 

for El riven piles, if feasible, based on soil 

conditions, er SFAaller, ligl:iter equipFAent could be 
used in some cases}. 

Pile Drivin<j Requirements. Fer projects tiatat 1#euld 
require pile dritJing, tl9e project sponsor siatall 

incorporate into construction speEifications for 

the project a requiremeRt thatthe co RstructioR 
contractor(s} use all feasible means to a11oid or 

reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. 

Sud1 meU=ioas may induae one or more of Hie 
following: 

Incorporate "quiet" pile dri•o<iRg technologies 
into p raj ect con stru cti on (such as El rilleEl 

s"1afts, using sonic pile Elrivers, auger cast in 

place, er a rilled dis19lacemeRt}, as feasible; 

~ 
Ensure a19propriate e><cavation siateriRg 
metiatoEls to pm1ent tiate mo11ement of adjacent 

structures. 

B1:iff.erDisff!Aces. TAe 13lan sl9all iElentify buffer 

distances to be maintained based on vibration 
le11els a Rd site coRstraints between t"1e operation 

ofvibratien generating construction equi13nnent 

and tl9e potentially affected building and for 

structure to avoia damage to t"1e ei<tent possible. 

b'ibretien MonitoriA<j. T"1e plan s"1all iaentify t"1e 
metiatod and equipment for vibration monitoring 

te eftst1re that coAstrttctioA oiBratieA le,els So r1ot 
ei<ceed tiate established standards iaentified in t"1e 

fffiHr. 
5"1ould construction \tibration levels be 

obser ... ed in encess ofthe standards 

establisl9ed in t"1e plan, t"1e contractor(sl s"1all 

19alt construction and 19ut alternative 

coRstructioR techniques ideRtified in the plan 
into practice, to tl9e e11tent feasible. 

TAe qualified historic 13resef\fatioA 13rofossi0Aal 

(for effects on "1istoric buildings anElfor 

structures} anElfor structural engineer (for 

effects on historic and non historic bui ldings 
anElforstr1:1ctures} sl=lall inspect eaciat affecteEl 

buileling anelfor structure (as allo'r','CEI by 

19ro19erty owners} in t"1e e'lfent tl=le construction 
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Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 
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acti'v'ities eicceeEl the vibratieA levels iEleAtifieEl 
iA the pila A. 

Tl9e structural eAgiAeer aAEl /er histe ric 
piresenmtien prefessienal shall subA1it A'lenthly 

re perts te the ERO EluriAg vibratieA iAEluciAg 

acti'v'it)' perieEls that iEleAtify aAEl SUA'IA'larize 
aAy \tibratieA level ei<ceeElances anEl Elescribe 

the actieAs taken to reduce -.·ibratien. 

lf"vibratieA has daA'laged nearby buildings 

aAElfer shu ctures that are Aet histeric, the 
structural eAgiAeershall iA'lmeEliately Aetif>.,• 
the ERO a As prepare a ElaA1age repert 

docuA'leAting the foatures of the building 

aAElfer structure that has bee A Elamages. 

If uibratieA has ElaA1aged Aearl9; 19uilEliAgs 
ans/er structures that are histeric, the 19isteric 

presenmtion coAsultaAt shall iA1A'lesiately 
netify the ERO and pirepiare a dan1age repert 

ElecumeAtiAg the features eftl9e builEliAg 

a A El/er structure that has been Elamages. 

Following iAcorporatioA of the alternative 

censtructien techniques and/er pilann ing 
depiartn1eAt re-.,iew efthe damage repiert, 
1o'ibratieA meAiteriAg shall recemmeAce te 

ensure that vibration levels at each affected 
builsiAg and/or structure oA asjacent 

preperties are Aet elteeeses. 

Pcriecf.ic !Rs~ccfieRs. The plan sl9all isentify the 

iAteF'v'als aAEl parties responsible for perieElic 

inspiectiens. Tl9e qualified historic pireseF'v'ation 
prefessienal (for effects on historic 19ui1Elings 

aneJ/erstrt:Jetttres~ afld/er structural en~iReer ~~er 
effects en historic and nen 19istoric buildings 
a Ad/or structures) shall coAduct regular periodic 

inspections of each affected building and/er 
structure eA asjacent preperties (as allewed by 

preperty owners) duriAg vibratioA generating 

construction acti-.,ity on the project site. Tl9e pi Ian 
will specify how often iAspectieAs sl9all occur. 

Ftc~eirDefflegc. The plan sl9all alse iEleAtify 

pre1o'isiens to be followes sheuls Elamage to any 

building and/or structure occur due to 
construction related ·•·ibration. The buildi ng(s) 

aAElferstructure(sl shall 19e reFAeEliateEl to tl9eir 
pre construction condition (as allowed by 

property owAers) at the conclusion of ·a1ibration 
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Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 
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Fes01:cJFces, sl9ould daA9age occuno aRy buildiRg 
aRdfoF structuFe, the suildiRg a Ra/or structure 
shall be restored to its pre coAstructioA coAditioA 
iA coAsultatioR .. ith the qualified historic 
13FeseFvatioA 13Fofessi0Ral a Rd 13laARiRg 
departmeAt presen,atioA staff. 

b'ibretiefl MeAiterifl~ Results Rc13ert. After 
coAstructioA is complete the project spoAsor shall 
subA9it a fiRal re13ort from the quamied 19istoric 
preser-.·atioA professioAal (fur effects OR historic 
su ildiAgs a Ad/ or structures) aAdfo r structural 
eRgiReer (for effects oA historic a Rd ROA historic 
suildiRgs aRd/oF structures). The Fe port sl9all 

iRclude, at a A9iAiffiUA9, collected A90RitoriRg 
records, suildiAg aAafor structure CORditioA 

suR1R1aries, Elescri13ti0As of all iAstaAces of 
·vil;JFatioA le-.•el mcceedaRce, ideRtificatioR of 
damage iAcurred due to ·.,cisratioA, a Ad co rrective 
actioRs take A to restore da RR aged buildiRgs and 
structures. The ~RO sl9all re¥iew a REI a13pro¥e the 
VisratioA MonitoFing Results Re130Ft. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Construction Noise 
Control. Prior to issuance of any demolition or 
building permit, the project sponsor shall submit a 
project-specific construction noise control plan to the 

ERO orthe ERO's designee for approval The 
construction noise control plan shall be prepared by a 
qualified acoustical engineer. with input from the 

construction contractor. and include all feasible 

measures to reduce construction noise The 
construction noise control plan shall identify noise 
control measures to meet a performance target of 

construction activities not resulting in a noise level 
greater than 90 dBA at noise sensitive receptors and 
10 dBA above the ambient noise level at noise 
sensitive receptors (residences. hospitals. 

convalescent homes schools churches hotels and 
motels. and sensitive wildlife habitat). The project 
sponsor shall ensure that requirements of the 

construction noise control plan are included in 
contract specifications If nighttime construction is 
required. the plan shall include specific measures to 
reduce nighttime construction noise. The plan shall 

also include measures for notifying the public of 
construction activities complaint procedures and a 
plan for monitoring construction noise levels in the 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.B. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 

Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 

the degree feasible. or other effective measures. to 
reduce construction noise levels· 

Use construction equipment that is in good 
working order and inspect mufflers for proper 
functionality; 

Select "quiet" construction methods and 
equipment (e.g .• improved mufflers. use of intake 

silencers. engine enclosures); 

Use construction equipment with lower noise 
emission ratings whenever possible. particularly 
for air compressors· 

Prohibit the idling of inactive construction 
equipment for more than 5 minutes; 

Locate stationary noise sources (such as 
compressors) as far from nearby noise sensitive 
receptors as possible. muffle such noise sources. 
and construct barriers around such sources and/or 
the construction site; 

Avoid placing stationary noise-generating equipment 
(e g. generators. compressors) within noise-sensitive 
buffer areas (as determined by the acoustical 
engineer) immediately adjacent to neighbors· 

Enclose or shield stationary noise sources from 
neighboring noise-sensitive properties with noise 

barriers to the extent feasible Io furthe r reduce 
noise. locate stationary equipment in pit areas or 
excavated areas, if feasible; and 

Install temporary barriers barrier-backed sound 
curtains and/or acoustical panels around working 

powered impact equipment and. if necessary. 
around the project site perimeter When temporary 
barrier units are joined together, the mating 
surfaces shall be flush with each other Gaps 
between barrier units. and between the bottom 
edge of the barrier panels and the ground, shall be 
closed with material that completely closes the 
gaps. and dense enough to attenuate noise 

The construction noise control plan shall include t he 
following measures for notifying the public of 
construction activities, complaint procedures and 
monitoring of construction noise levels: 

Designation of an on-site construction noise 
manager for the project; 

Notification of neighboring noise sensitive 
receptors with in 300 feet of the project 
construction area at least 30 days in advance of 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.8. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Environmental Impact 

Impact N0-2: 
Construction under the 
Waterfront Plan could 
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Levelof 
Significance 
prior to Mitigation 

s 

Levelof 
Significance 

Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 

high-intensit::i:; noise-generating activities (e.g., Qier 
dcilli□g 1;1ile d ci:11i □g and otbe[ acfoiities tbat rna::i:; 
generate nQise levels greater than SlQ dBA at nQise 
sensitive receQtors) about the estimated duration 
Qf the activit::i:;: 

A sign QOsted on-site describing noise comQlaint 
procei:h.ires and a CQmplaint hQtline n!.!mber that 
shall alwai1s be answered d!.!ring constr!.!ctiQn; 

A 1;1rQced!.!re fQr nQtifi1ing the planning department 
of anll noise comQlaints within one week of 
receiving a comQlaint: 

A list of measures for res(londing to and tracking 
complaints pertaining tQ constnJctiQn nQise S!JCh 
meas!.!res mai1 indude the eval!.!atiQn and 
im(llementation of additional noise controls at 
sensitive recepto[s; a □ d 

Conduct noise monitoring (measurements) at the 
beginning of major constr!.!ctiQn phases (e g, 
demolition, grading, excavation) and during high-
inteositll const(Uctioo activities to determine tbe 
effectiveness of noise attenuatio□ rneasu[es and, if 
necessa!dl, implement additional nQise CQntrol 
measures. 

The constr!.!ction noise control plan shall include the 
fQIIQwing additional measures during Qile-driviog 
activities· 

Wben pile d[iving is to occu[ witbin 6QQ feet of a 
nQise-sensitive receptQr, implement "guiet" pile-
driving technologll (such as pre-drilling of piles, 
sonic gile drivers auger cast-in-glace or drilled-
displacement, o[ tbe use of rno[e tban one !;!ile 
driver to shocten the total pile-driving dwation 
[onli1 if such measure is preferable to reduce 
irn1;1acts to se□sitive Cfcegto[sJ) wbeCf feasible, in 
considecation of geotecbnical and strnctucal 
reguirements and conditions; 

Where the !.!Sf of driven imi;2act 1;2iles cannot be 
avoided, properlll fit impact pile driving 
eguiprnent witb an intake and e~baust muffle[ and 
a SQund-attenuating shro!.!d, as specified bl/ the 
manufacturer: and 

Cond!.!ct noise monitoring (meas!.!rementsl before, 
during, and after the Qile driving activitl/. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2a: Protection of LTSM 

Adjacent BuildingslStructures and Vibration 
MQnitQring during CQnstrudiQn, Prior to issuance Qf 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.B. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 

generate excessive 
ground borne vibration or 
groundborne noise 
levels. 

Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 

any demolition or building permit. the project sponsor 
shall submit a project-specific Pre-construction 
Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring 
Plan for approval to the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO) The plan shall identify all feasible means to 
avoid damage to potentially affected buildings. The 
project sponsor shall ensure that the following 
requirements of the Pre-construction Survey and 

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan are 
included in contract specifications as necessary 

Pre-construction Survev, Prior to the start of any 
ground-disturbing activity the project sponsor 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 for review 

and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating 
construction activity. 

If nearby affected buildings are known historic 
resources or potential historic resources, unless there 
is evidence in the record the building is not a historic 

resource or would not be particularly sensitive to 
construction vibration the project sponsor shall 
engage a 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 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 (as allowed by property owners). 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 du ring construction. The qualified historic 
preservation professional shall be the lead author of 

the pre-construction survey if historic buildi ngs 
and/or structures could be affected by the project 
The pre-construction survey shall be submitted to the 
ERO for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity 
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Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 
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Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan. The 
project sponsor 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. Prior to issuance of any demolition or 
building permit, the project sponsor shall submit the 
plan for review and approval. 

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 for professional with similar 
qualifications) and. in the case of potentially 
affected historic buildings/structures a 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 o 2s 
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 t hat could 
be implemented if construction vibration levels 
are observed in excess of the established standard 

(e g. drilled shafts (caissons) could be substituted 
for driven piles if feasible based on soil 
conditions. or smaller. lighter equipment could be 
used in some cases). 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.B. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 

Waterfront Plan 
Responses to Comments 

Pile-Driving Requirements. For projects that would 
require pile driving the project sponsor shall 
incorporate into construction specifications for 
the project a requirement that the construction 
contractor(sl use all feasible means to avoid or 
reduce damage to potentially affected buildings. 
Such methods may include one or more of the 
following: 

- Incorporate "quiet" pile-driving technologies 
into project construction /such as drilled 
shafts, using sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in­
place or drilled-displacement) as feasible· 
and/or 

- 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 identify the 
method and equipment for vibration monitoring 

to ensme that construction vibration levels do not 
exceed the established standards identified in the 
plan. 

- Should construction vibration levels be 
observed in excess of the standards 

established in the plan the contractorfsl shall 
halt construction and put alternative 
construction techniques identified in the plan 
into practice to the extent feasible 

- The 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 (as allowed by 
property owners) in the event the construction 
activities exceed the vibration levels identified 

in the plan 

The structural engineer and/or historic 
preservation professional shall submit monthly 
reports to the ERO during vibration-inducing 
activitv neriods that identifv and summarize 
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any vibration level exceedances and describe 
the actions taken to reduce vibration 

- If vibration has damaged nearby buildings 
and/or structures that are not historic t he 
structural engineer shall immediately notify 
the ERO 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 ERO and prepare a damage report 
documenting the features of the building 
and/or structure that has been damaged. 

- Following incorporation of the alternative 

construction techniques and/or plann ing 
department 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 identify the 
intervals and parties responsible for periodic 
inspections. The qualified historic preservation 

professional (for effects on historic buildings 
and/or structures) and/or structura I 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 las allowed by 
property owners) during vibration-generating 

construction activity on the project site The plan 
will specify how often inspections shall occur. 

Repair 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 buildi ng(s} 
and/or structure(s) shall be remediated to their 
pre-construction condition (as allowed by 
property owners) 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 qualified historic 
preservation professional and planning 
department preservation staff. 
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Waterfront Plan 
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Vibration Monitoring Results Report. After 
construction is complete the project sponsor shall 
submit a final report from the 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 a 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 ERO shall review and approve the 
Vibration Monitoring Results Report. 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-2b: Protection of 
Vibration-Sensitive Equipment during 
Construction. Prior to construction, the project 
sponsor shall designate and make available a 
community liaison to respond to vibration complaints 
from building occupants of adjacent recording and TV 
studios within a minimum of 225 feet of the project 
site. 

Contact information for the community liaison shall 
be posted in a conspicuous location so that it is clearly 
visible to building occupants most likely to be 
disturbed. Through the community liaison, the project 
sponsor team shall provide notification to property 
owners and occupants of recording and TV studios at 
least 10 days prior to construction activities involving 
equipment that can generate vibration capable of 
interfering with vibration-sensitive equipment, 
informing them of the estimated start date and 
duration of vibration-generating construction 
activities. Equipment types capable of generating 
such vibration include a vibratory roller, large 
bulldozer, or similar equipment, operating within 
225 feet of the building. If feasible, the project sponsor 
team shall identify potential alternative equipment 
and techniques that could reduce construction 
vibration levels. For example, alternative equipment 
and techniques may include use of static rollers 
instead of vibratory rollers. 

If concerns prior to construction or complaints during 
construction related to equipment interference are 
identified, the community liaison shall work with the 
project sponsor team and the affected building 
occupants to resolve the concerns such that the 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.8. Revisions to Waterfront Plan EIR Summary 

Level of Level of 
Significance Significance 

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation 

vibration control measures would meet a 
performance target of the 65 VdB vibration level for 
vibration-sensitive equipment, as set forth by Federal 
Transit Administration. To resolve concerns raised by 
building occupants, the community liaison shall 
convey the details of the com plaint(s) to the project 
sponsor team, such as who shall implement specific 
measures to ensure that the project construction 
meets the performance target of 65 VdB vibration 
level for vibration-sensitive equipment. The 
community liaison would then notify building 
occupants of the measures to be implemented. These 
measures may include evaluation by a qualified noise 
and vibration consultant, scheduling certain 
construction activities outside the hours of operation 
or recording periods of specific vibration-sensitive 
equipment iffeasible, and/or conducting 
ground borne vibration monitoring to document that 
the project can meet the performance target of 65 VdB 
at specific distances and/or locations. Grou ndborne 
vibration monitoring, if appropriate to resolve 
concerns, shall be conducted by a qualified noise and 
vibration consultant. 

PAGE S-25, MITIGATION MEASURE M-B1-lA 

Mitigation Measure M-B1-la: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training and Special-Status Species and 
Natural Communities Reporting. Project-specific Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training shall be 
developed and implemented by a qualified biologist and attended by all project personnel performing demolition or 
ground-disturbing work where buildings, bridges, landscaping/street trees, natural vegetation or shoreline habitats are 
present prior to the start of work. The WEAP training shall generally include, but not be limited to, education about the 
following: 

Applicable state and federal laws, environmental regulations, project permit conditions, and penalties for non­
compliance. 

Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to be encountered on or in the vicinity ofthe project area 
during construction. 

Avoidance measures and a protocol for encountering special-status species including a communication chain. 

P reco nstru ctio n surveys and b io logi ca I monitoring requirements associated with each phase of work and at specific 
locations within the project area (e.g., shoreline work) as biological resources and protection measures will vary 
depending on where work is occurring within the site, time of year, and construction activity. 

Known sensitive resource areas in the project vicinity that are to be avoided and/or protected as well as approved 
project work areas, access roads, and staging areas. 

Any special-status species and sensitive natural communities detected during surveys or monitoring or subsequent 
projects will be reported to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife California Natural Diversity Database 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.C. Revisions to Chapter 1, Introduction 

using the field survey forms found at https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittingData#44524420-pdf-field­
su rvey-form. 

PAGE S-31, MITIGATION MEASURE M-Bl-3, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

Mitigation Measure M-B1-3: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving. If required by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), a sound attenuation monitoring plan shall be prepared to reduce impacts to fish and 
marine mammals. The plan shall incorporate the following best management practices subject to modification in t he 
NMFS- and CDFW-approved plan: 

PAGE S-35, MITIGATION MEASURE M-Bl-6, FIRST BULLET 

The proposed project shall be designed to avoid, to the extent practical, work within wetlands and/or waters under 
the jurisdiction of USACE, regional board, ~and CDFW. If applicable, permits or approvals shall be sought from 
the above agencies, as required. Where wetlands or other water features must be disturbed, the minimum area of 
disturbance necessary for construction shall be identified and the area outside avoided. 

4.C Revisions to Chapter 1, Introduction 

* PAGE 1-10, NUMBERED ITEM 2 AND FOLLOWING FULL PARAGRAPH 

2. If the agency finds that pursuant to section 15162, no subsequent El R would be required, the agency can 
approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new 
environmental document would be required. The agency may prepare an addendum to this ElR to 
document the assessment and determination that no new environmental document is required. Whether 
a later activity is within the scope of a program EIR is a factual question that the lead agency determines 
based on substantial evidence in the record. Factors that an agency may consider in making tha t 
determination include, but are not limited to, consistency of the later activity with the type of allowable 
land use, overall planned density and building intensity, geographic area analyzed for environmental 
impacts, and covered infrastructure, as described in the program EIR. 

Thus, this Draft EIR assumes that subsequent lease, development, and improvement projects (subsequent 
projects) in the Plan area would be subject to en11,1ironmental reviewed at such time that those projects are 
proposed. as described above. to determine whether or not they would result in new physical environmental 
effects that are not addressed in this Draft EIR. The analysis of subsequent projects would be based on existing 
conditions at the site and vicinity, at such time a project is proposed, and would take into account any updated 
information relevant to the environmental analysis of the subsequent project (e.g., changes to the 
environmental setting or updated growth forecasts, models). 

* PAGE 1-13, LAST BULLET 

Appendices. Appendices include Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Comments Received; Appendix B, 
Initial Study; Appendix C, Growth Projections Memorandum; Appendix D, Waterfront Plan Historic 
Resources Inventory and Summary Report; Appendix E, Waterfront Plan EIR - Estimation of Proposed 
Travel Demand; Appendix F, Supporting Documentation for Noise Analysis; Appendix G, Waterfront Plan 
Air Quality Technical MemoFandum and l-lealtl=I Risi( Assessment Documentation; and Appendix H, Plan t 
and Wildlife Species Lists and Potential to Occur in the Study Area. 

Waterfront Plan 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.D. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description 

4.D Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description14 

PAGE 2-38, "BCDC WATERFRONT SPECIAL AREA PLAN" SECTION, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

BCD C's planning policies and regulatory framework are set forth in the San Francisco Bay Plan, which applies 
to the entire Bay region, and the San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan (SAP), which specifically 
addresses the San Francisco waterfront, including all Port properties over or within 100 feet of the shoreline 
of San Francisco Bay. The Port has filed a BCDC application to amend the SAP to align Port and BCDC policies. 
As of the publication of this Draft El R, the Bay Plan Amendment application is pending. and the proposed SAP 
amendments are still under consideration. Key SAP amendments would include the fo llowing: 

* PAGE 2-24, PENULTIMATE PARAGRAPH 

The maritime goal remains the same in the Waterfront Plan as in the 1997 Plan-to recognize and support the 
current and future needs of the diverse categories water-dependent use of maritime industry and businesses,. 
and water recreation activities at the Port. 

The updated or new maritime policies would continue to give priority to terminal, facility, berthing, and 
operational needs by allowing the Port to use any of its properties for maritime -related purposes, including 
Harbor Services and the Port's Maintenance Division facilities, which is consistent with the Proposition H 
requirement to give priority consideration to maritime needs. The Waterfront Plan also retains policies from 
the 1997 Plan that support linking the development of new maritime facilities and improvements with 
complementary non-maritime mixed-use developments and projects. 

* PAGE 2-27, SECOND SET OF BULLETS 

The Waterfront Plan includes updated or new maritime and water recreation policies in the following areas: 

Conducting site and financial feasibility studies to identify viable location(s) to develop a second cruise 
ship berth that complies with new air emission rules set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
(Policies 9, 10); 

Increasing coordination and partnerships to expand water transportation facilities and services 
(Policy 13); 

Pursuing industrial leasing and warehouse development in the Piers 90-94 Backlands, and industrial 
transportation access to protect the integrity of the Port's Southern Waterfront cargo terminal operations 
(Policies 15, 16, 17); 

Planning and providing water recreation access in San Francisco Bay. and facilities, partnerships, and 
related commercial services that are appropriately funded, located, and managed to be compatible with 
maritime and deep vessel operations, and sensitive natural habitat areas (Policies 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 
25); and 

Promoting shared public access on pier aprons where it is safe and compatible with maritime berthing, 
particularly in the Embarcadero Historic District (Policies 26, 27). 

14 Revisions to the Waterfront Plan since publication of the Draft EIR include minor technical edits and clarifications and do not substantively change 
the policies of the Plan. The revisions are available on the Port's website at https://sfport.com/projects-programs/waterfront-plan. 
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DIVERSITY OF ACTIVITIES AND PEOPLE 

Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.D. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description 

This goal remains the same in the Waterfront Plan as in the 1997 Plan-to promote a mix of commercial, 
industrial, public-oriented, civic, cultural, open space, and recreational uses that complement Port maritime 
and water-dependent activities. The Waterfront Plan includes new information describing state trust 
legislation that has allowed development of non-trust uses on specified seawall lots, and recognition of the 
Pier 70 and Mission Rock SUDs, which are incorporated by reference in the Waterfront Plan and supported by 
Development Agreements and Design for Development Documents, which secured City approvals following 
the completion of earlier CEQA environmental review processes. 

The citations shown in parentheses after the stated policies in this section correspond to the policies identified in 
the Waterfront Plan listed under each goal. The Waterfront Plan retains the following policies from the 1997 Plan: 

Maintaining maritime. water-dependent. and non-maritime industrial leasing opportunities in Port 
properties, including leasing opportunities for maritime and general office uses in historic buildings listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places, as permitted (Policies 11, 12); 

* PAGE 2-29, FOURTH-FROM-LAST BULLET 

Promoting the Bay Water Trail, enhance water recreation facilities, and safe access for bay water recreation 
activities in areas shared with maritime vessel operations and natural habitat areas (Policy 18); 

* PAGE 2-31, THIRD BULLET 

Leverage the Port's economic activity to advance equity, inclusion, and public benefit for communities in 
and neighboring the Port, including historically disadvantaged communities in alignment with the Port's 
Racial EquityAction Plan (Policy4). 

* PAGE 2-33, FOURTH AND FIFTH BULLETS 

Developing a resilience program for Port facilities that is transparent and coordinated with San Francisc~ 
and Port Hi;esilience .P,o,rogram~ (Policies 4a-4h); 

Encouraging and designing resilience projects that achieve multiple public objectives, consistent with the 
Waterfront Plan goals and policies. and city and Port resilience programs (Policies 5a-5f); and 

* PAGE 2-33, LAST BULLET 

De1tdop Port Cofl'lmissioA aAd SoutherA WaterfroAt l\d1tisory Committee re1ti€'# requirefl'leAts for 
iAterfl'lediate aAd loAg term lease proposals iA the Piers 80 96 Maritime Eco iAdustrial Strategy area 
(Policy 9); 

* PAGE 2-34, FOURTH BULLET 

Maintain the Wharf's diverse mix of public, commercial,-afl€1.-maritime activities. and recreational uses, and 
include activities that attract local residents and dispel the Wharf's image as a tourist-only attraction; 

* PAGE 2-34, THIRD-TO-LAST BULLET 

Maximize opportunities to retain and enhance maritime operations and water recreation activities in the 
Northeast Waterfront; 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.D. Revisions to Chapter 2, Project Description 

* PAGE 2-35, FIFTH BULLET 

Coordinate closely with resilience proposals produced through the Embarcadero Seawall Waterfron t 
Resilience Program to build understanding and support for innovations required to adapt to the impacts 
of climate change while respecting the history, character, and authenticity of the Northeast Waterfront. 

* PAGE 2-35, TWELFTH BULLET 

Coordinate closely with resilience proposals produced through the Embarcadero Seawall Waterfront 
Resilience Program to build understanding and support for innovations required to adapt to the impacts 
of climate change while respecting the history, character, and authenticity of the South Beach waterfront. 

* PAGE 2-35, LAST BULLET 

Rehabilitate Pier48 to recall the Mission Bay waterfront's Ris~oric 1:1se history and to accommodate new 
uses; and 

* PAGE 2-38, THIRD FULL PARAGRAPH 

The Waterfront Plan also would include a general plan amendment to align the City and Port policies based 
on the Waterfront Plan amendments. When the 1997 Waterfront Plan was developed, the planning 
commission approved a general plan amendment to provide consistent policies for waterfront improvements. 
The new and updated Waterfront Plan goals, policies, and objectives described above would be the basis for 
amendments to general plan elements and area plans. In addition, the new and updated Waterfront Plan 
goals, policies, and objectives would require conforming amendments to policies in other general plan 
elements, including in the Land Use Index. The revisions are minor in nature and are not expected to have any 
environmental impacts that are separate and distinct from the impacts of the Waterfront Plan analyzed in this 
El R. To the extent the conforming amendments could lead to physical effects on the environment, those effects 
would be similar to the effects of the updated Waterfront Plan, which are analyzed in this El R. 

* PAGE 2-41, "SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION" SECTION 

Certification of the Waterfront Plan Final EIR 

Adoption of CEQA findings and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve amendments to 
the general plan (including the Land Use Index), planning code, and zoning map, including updates to the 
waterfront design review procedures and creation of the Waterfront Special Use District 4 

Zoning reclassification for a portion of Assessor's Block 3941 from P /Public) to M-1 /Light Industry) 

In order to correct a zoning map error, the Port proposes to reclassify the zoning of a portion of Assessor's 
Block 3941 from P (Public) to M-1 (Light Industry). This site is located between Agua Vista Park to the north and 
Crane Cove Park to the south in the Mission Bay neighborhood, along Terry Francois Boulevard and Illinois 
Street, near Mariposa Street. The area proposed for the zoning reclassification, shown in RTC Figure 1, is 
occupied by two restaurants (Kelly's Mission Rock and The Ramp), a boat repair business (SF Boatworks and 
boat docks), and a two-story building that has been used for office and storage space. This site was historica lly 
zoned M-1 but was inadvertently changed to P sometime in the late 1990s in what appears to be an 
administrative error. The Port did not apply for, nor does the planning department have any documentation 
on file to recognize a change in zoning reclassification forth is site. The Port seeks to reestablish the M-1 zoning 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.E. Revisions to Chapter 3, Plans and Policies 

and a 40-foot height limit for this site. Under the P zoning classification, all existing business uses are non­
conforming uses. These uses would be principally permitted uses under the M-1 zoning reclassification. 

The proposed zoning reclassification is not part of the Waterfront Plan project. It is a correction desired by the 
Port to reinstate zoning that aligns with acceptable uses designated for this site in the existing Waterfront Land 
Use Plan that was approved in 1998. This zoning reclassification has independent utility and has undergone 
separate environmental review under a Common Sense Exemption approved on January 12, 2023 (Case 
No. 2023-000337PRJ); even if the updated Waterfront Plan analyzed in this EIR was not approved, the Port 
would seek this zoning reclassification to correct an error. The two restaurants and boat repair business have 
been located on the site for over 30 years, and there are no proposals to change these uses. The office/storage 
building adjacent to Crane Cove Park is an historic resource known as the Kneass Boatworks Building and 
currently is vacant. The proposed reclassification of a portion of Assessors Block 3941 would not alter the mix 
or intensity of land uses from existing or expected future conditions, or other associated impacts analyzed in 
this EIR, programmatically or cumulatively. 

This zoning reclassification request will require approval by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

* PAGE 2-41, FOLLOWING LAST BULLET 

Zoning reclassification for a portion of Assessor's Block 3941 from P (Public) to M-1 (Light Industry) 

4.E Revisions to Chapter 3, Plans and Policies 

PAGE 3-6, SIXTH PARAGRAPH 

The Waterfront Plan would require amendments to the SAP to incorporate revisions to maintain consisten t 
BCDC and Port policies for the Port waterfront. BCDC approval is required to amend the SAP; additional BCDC 
permit approval would be required for any subsequent projects that could occur under the Waterfront Plan 
located within the bay or within the 100-foot shoreline band. The Port has filed a BCDC application to amend 
the SAP to align Port and BCDC policies. As of the publication of this Draft EIR. the Bay Plan Amendmen t 
application is pending and the proposed SAP amendments are still under consideration Key proposed SAP 
amendments would include the following: 

4.F Revisions to Section 4.A, Aesthetics 

* PAGE 4.A-18, FIRST PARAGRAPH, FIFTH SENTENCE 

... A subsequent project proposed on Seawall Lot 330 would undergo project-level CEQA review, as applicable 
under CEOA Guidelines section 15162, to determine whether it would create significant environmental effects 
related to aesthetics that were not disclosed in this Draft EIR as a result of the additional height increases or 
bulk modifications permitted under the state density bonus law. Nonetheless, as discussed above, computer­
generated building mass models were prepared to qualitatively evaluate aesthetics impacts for ana lysis of 
development that could occur on subsequent project sites, including Seawall Lot 330. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.G. Revisions to Section 4.B, Historic Resources 

* PAGE 4.A-23, LAST PARAGRAPH, LAST SENTENCE 

... Any subsequent project proposed on Seawall Lot 330 or Piers 30-32 would undergo project-level CEQA 
review, as applicable under CEOA Guidelines section 15162, to determine whether it wou ld result in significant 
environmental effects related to aesthetics that were not disclosed in this Draft El R. 

4.G Revisions to Section 4.B, Historic Resources 

* PAGE 4.B-27, NEW NOTE ADDED TO TABLE 4.B-2 

SOURCES: architecture + history Ile, Port of San Francisco Historic Resources Summary Report, prepared for the Port of San Francisco, February 2022, 
San Francisco Planning Department, Property Information Map, https://sfplannini,:i,:is.ori,:/ PIM, accessed May 2021; San Francisco 
Planning Department, Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project EIR, April 2017; San Francisco Planning Department, Pier 70 Mixed-Use 

District Project EIR, December 2016; Page & Turnbull, San Francisco Fire Stations Historic Resource Study, October 2015. 

NOTE· Two buildings in the Fish Alley Architectural District-2907-09 Jones Street and 2911 Jones Street-are currently undergoing evaluation 

* PAGE 4.B-37, LAST BULLET 

Seawall Lot 330 is located within the South Beach subarea and bounded by The Embarcadero and Beale, 
Main, and Bryant streets. Currently, there are no buHdings or structures on the site, which contains g 
portion of the site is occupied by the temporary Embarcadero Navigation Center facility serving unhoused 
residents, and a surface parking lot. Seawall Lot 330 is located across The Embarcadero from the 
Embarcadero Historic District. 

* PAGE 4.B-44, LAST PARAGRAPH 

For these reasons, subsequent projects that could occur with implementation of the Waterfront Plan, in 
combination with the cumulative projects, could result in a significant cumulative impact on historic 
resources. However, because subsequent projects involving rehabilitation or renovation of historic resources 
would be reviewed by a qualified historic preservation professional for consistency with the Secretary's 
Standards, new subsequent projects within or adjacent to a historic district would be required to undergo 
design review to ensure their compatibility with the historic district, and because the Waterfront Plan policies 
require subsequent projects to meet the Secretary's Standards, theywatH-€1-could result in a significant adverse 
direct impact on a historic resource due changes to the AWSS or due to construction impacts. Furthermore, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-la would ensure that modification or relocation of any AWSS 
hydrants, which could occur pursuant to the Waterfront Plan, would not result in a considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact on the AWSS. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-lb 
and Mitigation Measure M ~JO 2a would ensure that impacts related to construction-related 1o<ibration Jctivities 
from subsequent projects also would not result in a considerable contribution to a significant cumu lative 
impact. Therefore, implementation of the Waterfront Plan would not result in a considerable contribution to 
a significant cumulative impact on historic resources, and the impact would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.H. Revisions to Section 4.D, Noise and Vibration 

4.H Revisions to Section 4.D, Noise and Vibration 

* PAGE 4.D-42, IMPACT C-N0-2 DISCUSSION, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

With regard to the potential for a cumulative vibration-related damage impact to occur, because vibration 
impacts ar=e easeEI on instantaneous PPV levels, worst-case groundborne vibration levels from construction 
are generally determined by whichever individual piece of equipment generates the highest vibr=ation 
instantaneous PPV levels. UnUl,e the analysis fur= avemge noise levels, in 1Nhich noise levels of multiple pieces 
of equipment can be combined to generate a ma)dmum combined noise level, instantaneous peak vibration 
levels do not combine in this way. Vibration from multiple construction sites, even if they are located close to 
one another, 1Nould not combine to raise the maJdmum PPV. Specific construction schedules for future projects 
under the Waterfront Plan in combination with cumulative projects are not available at this time· therefore it 
is not possible to determine time periods where overlapping construction from multiple projects may occur. 
or predict vibration levels at sensitive receptors under this circumstance However because vibration levels 
drop off rapidly with distance from the vibration source. there is a very low chance that an increase in ground 
vibration effect would occur from construction activities occurring on separate construction sites as this 
would only occur if two or more active construction sites were located directly adjacent to or very close to a 
vibration-sensitive receptor. In general. vibration from multiple construction projects would potentially resul t 
in more-frequent vibration events. though not necessarily higher overall vibration levels. The chance is very 
low that two or more vibration events from multiple construction projects would occur at precisely the same 
time and frequency. within very close proximity to the same receptor. For this reason, the cumulative impact 
of construction vibration from multiple construction projects located near one another would generally not 
combine to further increase vibration levels. In essence, vibration effects are highly localized. 

4.1 Revisions to Section 4.E, Air Quality 

The air quality health risk analysis was updated to specifically evaluate the cancer risk and annual average 
PM2sconcentrations at worker sensitive receptor locations. This updated analysis is presented in Appendix G, 
Air Quality Technical Documentation, and requires minor revisions to the air quality chapter, as noted below. 
The revised text does not provide new information that would result in any new significant impact not already 
identified in the draft EIR nor a substantial increase in the severity of an impact identified in the Draft EIR that 
cannot be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of identified mitigation measures. Thus, 
none of these text revisions would require recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

* PAGE 4.E-15, PENULTIMATE PARAGRAPH 

The air district defines sensitive receptors as facilities or land uses that include members of the population 
that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with 
illnesses. Examples include schools, hospitals and residential areas. Land uses such as schools, children's day 
care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be sensitive to poor air quality 
because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory 
distress.221a Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions compared to commercial 
and industrial areas because people generally spend longer periods of time at their residences, with 
associated greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions. Although workers may not always be 

,m Bay Area Air Quality Management District California Environmental OualityActAir OualityGuidelines May 2017 
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/plan n ing-an d-resea rch/ceqa/ceqa guidelines may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. accessed October 2022. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.1. Revisions to Section 4.E, Air Quality 

considered sensitive receptors because all employers must follow regulations set forth by the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration to ensure the health and well-being of their employees. off-site workers 
(workers near a plan-generated emissions source. such as a generator from a subsequent project) are 
conservatively considered sensitive receptors in this analysis. 

* PAGE 4.E-22, SECOND PARAGRAPH 

The Plan would not result in direct emissions of air pollutants. Rather, the Plan would guide subsequen t 
projects within the Plan area. Those subsequent projects would result in direct air pollutant emissions, such 
as construction (vehicle and equipment exhaust. break wear. tire wear. resuspended road dust. and 
construction dust) and mobile source emissions from traffic associated with the projects. It is these emissions 
sources that are evaluated in the air quality analysis. 

* PAGE 4.E-25, LAST FULL PARAGRAPH 

TAC emissions were quantitatively estimated for three sources associated with Plan implementation: on-road 
mobile sources (traffic), marine sources (cruise ships and tugs), and stationary sources (diese l generators). 
Detailed analysis methods, assumptions, and results are presented in Appendix G, Waterfront Plan Air Quality 
Technical MeffloraAduffl a Ad l-lealtt=i Rish Assessfflent Documentation. See Impact AQ-5 for analysis methods 
used for the health risk assessment. 

* PAGE 4.E-36, FIRST FULL PARAGRAPH 

Activities that generate dust include demolition, excavation, and equipment movement across unpaved 
construction sites. Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat. 
Demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-b lown dust that adds 
particulate matter to 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. However. studies have shown that the application of best management practices at 
construction sites significantly controls fugitive dust.2583 Individual measures have been shown to reduce 
fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.258

b For example. wetting down areas of soil improvement 
operations three times per day yields a 61 percent reduction in construction dust from those activities and 
covering haul trucks with a tarpaulin can reduce dust from haul trucks by 91 percent.258

c 

* PAGE 4.E-45, IMPACT AQ-5 DISCUSSION 

As discussed above, the City has modeled air pollution from all known sources and has identified areas with 
poor air quality, referred to as the APEZ. Implementation of the Waterfront Plan would not, in and of itself, 
result in PM2.s and TAC emissions. However, it is recognized that a foreseeable outcome of plan 
implementation would include subsequent projects that would result in these emissions. Sources that emit 
TACs and PM2.s are on- and off-road vehicle trips, marine vessel trips, and emergency backup generator(s). PM~ 

2580 Western Regional Air Partnership WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook September 7 2006 https-//www wrapair orgiforums/dejf/fdh/content 
/FDHandbook Rev 06 pdf 
2586 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Revised Draft Options and Justification Report Colifomio Environmental Duality Act Thresholds of 
Significance October 2009 p 27 
258

' South Coast Air Quality Management District Fugitive Dust Control Measures http://www.agmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/cega/air-guality­
analysis-ha nd book/mitigation measures-and-control-efficiencies/fugitive-dust. accessed September 28. 2022. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.1. Revisions to Section 4.E, Air Quality 

emissions would also occur from dust generated by construction activities. Emissions of PM2.s and other TACs 
could affect existing residences or other sensitive receptors, the effects of which are analyzed below. 

At present, the majority of the Plan area is located within the City's identified APEZ, an area where air pollutan t 
levels exceed health protective standards. Subsequent projects under the Plan would produce TAC emissions 
from construction and operation. 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to estimate the incremental change in cancer risks and 
localized PM2.s concentrations that would result from the Waterfront Plan, including an evaluation of 
operational impacts from the increase in traffic in the Plan area, operational impacts from relocating cruise 
ships from Pier 35 to Pier 50, and operational impacts from potential emergency backup diesel generators. 

Subsequent projects that could occur under the Waterfront Plan that require heavy-duty diesel vehicles and 
equipment would result in emissions of DPM and possibly other TACs that could affect nearby sensitive 
receptors. Construction activities could also emit fugitive dust and contribute to local particulate matter 
(PM~ concentrations. However. s-Sufficient detail about type and location of subsequent projects are not 
currently known to allow a quantitative analysis of health risks at sensitive receptors resulting from 
construction activities. For example, any estimate of construction TAC emissions from subsequent projects +s­
would be based on project-specific construction information, which is unavailable at this time.264 Therefore, 
because the health risk analysis cannot reasonably account construction emissions from subsequent projects, 
construction health risks are evaluated programmatically. 

* PAGE 4.E-47, LAST PARAGRAPH 

Results of the modeling were used to determine whether the Waterfront Plan would exceed thresholds for 
total excess lifetime cancer risk of seven in one million and/or PM2.s concentrations of 0.2 µg/m3 at the Plan 
MEIS Rs for the three modeled subareas (all of which are located within the APEZ). As shown in Table 4.E-9 and 
Table 4.E-10, cancer risk (under the unmitigated scenario269) from modeled Plan sources would increase by as 
much as 3.4 in 1 million for residential sensitive receptors that are not located in the APEZ but would be 
brought into the APEZ with the Plan's health risk contribution ("type l" receptors) and by 5.4 in 1 million for 
residential sensitive receptors within the APEZ ("type 2" receptors), and the annual average PM2.s 
concentration would increase by up to 0.08 µg/m3 for type 1 receptors and by 0.21 µg/m3 for type 2 receptors. 
For worker receptors the cancer risk from modeled Plan sources would increase by as much as o 2 in 1 million 
for type 1 worker receptors and by 0.7 in 1 million for type 2 worker receptors. and the annual average PM25 
concentration would increase by up to o.os µg/m3 for type 1 receptors and by 0.16 µg/m3 for type 2 receptors 
(see Appendix G for a detailed discussion and results of the worker receptor analysis}. These levels would not 
exceed the significance thresholds of an increased cancer risk of 10.0 per 1 million people exposed for type 1 
receptors, an increased cancer risk of 7.0 per 1 million people exposed for type 2 receptors, and an annual 
average PM25 concentration of 0.3 µg/m3 for type 1 receptors. However, these levels for residential sensitive 
receptors. the PM2j concentration would exceed the significance threshold of annual average PM2s 
concentrations of 0.2 µg/m3 for type 2 receptors, as identified in Table 4.E-10 (note that the worker receptor 
annual average PM?e.a concentration would not exceed the significance threshold}. Therefore, the Waterfron t 

264 See Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, and Appendix c, Land Use Assumptions, Growth Project ions, and 
Subsequent Projects, for a more detailed description of the subsequent projects and the land use assumptions growth projections developed for the 
Waterfront Plan. 
269 The unmitigated scenario evaluated health risks associated with operation of Plan-level traffic, marine vessels, and emergency generators 
without any controls. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.1. Revisions to Section 4.E, Air Quality 

Plan would result in significant impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial levels ofTACs. 
Note that the modeling does not account for emissions from construction of subsequent projects. including 
PM~ concentrations from construction dust. because those emissions are based on detailed project-specific 
information, which is not known at this time. Refer to "Health Risks from Subsequent Projects," below, for a 
programmatic analysis of construction health risks. 

* PAGE 4.E-50, LAST PARAGRAPH 

With implementation of the Plan, the PM25 emissions would likely be reduced to levels below 0.2 µg/m3
; 

however, because the analysis doesn't account for construction emissions. including construction dust, health 
risks are likely to remain significant. 

* PAGE 4.E-51, TABLE 4.E-11 

Table 4.E-11 Health Risk Impacts of Example Projects 

Unmitigated Construction Health Risk 
at MEISR 

Lifetime Excess 
Cancer Risk 

{chances per 
No. Project Description million) 

1 

2 

Demolition of 109,000 square feet of 17.8 
existing facility and construction of new 
1.3-million-gross-squa re-foot residential, 
commercial, and transit facilityY+! 

Demolition of 143,500 square feet of 65.8 
existing buildings and construction of 
2.4 million square feet of office, retail, 
and vendorspace=i 

Annual 
Average PM,., 

Concentrations 
(µg/m')!?. 

0.05 

1.1 

Mitigated Construction Health Risk at 
MEISR0 

Lifetime Excess Annual 
Cancer Risk Average PM,., 

{chances per Concentrations 
million) (µg/m')!?. 

6.3 0.02 

5.4 <0.1 

SOURCES: 1. San Francisco Planning Department, Potrero Yard Modernization Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse 
Number 2020089022, 2019, https://sfplan ni n g.on~/e nviron men ta I-review-documents ?titl e=potrero+yard+mod ern ization+ 
project&field environmental review categ target id=All&items per page=l0, accessed September 14, 2021; 

2. San Francisco Environmental Planning Department, Initial Study- Community Pion Evoluotion Checklist Addendum to Environmental 
Impact Report, Case Number 2015-004256ENV, 2019, https·//sfplanning org/environmenta[-review­
documents7tit[e=flower+mart&fie[d environmental review categ target id=AU&items per page=l0. accessed September 14, 2021 

ABBREVIATIONS: 

PM,.,= fine particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meters; M EISR = maximally 
exposed individual sensitive receptor 

NOTES: 

a Mitigated health risks include implementation of Tier 4 off-road construction equipment and electric equipment for smaller equipment pieces. 

b These analyses do not account for PM,, concentrations resulting from construction dust While PM,, concentrations would be reduced through 
compliance with the Pact building code section IQ6A 3 2 3 which is modeled on the San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance the 
PM21 concentrations presented in this table would likely be greater when accounting for construction dust 

- San Franei9eo Planning BeriartffleRt, i!Ole9, Pot,ere ¥are! ,1eelerRiratien PFejeet BFaM: En ,iFOAffleRtal lfflf:lOet RerieFt. State CleaFiAghett9e ,.ttfflbeF 
;;,9;;,00090;;,;;,, hHas.//91alaRRing.erg/eR, ireR1'Fle1Hol ,e,ieao eleettfflents?title aove,e • .o,el, ,'FlodernirotieR, a,eieet&field e,h ireRrF1e1Hol re,ie .. 
eateg target iel All&iteffls ser sage HI, aeeesseel Seritefflbe, 11, ;;,021. 
~ 5an Fra,~cisce EA aireArAer-1tal PlonriiAg Qer:i1.H:f:rAerit, 2919, IAi;t:ial 6~ua~ Cer-'ArAuriity Pion E ualuotieA Ghechlist 0 dete1-1elun;lj te EA ire,~Alen~ol 
lfflf:laet Ref:lOFt. Case FIUfflber2EHS 0012S6EPW, Attss:l/sfolaF1niAg.ergfen11iFORffleF1tal re·~iew 
Eleeufflents?title fle .. er• fflaFtMield eR,irenffleRtal re,ie" catee tare;et id All&iteffls ser soee lO, aceessed Sef:ltefflber 11, 2021. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.1. Revisions to Section 4.E, Air Quality 

* PAGE 4.E-54, LAST FULL PARAGRAPH 

As discussed under Impact AQ-5, the Waterfront Plan would result in construction emIssIons {including 
fugitive dust from construction activities). traffic emissions, marine vessel emissions, and emissions from 
stationary sources that would have a significant impact on sensitive receptors. Within the APEZ, these 
emissions would contribute considerably to existing significant health risk impacts within the Plan area and 
vicinity. Therefore, the Plan would result in a significant cumulative health risk impact with respect to PM2s 
and TAC emissions. 

* PAGE 4.E-53, FOOTNOTE 274 
m The California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24) for air filtration, in effect as of January 1, 2020, requi res newly constructed low-rise 
residential buildings to include air filtration systems equal to or greater than MERV 13 (ASH RAE Standard 52.2), or a particle size efficiency rating 
equal to or greater than 50 percent in the 0.30-1.0 µrn range and equal to or greater than 85 percent in the 1.0-3.0 µm range (AHRI Standard 680). See 

section 1so.o(m)(12). Note that Health Code Article 38 defines sensitive land uses and that definition does not include workplaces However the 
Title 24 building code does require MERY 13 equivalent for workplaces <section 120 lfbl[l)fCJl for non-residential buildings 

* PAGE 4.E-55, SECOND FULL PARAGRAPH 

A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the TZK Broadway and Teatro Zinzanni project , which did 
not calculate health risks. The Better Market Street Project quantified health risks, but that project's MEISR 
(Octavia and Market streets) is approximately 3,000 meters from the Mission Bay MEISR identified for the 
Waterfront Plan, so risk associated with construction and operations of the Better Market Street Project would 
be negligible and was not included in the quantitative cumulative risk assessment. Neither the Waterfront 
Resilience Program nor the San Francisco Housing Element Update have completed their environmental 
review_ Because of the lack of available emissions data for these nearby projects, cumulative health risks were 
not evaluated quantitatively. Nevertheless, these projects would emit PM2.s and TAC emissions in an area that 
already has elevated health risk levels. Emissions would result from construction activities !including 
equipment exhaust and fugitive dust}. operational traffic, truck-related sources such as TR Us, and emergency 
generators where required. This would contribute to existing PM2.s and cancer risks at receptors within 
approximately 1,000 feet of the emissions source associated with these projects. 

Health risk values from three nearby cumulative projects were obtained from their CEQA documents and 
added to the existing and Plan risk values. These projects include the Mission Rock, Pier 70, and Potrero Power 
Station projects. The results of the cumulative HRA indicate that total health risks would increase when 
cumulative projects a re taken into consideration. Table 4.E-12 shows the cumulative health risks for the M EISR 
in each subarea analyzed for the Plan. However, like the existing plus project H RA (see Impact AQ-5 and 
Table 4.E-8, p. 4.E-38), the cumulative HRA does not account for construction emissions associated with Plan 
buildout, so the health risks reported in Table 4.E-11, p. 4.E-51, are likely lower than what would actually occur 
as a result of Plan implementation because they don't account for the contribution from construct ion activities 
,(emissions and dust}. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.J. Revisions to Section 4.F, Biological Resources 

4.J Revisions to Section 4.F, Biological Resources 

PAGE 4.F-33, FOLLOWING FIRST PARTIAL PARAGRAPH 

Fish. Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife Policies 

1. To assure the benefits offish. other aquatic organisms and wildlife for future generations. to the greatest 
extent feasible the Bay's tidal marshes tidal flats and subtidal habitat should be conserved restored and 
increased. 

2. Native species, including candidate, threatened. and endangered species; species that the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. the National Marine Fisheries Service. and/or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service have listed under the California or Federal Endangered Species Act; and any species that provides 
substantial public benefits. as well as specific habitats that are needed to conserve. increase. or prevent the 
extinction of these species, should be protected, whether in the Bay or behind dikes. Protection of fish, 
other aquatic organisms. and wildlife and their habitats may entail placement of fill to enhance the Bay's 
ecological function in the near-term and to ensure that they persist into the future with sea-level rise. 

3. In reviewing or approving habitat restoration projects or programs the Commission should be guided by 
the best available science. including regional goals. and should. where appropriate. provide for a diversity 
of habitats for associated native aquatic and terrestrial plant and animal species. 

4. The Commission should: 

a. Consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or 
the National Marine Fisheries Service. whenever a proposed project may adversely affect an 
endangered or threatened plant, fish, other aquatic organism or wildlife species: 

b. Not authorize projects that would result in the "taking" of any plant. fish, other aquatic organism or 
wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened pursuant to the state or federal Endangered 
Species Acts or the federal Marine Mammal Protection Act or species that are candidates for listing 
under these acts, unless the project applicant has obtained the appropriate "take" authorization from 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. National Marine Fisheries Service or the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife: and 

c. Give appropriate consideration to the recommendations of the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife the National Marine Fisheries Service or the LJ s Fish and Wildlife Service in order to avoid 
possible adverse effects of a proposed project on fish. other aquatic organisms and wildlife habitat. 

5. The Commission may permit fill or a minimum amount of dredging in wildlife refuges necessary to 
enhance or restore fish. other aquatic organisms and wildlife habitat. or to provide appropriately located 
public facilities for wildlife observation. interpretation and education 

6. Allowable fill for habitat projects in the Bay should (al minimize near term adverse impacts to and loss of 
existing Bay habitat and native species· (bl provide substantial net benefits for Bay habitats and native 
species: and (c} be scaled appropriately for the project and necessary sea level rise adaptation measures 
in accordance with the best available science. The timing. frequency, and volume of fill should be 
determined in accordance with these criteria. 

7. Sediment placement for habitat adaptation should be prioritized in (1) subsided diked baylands. tidal 
marshes and tidal flats as these areas are particularly vulnerable to loss and degradation due to sea level 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.J. Revisions to Section 4.F, Biological Resources 

rise and lack of necessary sediment supply. and/or in (2) intertidal and shallow subtidal areas to support 
tidal marsh. tidal flat, and eelgrass bed adaptation. In some cases. sediment placement for a habitat 
project in deep subtidal areas may be authorized if substantial ecological benefits will be provided and 
the project aligns with current regional sediment availability and needs. 

PAGE 4.F-36, MITIGATION MEASURE M-B1-lA 

Mitigation Measure M-B1-la: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training and Special­
Status Species and Natural Communities Reporting. Project-specific Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) training shall be developed and implemented by a qualified biologist and 
attended by all project personnel performing demolition or ground-disturbing work where buildings, 
bridges, landscaping/street trees, natural vegetation or shoreline habitats are present prior to the start 
of work. The WEAP training shall generally include, but not be limited to, education about the following: 

Applicable state and federal laws, environmental regulations, project permit conditions, and 
penalties for non-compliance. 

Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to be encountered on or in the vicinity 
of the project area during construction. 

Avoidance measures and a protocol for encountering special-status species including a 
communication chain. 

Preconstruction surveys and biological monitoring requirements associated with each phase of 
work and at specific locations within the project area (e.g., shoreline work) as biological resources 
and protection measures will vary depending on where work is occurring within the site, time of 
year, and construction activity. 

Known sensitive resource areas in the project vicinity that are to be avoided and/or protected as 
well as approved project work areas, access roads, and staging areas. 

Any special-status species and sensitive natural communities detected during surveys or 
monitoring or subsequent projects will be reported to the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife California Natural Diversity Database using the field survey forms found at 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittingData#44524420-pdf-field-survey-form. 

PAGE 4.F-43, TABLE 4.F-2 

Table 4.F-2 Potential Effects to Fish at Varying Noise Levels 

Taxa Sound Level (dB) Effect 

FISH 

All fish> 2 grams in size :206 f3eal~ Acute Barotraumas 
187 (SEL) 

All fish < 2gra ms ±86-183 (SEL) Acute Barotraumas 

All fish 206 Qeak Acute Barotraumas 

Salmon, steelhead 150 (RMS) Avoidance behavior 

NOTES: SEL = sound exposure level; RMS= root-mean-square pressure level 
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Reference 

Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, 2008 

Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group, 2008 

Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working GrouQ, 2008 

Halvorsen et al. 2012 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.J. Revisions to Section 4.F, Biological Resources 

PAGE 4.F-44, MITIGATION MEASURE M-BI-3, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

Mitigation Measure M-B1-3: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving. If required 
by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), a sound attenuation monitoring plan shall be 
prepared to reduce impacts to fish and marine mammals. The plan shall incorporate the following 
best management practices subject to modification in the NM FS- and CDFW-approved plan: 

PAGE 4.F-49, MITIGATION MEASURE M-BI-6, FIRST BULLET 

The proposed project shall be designed to avoid, to the extent practical, work within wetlands 
and/or waters under the jurisdiction of USACE, regional board, BCDC, and CDFW. If applicable, 
permits or approvals shall be sought from the above agencies, as required. Where wetlands or 
other water features must be disturbed, the minimum area of disturbance necessary for 
construction shall be identified and the area outside avoided. 

PAGE 4.F-50, LAST PARAGRAPH 

Pacific herring are known to breed on in-water structures and utilize this habitat along the San Francisco 
waterfront. A lack of observed spawning in recent years suggests that spawniAg along tl=le waterfroAt l=las 
becorAe less frequeAt spawning activity varies from year to year. Of all the special-status fish species, longfin 
smelt have the greatest potential to occur within the waterfront adjacent to the Plan area. However, because 
longfin smelt distribution within the San Francisco Bay-Delta is driven by fluctuations in salinity and migration 
to spawning habitats outside of the study area, they are unlikely to occur in large numbers near the study area 
outside of late summer at certain times of the year. 

PAGE 4.F-51, IMPACT B1-8 DISCUSSION 

Impact B1-8: The Waterfront Plan would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than Significant) 

The Waterfront Plan establishes 9 goals - each supported by specific policies - for subsequent projects that 
could occur under the Waterfront Plan along the 7.5-mile waterfront and upland properties managed by the 
Port. Some of the goals include maintaining and enhancing the historic function and character of the 
waterfront, providing a diverse range of activities to engage residents, providing a safe and accessible 
waterfront for all users, and ensuring the Port remains financially viable through collaborative partnerships; 
however, one of the goals, "An Environmentally Sustainable Port," relates to the biological resources within 
the Plan area. This goal aims to "improve the ecology of the bay and its environs" and meet "the highest 
standards for environmental sustainability, stewardship, and justice." 

Specific policies that benefit biological resources include greenhouse gas emissions, water quality and 
conservation, and biodiversity. The vast majority of sensitive terrestrial re sou recs in the study area are located 
in the Southern Waterfront subarea (Crane Cove Park to India Basin). Within this subarea, the Waterfront Plan 
aims to improve and enhance open space and public access areas that do not compromise sensitive 
environmental habitat areas, as well as to protect wildlife habitat and shoreline areas. Subsequent projects 
that could occur under the Waterfront Plan would conform to the goals and policies in the Waterfront Plan, 
which would benefit biological resources. 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.K. Revisions to Appendix B, Initial Study 

The Waterfront Plan is consistent with the San Francisco Bay Plan's Findings and Policies concerning Fish. 
Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife in the bay. Mitigation Measures M-Bl-la. Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program Training: M-B1-lb. Special-Status Plant Species Surveys: M-Bl-2a. Nesting Bird Protection 
Measures; M-Bl-2b. Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats; and M-Bl-3. Fish and Marine Mammal 
Protection during Pile Driving. would avoid and minimize impacts on special-status species by requiring 
worker environmental awareness training· conducting a rare plant survey and avoiding special-status species 
where feasible and. if avoidance is not feasible. implementing salvage and relocation of the plants; and 
limiting construction to the non-nesting bird season when feasible or if avoiding the bird nesting season is not 
feasible. conducting pre-construction surveys for nesting birds and establishing no-disturbance buffers 
around any active nests to ensure they are not disturbed by construction and repeating the pre-construction 
surveys when work resumes after being suspended for seven days. These mitigation measures also require 
pre-construction surveys to identify active bat roosts. establishing protective buffers until roosts are no longer 
in use. and limiting the removal of trees or structures with potential bat roosting habitat to the time of year 
when bats are active to avoid disturbing bats during the maternity roosting season or months of winter torpor. 
With regard to in-bay water work. these mitigation measures require implementing in-water construction best 
management practices· conducting pile driving only during the seasonal work window /June I-November 30): 
to the extent feasible. using vibratory pile drivers in accordance with the USACE's "Proposed Procedures for 
Permitting Projects that will Not Adversely Affect Selected Listed Species in California"· implementing a soft 
start technique: and, during the use of an impact hammer, not exceeding NMFS pile driving noise thresholds 
or. if exceeding those thresholds. installing a noise attenuation method (e.g .• bubble curtain). In addition to 
the Draft EIR mitigation measures. subsequent projects would be subject to project-specific avoidance and 
minimization requirements as conditions of permits issued by regulatory agencies to conduct in-water or 
shoreline construction and improvement work. 

Should a street tree, "landmark tree," or "significant tree" be proposed for removal under a subsequent project 
that could occur under the Waterfront Plan, the Port would be required to comply with article 16 of the San 
Francisco Public Words Code. Therefore, subsequent projects that could occur with implementation of the 
Waterfront Plan would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

4.K Revisions to Appendix B, Initial Study 

PAGE 156, FIRST FULL PARAGRAPH 

Water Quality 
The quality of stormwater runoff from the Plan area is typical of urban watersheds where water qua lity is 
affected primarily by discharges from both point and nonpoint sources. Point-source discharges are known 
sources of pollutants, such as outfalls, while non point source discharges generally result from diffuse sources, 
such as land runoff, precipitation, or seepage. Some common pollutants associated with activity along the San 
Francisco waterfront include motor oil, vehicle wash water, trash, abandoned waste, sediment from 
construction sites, and bilge water from recreational and commercial watercraft.236 

The water quality of San Francisco Bay is managed by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board /regional water board\ in the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan The San Francisco Bay Basin Plan is the 
master policy document that contains descriptions of the legal. technical. and programmatic bases of water 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.L. Revisions to Appendix C, Growth Projections Memorandum 

quality regulation in the San Francisco Bay region. The Basin Plan includes a statement of beneficial water 
uses that the regional water board will protect, the water quality objectives needed to protect the designated 
beneficial water uses, and the strategies and time schedules for achieving the water quality objectives. 
Recreational uses such as swimming and human-powered watercraft, conducted by such organizations as the 
South End Rowing Club. the Dolphin Club. Water World Swim. Swim Art. Suzie Dods Swim Coaching. and 
Pacific Open Water Swimming are designated beneficial uses of the portion of San Francisco Bay along the 
Port of San Francisco waterfront. The Basin Plan provides a definitive program of actions designed to preserve 
and enhance water quality and to protect beneficial uses in a manner that will result in maximum benefit to 
the people of California.237 The regional water board enforces water quality objectives. including objectives 
needed for bay water to meet water contact recreation use, by issuing waste discharge requirements (permits} 
for activities that affect San Francisco Bay water quality. 

237 San Francisco Bay Regional water quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Basin Plan adopted May 4 2011 

PAGE 158, FIRST FULL PARAGRAPH 

Most of the Plan area is within the city's sea-level rise vulnerability zone. 243 The sea-level rise vulnerability zone 
is 108 inches above today's high tide (mean higher high water). This includes 66 inches of sea-level rise plus 
42 inches of tidal and storm surge, an upper-range scenario for end of century. Since development of the city's 
sea-level rise vulnerability zone San Francisco's sea-level rise projections have been updated to between 71 
and 83 inches by 2100, depending on the greenhouse gas emissions scenario assumed.243

" 

'"' City and County of San Francisco Sea Level Rise Coordinating Committee Guidance for lncorqoratinq Sea Level Rise into Capital Planning updated 
January 3 2020 

4.L Revisions to Appendix C, Growth Projections Memorandum 

* PAGE C-2, IMPACT C-NO-2 DISCUSSION, FIRST PARAGRAPH 

SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS 

As a program EIR, the analysis of environmental effects of the land uses and growth that could occur under 
the Waterfront Plan provides a long-term, programmatic assessment of future environmental conditions and 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts. Future proposals for actual projects, referred 
to as "subsequent projects" in the Waterfront Plan EIR, would require project-specific environmental review 
by the planning department. Upon submission of a project application for a subsequent project, the 
Waterfront Plan EIR would be re .. ·iewed as part of tl=iat project specific environA'lental review process to 
include relevant analyses and conclusions froA'I the EIR, and determination by the planning department of 
any additional project specific analysis necessary in order for suesequent projects to satisfy tl=ie req u ireA'lents 
of CEQA. as discussed in Draft EIR Section LC. Environmental Review of Subsequent Projects. of the Draft EIR. 
This Draft EIR assumes that subsequent projects in the Plan area would be reviewed at such time that those 
projects are proposed to determine whether or not they would result in new or more significant physical 
environmental effects than those disclosed in this Draft EIR. In the case that a subsequent project in the 
Waterfront Plan area may have site-specific impacts not accounted for in this program EIR. a subsequent 
analysis in the form of a mitigated negative declaration or focused El R may be required, depending on whether 
the subsequent project would cause potentially new or more significant physical environmental impacts. If 
no such impacts are identified, the subsequent project and applicable mitigation measures identified in this 
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Chapter 4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.L. Revisions to Appendix C, Growth Projections Memorandum 

Draft EIR would be exempt from further environmental review, in accordance with Public Resources Code 
section 21083.3 and CEOA Guidelines section 15183. The planning department may prepare an addendum to 
the EIR to document its assessment and conclusions. 

SUMMARY OF LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS AND GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

Below is a summary of the land use assumptions and growth projections underlying the analysis of 
environmental impacts in the EIR. These land use assumptions would be consistent with the Waterfront Plan 
amendments, and existing zoning and building height classifications under the San Francisco Planning Code 
and Zoning Map. The land use assumptions were prepared prior to the Port Commission's selection of 
developers from a Request for Proposal (RFP) public process for Piers 38-40 and Piers 30-32 and Seawall 
Lot 330. The Waterfront Plan assumptions do not match the land use programs identified in the Piers 30-32 and 
Piers 38-40 RFP proposals. Instead, the land use assumptions and growth projections for these sites are based 
on development that would comply with the existing zoning and bulk and height restrictions. As discussed in 
Draft EIR Section LC Environmental Review of Subsequent Projects. in the Draft EIR. any future project 
proposed on subsequent projects for these sttes,or -ariy-other subsequent project proposed sites in the 
Waterfront Plan area, that would not comply 1Nith the elcisting :coning and bul~( and height restrictions would 
be required to undergo its own wou Id require project-specific review to determine whether or not they would 
result in new or more significant physical environmental impacts than those disclosed in this Draft EIR. and 
any additional environmental review that may be required. 

* PAGE C-5, IMPACT C-N0-2 DISCUSSION, FIRST BULLET 

Less Embarcadero Historic District pier rehabilitation: Piers 26 and 28 are not assumed to be 
seismically upgraded or rehabilitated to allow the piers to be opened to public-oriented uses; the growth 
assumptions for this alternative continue low-intensity industrial, maritime, and small amou nts of 
commercial uses in these piers. Embarcadero Historic District Piers 45, Shed A; 40; 19-23; 29; and 31 are 
assumed to be historic rehabilitation development projects consistent with the proposed Waterfront Plan 
Diverse Use Policies 2~, 25, 27, and 29, with a higher ratio of public-oriented uses in the pier sheds than 
assumed in the Waterfront Plan. which would generate fewer employees and associated environmental 
effects than the Waterfront Plan. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

Waterfront Plan DEIR Comments from BCDC
Jewett, Yuriko@BCDC <yuriko.jewett@bcdc.ca.gov>
Mon 4/25/2022 12:38 PM
To: George, Sherie (CPC) <sherie.george@sfgov.org>
Cc: OPR State Clearinghouse <state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov>

Dear Sherie George,

A ached is a comment le er from BCDC regarding the Waterfront Plan Dra  EIR. 
San Francisco Planning Case No. 2019-023037ENV
State Clearinghouse No. 2020099002

Thank you,

Yuri Jewe   (she/her)
Principal Waterfront Planner
Direct: (415) 352-3616 | yuriko.jewe @bcdc.ca.gov

San Francisco Bay Conserva on and Development Commission
Bay Area Metro Center
375 Beale Street, Suite 510
San Francisco, California 94105
Main: (415) 352-3600 | www.bcdc.ca.gov

A-BCDC
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San Francisco Planning Department Page 7 
Case No. 2019-023037ENV April 25, 2022 

CCONCLUSON 
BCDC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this DEIR. Please continue to keep 
BCDC staff informed on developments in the environmental review and final approval of the 
Waterfront Plan. Additionally, BCDC staff is available to answer any questions about our 
comments of the DEIR if needed. Please direct any questions concerning the DEIR and this 
comment letter to Yuriko Jewett, Principal Waterfront Planner, at yuriko.jewett@bcdc.ca.gov or 
(415)-352-3600. 

Sincerely, 

YURIKO JEWETT 
Principal Waterfront Planner 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
375 Beale Street, Suite 510 
San Francisco, California 94105 
Tel: 415-352-3600 
Fax: 888 348 5190 
Email: info@bcdc.ca.gov 
Website: www.bcdc.ca.gov  

cc: State Clearinghouse, (state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov) 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or a achments from untrusted sources.

Caltrans comment letter for Waterfront Plan Project, DEIR
Luo, Yunsheng@DOT <Yunsheng.Luo@dot.ca.gov>
Fri 4/22/2022 1:31 PM
To: George, Sherie (CPC) <sherie.george@sfgov.org>
Cc: Leong, Mark@DOT <Mark.Leong@dot.ca.gov>;OPR State Clearinghouse <state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov>

1 attachments (173 KB)
Waterfront Plan Project Caltrans.pdf;

Good a ernoon Sherie,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR for the Waterfront Plan Project. A ached please find our
comment le er for this project. Feel free to reach out to me if you have any ques ons.

Thank you!

Best,

Yunsheng Luo
Associate Transporta on Planner
Local Development Review (LDR), Caltrans D4
Work Cell: 510-496-9285
For early coordina on and project circula on, please reach out to LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov

A-Caltrans

-----



“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

DISTRICT 4 
OFFICE OF TRANSIT AND COMMUNITY PLANNING 
P.O. BOX 23660, MS–10D | OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 
www.dot.ca.gov  

April 22, 2022 SCH #: 2022040329 
GTS #: 04-SF-2020-00360 
GTS ID: 20836 
Co/Rt/Pm: SF/VAR/VAR 

Sherie George, Senior Planner 
City and County of San Francisco 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Waterfront Plan Project – Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

Dear Sherie George: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Project.  We are committed to ensuring that 
impacts to the State’s multimodal transportation system and to our natural 
environment are identified and mitigated to support a safe, sustainable, integrated 
and efficient transportation system.  The following comments are based on our review 
of the February 2022 DEIR. 

Project Understanding 
The Port of San Francisco 2019 Waterfront Plan would update and amend the 1997 
Waterfront Land Use Plan, which sets long-term goals and policies to guide the use, 
management, and improvement of 7.5 miles of properties under the Port’s jurisdiction, 
from Fisherman’s Wharf to India Basin. The Plan proposes nine goals, attendant 
policies, and land use objectives to guide the management, development and 
improvement of the waterfront. The DEIR is a programmatic analysis of policies and 
land use objectives relying on land use growth assumptions and physical growth 
estimates. 

Climate Change  
Please keep Caltrans informed about sea level rise adaptation measures as the 
Waterfront Plan project area encompasses along the San Francisco Bay Shoreline. 
Objective 9 on page 6-35 states, “strengthen Port resilience to hazards and promote 
adaptation to climate change and rising tides through equitable investments to 
protect community, ecological, and economic assets and services along its 7.5-mile 
waterfront.” In particular, and of relevance to this objective, Caltrans is interested in 

A-Caltrans-1
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Sherie George, Senior Planner
April 22, 2022
Page 2 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

engaging in multi-agency collaboration early and often, to find multi-benefit solutions 
when planning and implementing shoreline adaptation measures to protect 
communities, infrastructure, and the environment by fostering collaboration and 
exploring innovative adaptation approaches such as nature-based solutions. Please 
contact Vishal Ream-Rao, Climate Change Branch Chief, at vish.ream-
rao@dot.ca.gov with any questions.   

Equitable Access 
If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, those facilities must meet 
American Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards after project completion. As well, the 
project must maintain bicycle and pedestrian access during construction. These 
access considerations support Caltrans’ equity mission to provide a safe, sustainable, 
and equitable transportation network for all users. 

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the environmental review process. Should 
you have any questions regarding this letter, or for future notifications and requests for 
review of new projects, please email LDR-D4@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

MARK LEONG
District Branch Chief
Local Development Review

c:  State Clearinghouse

A-Caltrans-1 
cont.
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State of California – Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 
Marine Region
1933 Clif f  Drive, Suite 9
Santa Barbara, CA  93109
wildlife.ca.gov

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870 

April 18, 2022

Sherie George
EIR Coordinator
San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org

SUBJECT: WATERFRONT Plan Project, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT (SCH# 2020099002)

Dear Ms. George:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability
for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Waterfront Plan Project (Project)
from the San Francisco Planning Department pursuant the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1 CDFW previously submitted comments in 
response to the Notice of Preparation on September 24, 2020.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding 
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. 
Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects 
of the Project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the 
exercise of its own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code. 

CDFW ROLE 

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the state. (Fish & G. Code, 
Section711.7, subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, Section 21070; CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15386, subd. (a).) CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction 
over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and 
habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species. (Id., Section 
1802.) Similarly for purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as 
available, biological expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, 
focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to 
adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. CDFW is also responsible for marine 
biodiversity protection under the Marine Life Protection Act in coastal marine waters of 

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq.  The “CEQA 
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.
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California, and ensuring fisheries are sustainably managed under the Marline Life 
Management Act. 

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may 
need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As 
proposed the Project may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration 
regulatory authority. (Fish & Game Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent 
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in take as defined by State law of 
any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish &
Game Code, § 2050 et seq.), related authorization as provided by the Fish and Game 
Code will be required. Pursuant to our jurisdiction, the CDFW has the following 
comments and recommendations regarding the Project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: Port of San Francisco
Objective: The objective of the Project is to update and amend the 1997 Waterfront 
Land Use Plan, which sets long-term goals and policies to guide the use, management, 
and improvement of 7.5 miles of properties under the Port’s jurisdiction, from 
Fisherman’s Wharf to India Basin. The Project has nine objectives that may include both 
terrestrial and in-water work. Project activities may include pile driving, site preparation,
clearing, grubbing, excavation, grading, demolition, new construction, interior 
construction, renovation of existing piers, and laydown area management work. 
Location: The Project area is generally bounded to the north by Hyde Street Pier and 
Jefferson Street in Fisherman’s Wharf and includes piers and upland properties 
adjacent to The Embarcadero including Oracle Park; piers and waterfront properties 
adjacent to Terry A. Francois Boulevard in Mission Bay; and properties generally east of 
Illinois Street south of Mission Bay to Cargo Way in India Basin.

MARINE BIOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

The San Francisco Bay-Delta is the second largest estuary in the United States and 
supports numerous aquatic habitats and biological communities. It encompasses 479 
square miles, including shallow mudflats. This ecologically significant ecosystem 
supports both state and federally threatened and endangered species and sustains 
important commercial and recreational fisheries.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

California Endangered Species Act: Please be advised that a CESA permit will be 
recommended if the Project has the potential to result in “take” of plants or animals 
listed under CESA, either during construction or over the life of the project. Issuance of 
a CESA permit is subject to CEQA documentation; the CEQA document must specify 
impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. If the 
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Project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant 
modification to the Project and mitigation measures may be required to obtain a CESA 
Permit. CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to 
substantially impact threatened or endangered species (CEQA section 21001(c), 21083, 
& CEQA Guidelines section 15380, 15064, 15065). Impacts must be avoided or 
mitigated to less-than-significant levels unless the CEQA Lead Agency makes and 
supports Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC). The CEQA Lead Agency’s FOC 
does not eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to comply with Fish and Game 
Commission section 2080.

STATE AND FEDERALLY LISTED AND COMMERCIALLY/RECREATIONALLY 
IMPORTANT SPECIES

Protected species under the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts that could 
potentially be present near Program activities include:

Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), state and federally threatened
(Spring-run), state and federally endangered (Winter-run)
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), federally-threatened (Central California Coast
and Central Valley ESUs)
Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris), federally-threatened (southern DPS)
Longfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys), state-threatened
Brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), state fully protected
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), state fully protected
California Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus obsoletus), state fully protected

Several species with important commercial and recreational fisheries value that could 
potentially be impacted by Project activities include: 

Dungeness crab (Cancer magister),
Pacific herring (Clupea pallasii),
Rockfish (Sebastes spp.),
California halibut (Paralichthys californicus)
Surfperches (Embiotocidae).

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the San Francisco 
Planning Department in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, 
or potentially significant, direct, and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife resources. 
Editorial comments or other suggestions may also be included to improve the 
document.
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I. Marine Project Level Impacts and Other Considerations

Pacific herring:
Comment: Portions of the Project have been identified as being sensitive habitat for
Pacific herring. CDFW has identified the area from Oracle Park/Mission Bay south to 
Islais Creek as being important spawning habitat for herring. In certain years the 
herring spawns in this area can account for a significant percentage of the yearly 
herring spawning biomass. Given the potential for a significant herring spawn in any 
given year, CDFW has been very cautious with in-water work occurring during the 
winter months and may not consider requests for work to occur in this area during 
the spawning season from approximately December 1 to March 15.

The types of activities that are described in the DEIR are the types of activities that 
could be a source of significant impacts to Pacific herring. CDFW understands that 
the DEIR describes in water work will occur during the approved work windows. 
However, some of the potential projects described within the DEIR could have year-
round impacts such as water pumping, dry dock operations, and increased shoreline 
usage from public access improvements.

Recommendations
CDFW recommends that all future activities considered under the Project
consider potential impacts to Pacific herring during construction and also from
the continued operation and/or use of individual projects.
CDFW recommends that all future activities covered under the Project
consider the construction timeline in areas from Mission Bay south to Islais
Creek to assure that no work may occur in the winter months given the
concern with the potentially significant impacts to spawning herring.

Back-Up Cruise Terminal and Shore Power:
Comment: Pier 50 is within the portion of the San Francisco waterfront that CDFW 
has identified as being sensitive habitat for Pacific herring and has state listed 
species, specifically the longfin smelt and chinook salmon, present during portions of 
the year. The Project anticipates Pier 50 requiring in-bay pile work and construction 
to be able to accommodate cruise ships. Activities described for preparing Pier 50, 
such as in-bay pile work and construction, could have significant impacts on the 
species mentioned above depending on the types of equipment, materials, and time 
of year in which in water work occurs. Additionally, there is no discussion on whether
dredging would be necessary at Pier 50 to accommodate a deep draft vessel such 
as a cruise ship.

Recommendations
CDFW recommends that the Port of San Francisco consult with CDFW early
in the planning phase to determine whether there is potential for incidental
take of state listed species may occur and to design portions of the project to

A-CDFW-1
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avoid and or minimize take of state listed and impacts to state managed 
species. 
If potential impacts to state listed species are identified, CDFW recommends
the Port of San Francisco consult with CDFW on obtaining incidental take
coverage via a 2081(b) Incidental Take Permit.

Oyster Restoration and Habitat Creation
Comment: It is the Department’s understanding that the Project is proposing 
potential environmental enhancements designed to act as an artificial reef or habitat. 
The Department has authority for artificial reefs under a variety of roles including 
Statutory/Legislative Authority, Trustee and Responsible Agency Status under 
CEQA and the Marine Life Management Act, and an advisory role to other agencies. 
Fish and Game Code Section 6420-6425 established the California Artificial Reef 
Program (CARP) through legislation in 1985. The program was created to 
investigate the potential to enhance declining species through the placement of 
artificial reefs and is currently unfunded with no identified source of funding. 
However, the CARP does not consider reef placement for mitigation, dampening 
effects of sea level rise, improve diving opportunities, or restoration. In order to 
provide adequate consultation and advice to the principal permitting agencies on 
reef design, development, and purpose, the Department seeks to develop a 
comprehensive statewide scientifically based plan for overseeing the placement of 
artificial reefs in state waters. Without a scientifically based statewide artificial reef 
plan for California, the Department does not recommend any new artificial reef or 
artificial habitat at this time, regardless of intent. 

The Department is also concerned that artificial reefs and habitat creation could 
attract invasive species. Any proposed artificial enhancement that will act to attract 
fish or invertebrates should be accompanied by a detailed monitoring plan during the 
planning phase, which should also be reviewed and approved by CDFW.

Recommendations
CDFW recommends that the Final EIR include discussion on developing an
invasive species monitoring plan for habitat enhancements or creation that
includes monitoring measures, adaptive management measures, and
protocols if invasive species are identified for all future construction covered
under the Project. The discussion should also state that CDFW will be
provided any invasive species monitoring plan for review prior to adoption.

Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving: Mitigation Measure M-
BI-3

Comment: Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 only describes the approvals and work 
windows put in place with the federal resource agencies. CDFW may need to 
exercise its regulatory authority for various portions of the Project. Under this role, 
CDFW would also be an approving agency for the various types of plans and 
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protective measures for the species we would be permitting under Fish and Game 
Code Section 2081. 

CDFW, as a coordinating agency to the San Francisco Bay Long Term Management 
Strategy (LTMS), was also involved with the development of the regionally specific 
LTMS work windows for species which received protection under these in-water
work windows. CDFW is directly responsible for the management and protection of 
several species that received work windows under LTMS such as, Pacific herring 
and Dungeness crab. 

Recommendations
CDFW recommends that Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 specifically include
language on coordination with CDFW for potential sound impacts to fish and
the associated work windows for species that CDFW is responsible for
managing and protecting.
CDFW recommends that the inclusion of a bubble curtain be added as a best
management practice for impact pile driving. In addition to the use of cushion
block, a bubble curtain could provide a significant increase in sound
attenuation under certain conditions.

II. Editorial Comments and/or Suggestions

Table 4.F-2 Potential Effects to Fish at Varying Noise Levels
Comment: The second row for fish < 2 grams should be 183 decibels (dB) 
accumulated sound exposure level (SEL), not 186 dB. Additionally, the table is 
confusing as the 206 peak sound level is utilized for fish > 2 grams and < 2 grams.
The way it is currently presented it seems that that the peak sound level is only for 
fish > 2 grams.

Recommendation
CDFW recommends that table 4.F-2 make two edits 1) change the sound
level in the second row from 186 dB to 183 dB for fish < 2 grams and 2) a
fourth row should be added specifically for the peak sound level of 206 dB
indicating that it is used for all fish regardless of size.

Impact BI-7: The Waterfront Plan could interfere substantially with the movement
of a 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.

Comment: Impact BI-7 has several misleading statements. Pacific herring spawning 
within San Francisco Bay is not consistent or predictable from year to year. The lack 
of spawning along the waterfront in recent years does not suggest spawning in this 
location has become less frequent, only that no or smaller spawns had occurred in 
those years. As mentioned in Comment #1, CDFW has identified a portion of the 
San Francisco waterfront from Mission Bay to Islais Creek as being particularly 
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important in spawning seasons over the last decade with very large spawning events 
occurring there. 

Additionally, longfin smelt are likely present year-round along the San Francisco 
waterfront. Given the proximity of San Francisco to the ocean, salinity likely does not 
play as large of a role to affect presence and is more likely the cause of seasonal 
migrations for spawning. CDFW agrees there are likely less longfin present in the 
winter as the fish are migrating to spawning habitat both north and south of San 
Francisco, but adult fish remain during this time and have been observed in research 
trawls in the deeper channels adjacent to San Francisco in the winter.

Recommendations
CDFW recommends that the second paragraph under Marine Biological
Resources on p. 4.F-50 be changed as follows (amended language in bold
italics; deleted language in strikethrough):

o “Pacific herring are known to breed on in-water structures and utilize
this habitat along the San Francisco waterfront. A lack of observed
spawning in recent years suggests that spawning along the waterfront
has become less frequent spawning activity varies from year to
year. Of all the special-status fish species, longfin smelt have the
greatest potential to occur within the waterfront adjacent to the Plan
area. However, because longfin smelt distribution within the San
Francisco Bay-Delta is driven by fluctuations in salinity and migration
to spawning habitats outside of the study area, they are unlikely to
occur in large numbers near the study area outside of late summer at
certain times of the year.”

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and 
negative declarations be incorporated into a data base which may be used to make 
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, §
21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural 
communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/SubmittingData#44524420-pdf-field-survey-form.
The completed form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email
address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be 
found at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals.

FILING FEES
The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment 
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination 
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by 
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be 
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operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.)

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Waterfront Plan Project DEIR to 
assist the San Francisco Planning Department in identifying and mitigating Project 
impacts on biological resources. Questions regarding this letter or further coordination
should be directed to Arn Aarreberg, Environmental Scientist at (707) 791-4195 or 
Arn.Aarreberg@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Craig Shuman, D. Env
Marine Regional Manager

ec: Becky Ota, Program Manager
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Becky.Ota@wildlife.ca.gov

Eric Wilkins, Senior Environmental Scientist
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Eric.Wilkins@wildlife.ca.gov

Wesley Stokes, Senior Environmental Scientist
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Wesley.Stokes@wildlife.ca.gov

Will Kanz, Environmental Scientist
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Will.Kanz@wildlife.ca.gov

Arn Aarreberg, Environmental Scientist
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Arn.Aarreberg@wildlife.ca.gov

Xavier Fernandez
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
xavier.fernandez@waterboards.ca.gov

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
ReceptionDesk@bcdc.ca.gov

C i Sh D E
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Habitat Conservation Program Branch CEQA Program Coordinator
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
ceqacommentletters@wildlife.ca.gov

State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2020099002)
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

Letters of Comment on DEIR Plan from Dolphin Club and South End Rowing Club
Ward Bushee <busheeward@gmail.com>
Mon 4/25/2022 8:30 PM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>;Ward Bushee <busheeward@gmail.com>

2 attachments (747 KB)
SERC_Ltr_DEIR_Comments_220425_signed-2.pdf; Dolphin Club Letter Waterfront Plan.docx;

April 25, 2022

Sherie George, EIR Coordinator
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Sherie George:

I am sending electronic copies of written comments on the DEIR from the presidents of the San
Francisco Dolphin Club and The South End Rowing Club. You should have received hard copies of the
letters from both clubs by the April 25 deadline. The letters raise concerns by our historic clubs
regarding the impacts from the Waterfront Plan.

Can you please send an email back acknowledging that you have received the letters.

Thanks very much,

Ward Bushee
President 
San Francisco Dolphin Club

O-DOLPH2



April 22, 2022 

Attention: Waterfront Plan Written Comments 

Port of City of San Francisco 
Waterfront Project 
Pier 1, The Embarcadero, 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing on behalf of the San Francisco Dolphin Swimming and Rowing Club to register our 
concerns about the impacts on our Aquatic Park sub-area that could result from the updated 
and amended 1997 Waterfront Land Use Plan.  

The Dolphin Club and our Jefferson Street neighbor, The South End Rowing Club, together have 
over 3,500 members and collectively about 300 years of history enjoying the Bay waters.  As 
has been the case since 1877, many of Dolphin members swim and row every day in areas likely 
to be affected by future Port projects. Specifically, hydrology and water quality, which were 
found to lack significance in the Waterfront draft EIR (2019-023037ENV), are critical to our 
members being able to use are area’s waters for recreation. 

I am submitting this letter after speaking of the Dolphin Club concerns at the public comment 
portion of the March 24 Port Waterfront Project hearing. Others who commented that day 
were Bill Wygant from the South End Rowing Club and an interested individual, Jean Allen.  

Our clubs also take issue with the Port not providing us with sufficient notification in the 
planning process. We hope you keep us informed as the updated plans are made.  

Sincerely, 

Ward Bushee 
Dolphin Club President 
502 Jefferson St. 
 San Francisco, CA 94109 

O-DOLPH2-1
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or a achments from untrusted sources.

Comments for Port of SF Waterfront Plan - DRAFT EIR

Jane Connors <jconnors@hudsonppi.com>
Fri 4/22/2022 10:41 PM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>;Oshima, Diane (PRT) <diane.oshima@sfport.com>
Cc: Carl Cade <CCade@hudsonppi.com>;Amanda Kost <akost@hudsonppi.com>

1 attachments (174 KB)
Ferry Building - Comments for WFP Draft EIR 4.22.22.pdf;

Good a ernoon – a ached please find comments for the Port of San Francisco - Waterfront Plan DRAFT EIR.

Please let us know if you have any ques ons.

Thank you,

JANE CONNORS
General Manager
—
HUDSON PACIFIC PROPERTIES
D 415 983-8001 | C 415 286-3000
One Ferry Building, Suite 260, San Francisco, CA 94111
hudsonpacificproperties.com

Confidentiality Notice: The information in this transmittal (including attachments, if any) may be privileged and confidential and is intended
only for the recipient(s) listed above. Any review, use, disclosure, distribution or copying of this transmittal, in any form, is prohibited
except by or on behalf of the intended recipient.  If you have received this transmittal in error, please notify the sender immediately by
reply email and destroy all copies of the transmittal.

O-Hudson



April 22, 2022

Diane Oshima 
Port of San Francisco
Pier One
San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Waterfront Plan Draft EIR

Dear Diane, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the Draft EIR for the Port’s 
Waterfront Plan. Hudson Pacific Properties understands the vital importance of the Port’s Waterfront 
Plan.  As the Ferry Building landlord, we have the responsibility to fully evaluate the implementation of 
this the Waterfront Plan and minimize the environmental impacts to our tenants needs while 
simultaneously supporting the Waterfront Plan’s development and improvement considerations near the 
Ferry Building area. Below are our comments to consider as you finalize the EIR for the Waterfront Plan. 

Transportation & Circulation 
o We think overall the growth and diversity of modes of transportation is good but that the

proliferation of new modes – scooters, skateboards, e-skateboards, electric scooter, e-bikes, e-
unicycle, etc., - with different speed and capacities bears a new look at how all of these can and
should share the Embarcadero, where physical intervention is needed, and how they can all
work well safely.

o Waterfront Plan must conduct and publish a transit and traffic study prior to further
developments along the Embarcadero. We need a baseline reading of where the Embarcadero
needs are now.

o Developments along the waterfront will increase delivery, service, shared cars, and emergency
vehicle use along the waterfront. Port should consider all long-term vehicular needs of a
burgeoning waterfront and impacts.

o Parking in the Ferry Building area remains extremely constrained; the most recent parking study
cited in fn. 140 (p. 4.C-35) dates to 2013, and as far back as 2003. For informational purposes,
development projects within a 0.50-mile radius of the Ferry Building should be required to
conduct a parking analysis and publish findings for public review prior to approval.

o Port to require geofencing limits on all rentable motorized vehicles so they are forced/required
to stay in bike lane by Ferry Building.

Noise & Vibration 
o Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building will not have work occur on Saturdays during

Farmer’s Market hours.
o Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building to minimize project noise disruptions to tenants and

the public.
o Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building to hire structural engineer at their expense to take

initial and subsequent surveys of Ferry Building structure to ensure it remains undamaged by
the project.

o Projects within 700 ft of the Ferry Building to hire a structural or geotechnical engineer to review
plans, as they relate to the Ferry Building, or monitoring information.

O-Hudson-1
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o
W

hen a certain level of noise is unavoidable because of the nature of the w
ork or equipm

ent
involved, and such noise is objectionable to the occupants of adjacent Ferry Building prem

ises,
decide w

ith the jurisdictional authorities to perform
 such w

ork or operate such equipm
ent at the

m
ost appropriate tim

e periods of the day.

W
aterfront M

anagem
ent 

o
D

evelopm
ent or Im

provem
ent Projects to dispose of w

aste, trash, and debris in a safe,
acceptable m

anner, in accordance w
ith applicable law

s and ordinances and as prescribed by
authorities having jurisdiction.

o
Erect and m

aintain tem
porary bracing, shoring, lights, barricades, signs, and other m

easures as
necessary to protect the public, w

orkers, and adjoining property from
 dam

age from
 dem

olition
w

ork, all in accordance w
ith applicable codes and regulations.

o
Protect utilities, pavem

ents, and facilities from
 dam

age caused by settlem
ent, lateral m

ovem
ent,

underm
ining, w

ashout, and other hazards created by dem
olition or construction operations.

Pest C
ontrol 

o
Any project or developm

ent w
ork w

ithin 700 ft of Ferry Building should plan for a w
eekly

integrated pest control to m
itigate any issues that m

ay arise due to construction.

D
EI &

 A
D

A
 

o
The current bike lane placem

ent im
pact curbsides

AD
A access -before further developm

ent of
plan please study AD

A needs for w
aterfront visitors.

o
M

ake sure all signage for projects and w
ayfinding are m

ultilingual (C
hinese, Spanish, English,

etc.).

C
om

m
unication 

o
Projects to install, and update as needed, graphics on project info, contact info and any
potential environm

ental im
pacts.

o
Each W

aterfront Plan
Project to D

evelop a C
om

m
unity O

utreach
Plan

-and have 7 day a w
eek

Point of C
ontact.

Thank you for consideration and w
e look forw

ard to w
orking w

ith the Port of San Francisco. Should you 
require further inform

ation or have any questions, please contact m
e at (415) 983-8001. 

Sincerely, 

Jane C
onnors

G
eneral M

anager
H

udson Pacific Properties 
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San Francisco Maritime Commerce Advisory Committee (MCAC) - Waterfront Plan Project
Draft EIR - Letter of Support
Moreno, Dominic (PRT) <dominic.moreno@sfport.com>
Mon 4/25/2022 4:29 PM
To: George, Sherie (CPC) <sherie.george@sfgov.org>
Cc: Forbes, Elaine (PRT) <elaine.forbes@sfport.com>;Coleman, Andre (PRT) <andre.coleman@sfport.com>;Nicita, Carl (PRT)
<carl.nicita@sfport.com>;Ellen Johnck <ellen@ellenjohnckconsulting.com>;ibusf@pacbell.net <ibusf@pacbell.net>;Oshima, Diane
(PRT) <diane.oshima@sfport.com>

Ms. Sherie George,
Please find a ached a le er of support from the San Francisco Mari me Commerce Advisory Commi ee.

Very Respectfully,

Dominic MorenoDominic Moreno
Mari me Opera ons Manager
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1, San Francisco, CA 94111
Direct: 415-274-0597
Cell: 415-850-6819
Dominic.Moreno@sfport.com

O-MCAC
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Port of San Francisco – Pier 1 – San Francisco, CA 94111 – 415-274-0400

April 22, 2022
To: Ms. Sherie George

S. F. Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA. 94103

CC: Elaine Forbes, Executive Director, Port of San Francisco
Andre Coleman, Maritime Director, Port of San Francisco

Dear Ms. George,

The Port of San Francisco’s Maritime Commerce Advisory Committee (MCAC) writes to express its support for 
the S. F. Planning Department’s Waterfront Plan Project Draft EIR.  The document is well written and thorough.
The Draft EIR contains comprehensive information and analysis that will be helpful in the application of the 
Waterfront Land Use (WLUP) Draft Plan goals and policies in the local, state and federal environmental review 
process for much needed historic pier restoration and resiliency projects identified in the Port’s Waterfront 
Resilience Program. As co-chair of the MCAC, I represented MCAC on the Waterfront Land Use Plan (WLUP) 
Working Group for three years.  MCAC supports the goals and policies of the Waterfront Land Use Draft Plan 
which in summary affirms the:
• Proposition H Maritime Priority
• Diverse Urban mix of Economic, Public and Recreation uses, and Public Trust Benefits
• Waterfront Urban Design and Historic Preservation Design Policies

And establishes new goals and policies in specific areas, which in summary are: 
• Integrates Equity and Inclusion in Waterfront activities and Opportunities
• Added the Blue Greenway, Extending Public Access along the entire 7 ½ mile waterfront
• Identified multi-modal transportation access and public realm improvements
• Established Financial and Capital Repair requirements for the historic waterfront and pier resiliency
adaptation for sea level rise

The members of the MCAC represent the Port’s multi-faceted maritime businesses and labor and strives to 
preserve this essential Port industry mission held in trust for the people of the city of San Francisco and the state 
of California.  The MCAC members include cruise and cargo shipping, ferries, excursion boats, and water taxis; 
tugs, barges and harbor services; commercial fishing and recreational marinas; ship repair and railroad service; 
ready-reserve ships and labor union hiring halls. MCAC is eager for the Port Commission’s adoption of the 
WLUP Draft Plan as the WLUP Final Plan and Final EIR.  Thank you for a job well done.

Sincerely yours,

Ellen Johnck, Co-chair Marina Secchitano, Co-chair
Maritime Commerce Advisory Committee Maritime Commerce Advisory Committee
Ellen Johnnnnnckckckckckccc , Co-chaiaiaiaia r
Maritime CCCommercrcrcrcceee ee Advisory Commit
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Fran Hegeler <fran.hegeler@serc.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 10:02 AM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Nicita, Carl (PRT) <carl.nicita@sfport.com> 
Cc: SERC Office <office@serc.com>; Kevin Whalen <kevin.whalen@serc.com> 
Subject: SERC: Comments of Concern // DEIR Port Waterfront Master Plan

Hello all,

Please accept, as a maƩer of record, this leƩer outlining our concerns about the DEIR for the Port Waterfront
Master Plan.  I believe the deadline for public comment is today, so would appreciate your acknowledgement of
receipt.

We are eager to be among those consulted for further development of this plan.  The future of the waterfront is
central to the mission and acƟviƟes of our historic sports club.

Best regards,

Fran Hegeler
President, South End Rowing Club 

FW: SERC: Comments of Concern // DEIR Port Waterfront Master Plan
George, Sherie (CPC) <sherie.george@sfgov.org>
Mon 4/25/2022 12:53 PM
To: fran.hegeler@serc.com <fran.hegeler@serc.com>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;Nicita, Carl (PRT) <carl.nicita@sfport.com>;office@serc.com
<office@serc.com>;kevin.whalen@serc.com <kevin.whalen@serc.com>;Navarrete, Joy (CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>

1 attachments (729 KB)
SERC_Ltr_DEIR_Comments_220425_signed.pdf;

Hello,

Thank you for your email and confirming receipt; we have received your comment le er regarding the Port
Waterfront Plan Project DEIR. 

Sincerely,

Sherie George, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7558 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Sherie George, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7558 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Waterfront Plan: Comments on DEIR
Jean Allan <jean_allan@hotmail.com>
Sat 4/23/2022 6:13 AM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources. 

Dear Sherie, 
I have attached a scanned copy of the comment letter that I am mailing to you tomorrow. 
Best, 
Jean Allan 

I-Allan2
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR
To: George, Sherie (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Availability of a Draft EIR...
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 6:02:36 PM
Attachments: EIR Comments_Final.docx

From: Frank Alioto Fish Co Alioto <aliotolazio@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 7, 2022 3:29 PM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>
Subject: Availability of a Draft EIR...
 

 
Please see document attached.
Please confirm receipt of our document.
Thank you,
Angela

Alioto-Lazio Fish Co 
440 Jefferson St 
San Francisco, CA  94109 
415.673.5868 1.888.673.5868
Website | Facebook | Twitter | Pinterest

I-Cincotta
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F. ALIOTO FISH COMPANY
ALIOTO-LAZIO

440 JEFFERSON STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA   94109 

415-673-5868

April 6, 2022 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Attention: Sherie George, Environmental Coordinator 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. George: 

The following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Port of San 
Francisco’s Waterfront Plan (Plan), Case No. 2019-023037ENV (EIR) are submitted on behalf of the 
Alioto-Lazio Fish Company. Alioto-Lazio is a woman-owned and operated wholesale fishing company 
doing business on Fisherman’s Wharf for over 70 years and is located in the area encompassed by the 
Plan. The Plan, and any subsequent actions taken under the Plan, could affect the owners / operators of 
Alioto-Lazio and the environment in which their work is carried out. 

Alioto-Lazio recognizes that neither the Plan nor the EIR would have any immediate impact on 
them1. However, because the plan can lead to other actions being performed, it is important to get it 
right the first time. In this case, the EIR fails. Not only is some significant information left out, but the 
EIR completely ignores a hazard that is imminent and ongoing. 

MORE INFORMATION NEEDED 
Both the analyses of air quality and traffic do not take into account the Port’s push for increased 

sales of fresh fish and crab directly from vessels2. This is an ongoing endeavor by the Port which results 
in increased traffic and parking issues, along with – presumably – decreased air quality in the  
Fisherman’s Wharf area. We recognize that the analyses were undoubtedly conducted prior to the onset 
of the COVID-19 pandemic and so information about the effects of the Port’s efforts to promote more 
off-vessel sales were unavailable. Nevertheless, this is an ongoing matter and the EIR should be updated 
to reflect current conditions. 

1 “Adoption of the Plan would not immediately result in new development or result in direct physical 
changes in the environment. However, certain uses and activities are considered the logical 
consequences of adopting and implementing the Waterfront Plan. This Draft EIR considers the 
environmental impacts of the uses and activities of the Plan and its components subsequent to Plan 
adoption, which are the indirect effects of the Plan and are studied at a “programmatic level” of 
review.” EIR, page 208.  
2 See, for example: https://youtu.be/IJFC7YV1L-c 
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INFORMATION MISSING 
Although Appendix H contains information on consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq), there is no information 
on consultation with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), which has 
jurisdiction over several marine species, including both fish and marine mammals, which could be 
affected by the Plan and subsequent actions3. At the very least, the EIR needs to include a response from 
NOAA about any Section 7 consultation. 

IMMINENT AND ONGOING HAZARD 
The most egregious omission in the EIR is any information relating to the ongoing oil spill 

cleanup work under the supervision of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) occurring on and 
around Hyde Street Wharf. Indeed, the list of projects on the State’s Hazardous Materials list, which is 
attached as an appendix to the EIR but has no source identification, lists the Hyde Street Wharf as “no 
further action” in spite of the current efforts by EPA and Pilot Thomas to clean it up. In addition, no 
mention is made of the fuel leak under the old J-10 Wharf footprint or the fact that it has been tested and 
– to our knowledge – no source has been identified. Further, as a result of this omission – or ignorance –
the EIR states that the Plan would have no significant impact on the category of “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials.” 4 This is flat out wrong. The Port is dealing with an oil spill of unknown
magnitude, whose source may be more than from the fuel dock, cleanup efforts are ongoing as are
efforts to fully identify the source, and the EIR sweeps the whole issue under the rug as “case closed”
and “no further action” in an unidentified document. This is of special concern to Alioto-Lazio since our
operations and facility are directly affected by the oil spill. The lack of attention paid to this oil spill and
the finding of no significant impact need to be closely examined and addressed before the EIR becomes
final.

We hope these comments are useful to the Planning Department and we look forward to 
participating further in the public process as the EIR is revised. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Cincotta 

3 See pages H1-8 through H1-10 of Appendix H of the EIR 
4 Chapter 1, page 1-2 of the EIR 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: George, Sherie (CPC)
To: Susan Yogi
Subject: Fw: Comments on Waterfront Plan DEIR - 2019-023037ENV (amended)
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2022 2:07:36 PM

5:01PM email below

Sherie George, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7558 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Sue Hestor <hestor@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 5:01 PM
To: cpc/waterfrontEIR@sfgov.org <cpc/waterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>; George, Sherie (CPC)
<sherie.george@sfgov.org>
Subject: Comments on Waterfront Plan DEIR - 2019-023037ENV (amended)

Sue Hestor submits the following comments 

WATERFRONT PLAN DEIR - Case 2019-023037ENV
The Waterfront Plan DEIR includes abundant data and maps.   However, given the reality of
measures the Port and others must take because of both sea level (San Francisco Bay) rise and
climate change - including new seawalls and changes to current piers - additional information
must be provided.  

The EIR needs to show areas from Golden Gate Bridge to San Mateo County line
which were added to the land mass of San Francisco by filling San Francisco
Bay.  Most of this area is adjacent to property under Port jurisdiction.  Slightly
larger than Waterfront Plan Area delineated on Project Location Map - Figure
2-1.   Such a map is not readily available the Planning website.

Some measures the Port will take are required by expansion of the "land" of the city by adding
fill into the bay or by removing marshes and creeks that connected peninsula to the Bay.  A
clear map which shows terrain of the "pre-1849ers" San Francisco peninsula - compared
to map of current San Francisco - is necessary to understand changes that will invariably be
needed on Port property in the next 20 years.  Projects will occur on land, piers and water
under jurisdiction of Port.  Modifications will/should be done to protect site areas not shown
on maps in this DEIR.  Some filled areas already show impacts of that fill - in Mission flooded
basements because of filled in creeks.  Others will be visible when very low buildings are
replaced by taller apartment or commercial buildings as former industrial areas evolve
particularly in south of Market.   

Hills such as Telegraph Hill and Rincon Hill had eastern edges "scalped" to dump rock into
the Bay and expand "dry land."   Other areas were dredged.  North of what is now "Market

I-Hestor2
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Street" current "Montgomery Street" was more or less the edge of the bay.  Ships were moore
along east of the evolving seawalls.  

The areas surrounding Telegraph Hill to the north and east -  commercial, government/Muni
yard, residential - that are NOT Port property, should/will be protected by expansion of the sea
wall and other waterfront improvements.  

The area to the south of Broadway now includes the rezoned financial district.  And former
Redevelopment areas for Golden Gateway and Embarcadero Center.  A map should show how
much of it is bay fill.  A portion is already available in maps that show the sea walls in 8
Washington EIR.  But THAT FEIR was written before the reality of serious climate change
and sea level rise affected decisions on steps that must be taken to allow planning for
expanded residences in San Francisco.

The sandy areas in the industrial areas south of  what is now Market had an irregular shore
line, with creeks west from the bay south of  "Market" to China Basin toward 10th and South
Van Ness.  

When Loma Prieta occurred, sand boils bubbled up in what was then a very low-rise area M-1
and C-M district.  Because the Planning and Building Code implementation did not require
that piles be driven to bedrock for the Millenium Tower highrise at 301 Mission Street that
building was NOT so anchored to bedrock.  Extraordinary efforts and funds have been
necessary to stabilize that building of luxury condo residences.  There have been tens of
thousands of new residences in the past 30 years.  Many in new towers surrounding Rincon
Hill.   Which IS on bedrock.  Recently erected housing tends to be extremely expensive
housing.

The areas "downhill" north, east and south of Rincon Hill towards the Bay are much more
affordable, and more likely to be on bay fill.  They have formerly been various
Redevelopment Areas under the jurisdiction of SF Redevelopment Agency and rental
housing.  With the abolition of the Redevelopment Agency, zoning controls shifted to
Planning Department which has different criteria as it considers housing towers.

Some of the areas which were filled are now public or low-income housing, areas east of
Potrero Hill, areas of the Mission.  The fill areas should be visible so that the housing that
exists OR THAT IS POSSIBLE can be protected by improvements on Port property in the
next 20 years while the sea/Bay level rises.

Submitted,

Sue Hestor
329 Highland Ave
San Francisco CA  94110

I-Hestor2-1 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR
To: George, Sherie (CPC)
Subject: Fw: DEIR Case 2019-023037ENV
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 6:05:20 PM

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 10:39 PM
To: Dennis Hong <dennisjames888@yahoo.com>; George, Sherie (CPC) <sherie.george@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: DEIR Case 2019-023037ENV

Hello Dennis, 

Confirming receipt of your email. As requested, we will coordinate with you on providing a
hard copy of the Draft EIR for review. 

Thank you,

Sherie George, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7558 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Dennis Hong <dennisjames888@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 10:11 PM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>; George, Sherie (CPC)
<sherie.george@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: DEIR Case 2019-023037ENV

Good afternoon folks, I have been trying to look at this DEIR on line but the quality of
my internet has not been good and was unable to see some of the details. I will be
unable to attend the SF Planning Commission meeting this Thursday 3/24/2022 to
comment further on this DEIR, But I'm in support, as I grew up along the waterfront
while living in North Beach/Chinatown. Upon review of the hard copy of this DEIR I
will be submitting my written comments by 4/8/2022 as requested. 

With that said, for my records, I would like to get a hard copy of this Doc to be sent to

I-Hong1

I-Hong1-1

I 



me at: 101 Marietta Drive, San Francisco, CA 94127. I'm a native and a resident of
San Francisco and live in District 7. 

Please confirm that my email here has been received and will be part of this projects
records. 

All the best, Dennis

....



1

Bihl, Lauren (CPC)

From: Dennis Hong <dennisjames888@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 1:02 PM
To: George, Sherie (CPC); CPC.WaterfrontEIR
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Hillis, Rich (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Board 

of Supervisors,  (BOS)
Subject: Case 2019-023037ENV SF Waterfront Plan

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Completed

My initial comments to the SF Waterfront Plan - 

DEIR/Case 2019-023037ENV 

Due: 4/25/2022 

Dear Mr. George Sherie and Team Waterfront,  

Thanks for the opportunity to submit my comments and opinion here.  

My name is Dennis Hong, a Native and property owner here in San Francisco, retired, living in District 
7. I grew up in Chinatown-North Beach District 3. As a youngster it was from Union and Grant Ave (or
I believe Dupont Ave. at the time), right there on Bannan Place. With my brothers it was from Grant
Ave. up Green Street to Kearny Street down to Montgomery down Vallejo and to the Embarcadero to
Pier 25 for our weekend fishing. Oh don't forget all the poles, bait and tackle. The bait was bought the
day before at the Muni Bait shop near Fisherman's Wharf. When we were lucky a sand shark, pearch
or a shiner or two would be a catch of the day. Once in a while a striped bass would be caught. That
was a walking exercise.

All to often we used the waterfront/piers for fishing. There was one thing that I have been obsessed 
with was a specific Pier. Specificity Number 25. I had a hard time finding this pier on any of the maps 
I have. Is this Pier now identified as 27/29? Can some one correct me here? Was this one of the piers 
that caught on fire years ago? Only because we used to go to the end of that pier #25 (??) and did 
some real good fishing. 

I have been sort of reconciling this DEIR with the original 1968 Northern Waterfront Plan the big blue 
hard cover plan. With all that said, let me get started with my rambling comments: 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
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1. Both plans are similar in area with the exception of the new plan. It misses the Aquatic Park area.

Can this be added to the Waterfront Plan? Only because we used this recreation area for  

both fishing off the end of the Muni Pier. Didn’t catch much on the Muni Pier and the park.  

2. I believe this area gets a lot of all to wonderful events, and brings both locals and visitors to.

3. How was the 250' distance determined?

4. I attended the 3/24/2022 Public Hearing. Will the public comments be part of the DEIR's RTC?

5. Will the following projects be part of the Cumulative Project list? I realize that during the production
of this DEIR-IS? Other projects may have crept up such as:

- Teatro ZinZani theratrer
- 55 Francisco
- 425 Broadway St
- Any impact to the Mission Bay, Pier 70, the USF plans an others.

6. How will these if any impact the Waterfront Plan and the timing from start to finish (3 years--??).

7. Will the on going climate change, floods due to the high tide be addressed as part of this plan?

In closing: 
From the very beginning I fully supported this Waterfront Plan as a useful document.  

- Hummm this has been 54 years in the making of the original 1968 Plan. The current DEIR speaks
volumes to what San Francisco needs here. A wonderful plan to use as reference.- The SF Planning
department and Team Waterfront, has done a wonderful job with this DEIR.And is a spot on doc.

Thanks to all for your attention to my comments here. Looking forward my comments here including 
my email of 3/28/2022 to the Planning Commission in the RTC. 
Please confirm that my email here has been received and will be part of the Projects records. 

If anyone has any questions to my comments, please feel free to respond to my email here.  

All the best, 

Dennis Hong 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR
To: George, Sherie (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Waterfront Plan Project CEQA EIR Comment
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 6:05:33 PM

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 10:46 PM
To: Erin Huang <huangerin477@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Waterfront Plan Project CEQA EIR Comment

Hello, 

Thank you for your email. We have received your comment. 

Sincerely,

Sherie George, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7558 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Erin Huang <huangerin477@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2022 10:06 PM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>
Subject: Waterfront Plan Project CEQA EIR Comment

Dear CPC,

In the latest EIR, it was not mentioned how hydrology and water quality will impact
flows/existing water bodies and how sea level rise will be addressed based on land use
changes. Along with king tide effects occurred back in December 2021, flooding is a concern
when a combination of storm surge and sea level rise doubled the effects, causing significant
traffic disturbance. Sea level rise will cause more damage to the streets and the properties in
the upcoming ten or twenty years. It is understood that the new development will increase or
decrease flows impacting the city storm drain systems and or creeks along The Embarcadero.

Happy to learn more regarding hydrology and water quality impacts/mitigation
strategies/alternatives in the Final EIR in addressing these resiliency concerns.

Thank you.
Regards,

I-Huang
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from
untrusted sources.

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR
To: George, Sherie (CPC)
Subject: Fw: port waterfront draft plan
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 6:06:34 PM

From: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 1, 2022 7:19 PM
To: Dean Sereni <dean@deansereni.com>
Subject: Re: port waterfront draft plan

Hello, 

Thank you for your email. We have received your comment. 

Sherie George, Senior Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7558 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Dean Sereni <dean@deansereni.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2022 12:36 AM
To: CPC.WaterfrontEIR <CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org>
Subject: port waterfront draft plan

Hi! As a resident in the Barbary Coast, I would like to know that these 3 remaining
undeveloped parcels have the 4 story maximum height limit ( if anything is developed)
hopefully the city will leave the Tennis / Swim club, beautify the parking lot and create
outdoor parks along the embarcadero in the remaning locations:

There are only three remaining undeveloped seawall lots in the Northeast Waterfront: SWL 314 at
the foot of Telegraph Hill, SWL 321 within the Barbary Coast, and SWL 351 adjacent to Golden
Gateway

Thank you,
Dean

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
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Case No. 2019-023037ENV 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Waterfront Plan 
January 2023 

 
Agreement to Implement Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Record No.: 2019-023037ENV 
Project Title: Waterfront Plan 
Block/Lot: Multiple Piers and Seawall Lots 

Project Sponsor: Diane Oshima—Port of San Francisco 
diane.oshima@sfport.com – 415.274.0553 

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Sherie George – 628.652.7558 

CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org 

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. 

Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Period of Compliance Compliance 
with Mitigation 
Measure 
Completed? 

Prior to the Start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-construction 
or Operational 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: New Locations for Contributing Auxiliary Water Supply System Element to 
Preserve Historic District Character 

X X   

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Best Practices and Construction Monitoring Program for Historic Resources X X   

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources X X   

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Archeological Monitoring Program X X   

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2c: Archeological Testing Program X X   

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2d: Treatment of Submerged and Deeply Buried Resources X X   

Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resources Consultation X    

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) X    

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit Delay X    

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control X X   

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Protection of Adjacent Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring during 
Construction 

X X   

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Protection of Vibration-Sensitive Equipment during Construction X X   

Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Noise Analysis and Attenuation X    

mailto:diane.oshima@sfport.com
mailto:CPC.WaterfrontEIR@sfgov.org
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Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Period of Compliance Compliance 
with Mitigation 
Measure 
Completed? 

Prior to the Start 
of Construction* 

During 
Construction** 

Post-construction 
or Operational 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Clean Construction Equipment X X   

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b: Super-Compliant VOC Architectural Coatings during Construction X X   

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Educate Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-VOC 
Consumer Products 

  X  

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Reduce Operational Emissions   X  

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4c: Best Available Control Technology for Projects with Diesel Generators and 
Fire Pumps 

X    

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4d: Electric Vehicle Charging X    

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a: Design Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks X    

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5b: Reduce Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants X    

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5c: Implement a Truck Route Plan X    

Mitigation Measure M-WI-1a: Wind Analysis and Minimization Measures for Subsequent Projects X    

Mitigation Measure M-WI-1b: Maintenance Plan for Landscaping and Wind Baffling Measures in the Public 
Right-of-Way 

X    

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training X    

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b: Special-Status Plant Species Surveys X X   

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2a: Nesting Bird Protection Measures X X   

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2b: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Bats X X   

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during Pile Driving X X   

Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Avoidance of Pickleweed Mat Sensitive Natural Community X X   

Mitigation Measure M-BI-6: Avoidance of Impacts on Wetlands and Waters X X   

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources during Construction X X   

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Paleontological Resource Monitoring Plan during Construction X X   

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Water Quality Best Management Practices for In-Water Work X X   

NOTES: 
* 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. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: New Locations for Contributing Auxiliary 
Water Supply System Element to Preserve Historic District Character. 
Where a streetscape or street network improvement proposed under the 
Waterfront Plan would require moving an Auxiliary Water Supply System 
(AWSS) hydrant, the project sponsor at the direction of the San Francisco 
Planning Department and SF Port staff shall conduct additional study to 
determine if it contributes to the historic significance of the AWSS. If the 
element is determined to be a contributing feature of the AWSS, the 
project sponsor shall work with the San Francisco Planning Department’s 
preservation staff and SF Port staff along with San Francisco Fire 
Department and San Francisco Public Works as needed to determine a 
location where the contributing AWSS hydrant could be reinstalled to 
preserve the historic relationships and functionality that are character-
defining features of the AWSS. Generally, hydrants shall be reinstalled near 
the corner or the intersection from where they were removed. Any hydrant 
found not to contribute to the significance of the AWSS could be removed 
or relocated without diminishing the historic integrity of the district. 
Furthermore, the project sponsor in coordination with the San Francisco 
Planning Department, the San Francisco Port, the San Francisco Fire 
Department and San Francisco Public Works as needed, will protect 
existing AWSS facilities remaining in place during implementation of 
streetscape and street network improvements under the Waterfront Plan. 

Project sponsor in 
consultation with a 
qualified professional  

Prior to construction 
activities when 
specific streetscape 
or street network 
improvements are 
known, and during 
construction  

Project sponsor shall 
conduct and submit 
additional studies to 
the planning 
department 
Preservation Staff, 
Port staff (and San 
Francisco Fire 
Department and San 
Francisco Public 
Works as needed) to 
determine 
reinstallation 
location(s). 

Considered 
completed upon 
reinstallation of the 
hydrant(s) and 
protection of existing 
AWSS facilities 
remaining in place 
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Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Best Practices and Construction 
Monitoring Program for Historic Resources. The project sponsor of a 
development project using heavy-duty construction equipment onsite or 
directly adjacent to an historic resource, as determined by department 
preservation staff or listed in historic inventory maintained by the Port and 
department preservation staff, shall incorporate into contract 
specifications a requirement that the general and sub-contractor(s) use all 
feasible means to protect and avoid damage to onsite and directly 
adjacent historic resources as identified by the planning department, 
including, but not necessarily limited to, staging of equipment and 
materials so as to avoid direct damage, maintaining a buffer zone when 
possible between heavy equipment and historic resources, and, when 
applicable, covering the roof of adjacent structures to avoid damage from 
falling objects. Specifications shall also stipulate that any damage incurred 
to historic resources as a result of construction activities shall be 
immediately reported to the ERO. Prior to the start of construction 
activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning department 
preservation staff for review and approval, a list of measures to be 
included in contract specifications to avoid damage to historic resources. 

Project sponsor in 
consultation with a 
professional who 
meets the Secretary 
of the Interior’s 
Professional 
Qualification 
Standards 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 
and during 
construction 

Project sponsor shall 
submit list of 
measures to be 
included in contract 
specifications to 
planning department 
preservation staff. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of list 
of measures by 
planning department 
preservation staff 

If damage to a historic resource occurs during construction, the project 
sponsor shall hire 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 
CFR, Part 61). Damage incurred to the historic resource shall be repaired to 
match pre-construction conditions per the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in consultation with the 
qualified professional and planning department preservation staff. If 
directed by planning department preservation staff, the project sponsor 
shall engage a qualified preservation professional to undertake a 
monitoring program to ensure that best practices are being followed. If 
monitoring is required, the qualified preservation professional shall 
prepare a monitoring plan to direct the monitoring program that shall be 
reviewed and approved by planning department preservation staff. 

Project sponsor in 
consultation with a 
professional who 
meets the Secretary 
of the Interior’s 
Professional 
Qualification 
Standards 

Implement best 
practices and 
construction 
monitoring program 
during construction 

Project sponsor shall 
repair damage in 
consultation with 
qualified professional 
and planning 
department 
preservation staff. 

Considered complete 
upon approval by 
planning department 
preservation staff 
that project sponsor 
has fulfilled all 
provisions of 
monitoring program 
and/or that all 
damage has been 
repaired 
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Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Procedures for Accidental Discovery of 
Archeological Resources. The following mitigation measure shall be 
implemented for any projects for which the preliminary archeological 
review conducted by qualified San Francisco Planning Department 
archeological staff identifies the potential for significant archeological 
impacts. 
All plans and reports prepared by the qualified archeologist (hereinafter, 
“project archeologist”), as specified herein and in the subsequent 
measures, 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. 
ALERT Sheet. The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department 
archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to 
any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, 
foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils-
disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing 
activities being undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring 
that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including machine 
operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project 
sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed 
affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), 
and utilities firm) confirming that all field personnel involved in soil-
disturbing activities have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 

Project sponsor Prior to and during 
soils-disturbing 
activities 

Project sponsor shall 
distribute Alert sheet 
and shall submit a 
signed affidavit 
confirming the 
distribution to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon ERO receiving 
signed affidavit 

Procedures upon Discovery of a Potential Archeological Resource. The 
following measures shall be implemented in the event of an archeological 
discovery during project soil-disturbing activities: 
 Discovery Stop Work and ERO Notification. Should any indication of an 

archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing 
activity of the project, the project sponsor shall immediately notify the 
ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in 
the vicinity of the discovery and protect the find in place until the ERO 
has determined what additional measures should be undertaken, as 
detailed below. 

 Project Archeologist. If the ERO determines that the discovery may 
represent a significant archeological resource, the Port/project sponsor 

Project sponsor and 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Upon accidental 
discovery 

In the event of 
accidental discovery, 
the project sponsor 
shall suspend soils-
disturbing activities 
and notify the ERO. 
The sponsor shall 
retain a qualified 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 
The archeological 
consultant shall 

If preservation in 
place is feasible, 
complete when 
approved ARPP is 
implemented. 
Considered complete 
when archeological 
consultant completes 
additional measures 
as directed by the 
ERO as warranted 
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Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

shall retain the services of a project archeologist; that is, one who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards,1 and who has demonstrable experience, as applicable 
based on the resource type discovered or suspected, in the 
geoarcheological identification of submerged Native American 
archeological deposits and/or in the identification and treatment of 
19th century archeological resources, including maritime resources as 
applicable, to examine and preliminary evaluate the significance and 
historic integrity of the resource. 
The project sponsor shall ensure that the project archeologist or 
designee is empowered, for the remainder of soil disturbing project 
activity, to halt soil disturbing activity in the vicinity of potential 
archeological finds, and that work shall remain halted until the 
discovery has been assessed and a treatment determination made, as 
detailed below. 

 Resource Evaluation and Treatment Determination. The project 
archeologist shall examine and appropriately document the discovered 
resource and make a recommendation to the ERO as to what further 
actions, if any, are warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may 
require the project sponsor to implement specific treatment measures 
to address impacts to the resource. Treatment measures might include 
preservation in situ of the archeological resource (the preferred 
mitigation; see below); an archeological monitoring program; an 
archeological testing program; archeological data recovery; and/or an 
archeological interpretation program, as detailed below. If an 
archeological interpretive, monitoring, and/or testing program are 
required, these shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning 
Division guidelines for such programs and shall be implemented 
immediately in accordance with the archeological monitoring and 
testing protocols set forth in Mitigation Measures M-CR-2b, 
Archeological Monitoring; M-CR-2c, Archeological Testing; and/or M-

identify and evaluate 
the archeological 
resources and 
recommend actions 
for review and 
approval by the ERO. 
The archeological 
consultant shall 
undertake additional 
treatment if needed. 

 
1 36 SFR 61: The minimum professional qualifications in Archeology are a graduate degree in archeology, anthropology, or closely related field plus: • At least one year of full-time professional experience or equivalent 
specialized training in archeological research, administration or management; • At least four months of supervised field and analytical experience in general North American archeology; and • Demonstrated ability to 
carry research to completion. In addition to these minimum qualifications, a professional in prehistoric archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of 
archeological resources of the prehistoric period. A professional in historic archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the 
historic period. 
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Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

CR-2d, Submerged or Deeply Buried Resources, as detailed in the 
Waterfront Plan EIR MMRP. The ERO may also require that the project 
sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the 
archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other 
damaging actions. In addition, the ERO shall notify any tribal 
representatives who responded to the project tribal cultural resources 
notification and requested to be notified of the discovery of Native 
American archeological resources and to coordinate on the treatment 
of archeological and tribal cultural resources. 

 Archeological Site Records. At the conclusion of assessment, the project 
archeologist shall prepare an archeological site record or primary 
record (DPR 523 series) for each resource evaluated as significant or 
potentially significant. In addition, a primary record shall be prepared 
for any Native American isolate. Each such record shall be 
accompanied by a map and GIS location file. Records shall be 
submitted to the department for review as attachments to the 
archeological resources report (see below) and once approved by the 
ERO, to the Northwest Information Center. 

 Submerged Paleosols. Should a submerged paleosol be identified the 
project archeologist shall extract and process samples for dating, 
flotation for paleobotanical analysis, and other applicable special 
analyses pertinent to identification of possible cultural soils and for 
environmental reconstruction, irrespective of whether cultural 
material is present. 

 Preservation in Place Consideration. Should a significant archeological 
resource be discovered during construction or during archeological 
testing or monitoring, preservation in place is the preferred treatment 
option. The ERO shall consult with the project sponsor and, for Native 
American archeological resources, with the tribal representative(s), if 
requested, to consider (1) the feasibility of permanently preserving the 
resource in place and (2) whether preservation in place would be 
effective in preserving both the archeological values and (if applicable) 
the tribal values represented. If based on this consultation the ERO 
determines that preservation in place would be both feasible and 
effective, based on this consultation, then the project archeologist, in 
consultation with the tribal representative, if a Native American 
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Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

archeological resource, shall prepare a Cultural Resources Preservation 
Plan (CRPP). For Native American archeological resources, the CRPP 
shall explicitly take into consideration the cultural significance of the 
tribal cultural resource to the tribes. Preservation options may include 
measures such as design of the project layout to place open space over 
the resource location; foundation design to avoid the use of pilings or 
deep excavations in the sensitive area; a plan to expose and conserve 
the resource and include it in an on-site interpretive exhibit; and/or 
establishment of a permanent preservation easement. The project 
archeologist shall submit a draft CRPP to the department and the tribes 
for review and approval, and the Port/project sponsor shall ensure that 
the approved plan is implemented during and after construction. If, 
based on this consultation, the ERO determines that preservation in 
place is infeasible, archeological data recovery and public 
interpretation of the resource shall be carried out, as detailed below. 
The ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall also 
determine if additional treatment is warranted, which may include 
additional testing and/or construction monitoring. 

 Coordination with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an 
archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans, 
Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, the project 
archeologist shall contact an appropriate representative of the 
descendant group and the ERO. The representative of the descendant 
group shall be offered the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO 
regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site and data 
recovered from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment 
of the site. The project archeologist shall provide a copy of the 
Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to the representative of the 
descendant group. 

 Compensation. Tribal representatives or other descendant community 
representatives for archeological resources or tribal cultural resources, 
who participate in the project, shall be compensated for time invested 
in the preparation or review of plans, documents, artwork, etc., as well 
as for archeological monitoring undertaken in fulfillment of the 
requirements of this mitigation measure, similarly to other consultants 

The archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 
in consultation with 
descendant 
community 

During archeological 
treatment of resource 
associated with 
descendant 
community 

Consultation with 
ERO on identified 
descendant group. 
Descendant group 
provides 
recommendations, 
offered opportunity 
to monitor, and is 
given a copy of the 
ARR. 

Considered complete 
upon 
implementation of 
measures agreed 
upon during 
consultation 
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and experts employed for subsequent projects under the Waterfront 
Plan. The ERO, Port/project sponsor and project archeologist, as 
appropriate, shall work with the tribal representative or other 
descendant community representatives to identify the appropriate 
scope of consultation work. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The project archeologist shall 
prepare an Archeological Data Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the 
following apply: (1) a potentially significant resource is discovered, 
(2) preservation in place is not feasible, and (3) the ERO determines that 
archeological data recovery is warranted. When the ERO makes such a 
determination, the project archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO 
and, for tribal cultural archeological resources, the tribal representative, if 
requested, shall consult on the scope of the data recovery program. The 
project archeologist shall prepare a draft ADRP and submit it to the ERO 
for review and approval. If the time needed for preparation and review of a 
comprehensive ADRP would result in a significant construction delay, the 
scope of data recovery may instead by agreed upon in consultation 
between the project archeologist and the ERO and documented by the 
project archeologist in a memo to the ERO. The ADRP/memo shall identify 
how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant 
information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the 
ADRP/memo will identify what scientific/historic 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 historic property that could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall 
not be applied to portions of the archeological resource that would not 
otherwise by disturbed by construction if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 
If archeological data recovery is required, the archeological data recovery 
program 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 may be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-

ERO, archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor, and tribal 
representative (if 
requested) 

After determination 
by ERO that an 
archeological data 
recovery program is 
required 

Archeological 
consultant shall 
prepare an ADRP in 
consultation with 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon 
implementation of 
ARDP approved by 
ERO 
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significant level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a) and (c). 
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. 
 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. 

 Public Interpretation: Description of potential types of interpretive 
products and locations of interpretive exhibits based on consultation 
with project sponsor 

 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. 

The project archeologist shall implement the archeological data recovery 
program upon approval of the ADRP/memo by the ERO. 
Coordination of Archeological Data Recovery Investigations. In cases in 
which the same resource has been or is being affected by another project 
for which data recovery has been conducted, is in progress, or is planned, 
the following measures shall be implemented to maximize the scientific 
and interpretive value of the data recovered from both archeological 
investigations: 
 In cases where neither investigation has not yet begun, both 

archeological consultants and the ERO shall consult on coordinating 
and collaboration on archeological research design, data recovery 
methods, analytical methods, reporting, curation and interpretation to 
ensure consistent data recovery and treatment of the resource. 
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 In cases where archeological data recovery investigation is already 
under way or has been completed for a prior project, the archeological 
consultant for the subsequent project shall consult with the prior 
archeological consultant, if available; review prior treatment plans, 
findings and reporting; and inspect and assess existing archeological 
collections/inventories from the site prior to preparation of the 
archeological treatment plan for the subsequent discovery, and shall 
incorporate prior findings in the final report of the subsequent 
investigation. The objectives of this coordination and review of prior 
methods and findings will be to identify refined research questions; 
determine appropriate data recovery methods and analyses; assess 
new findings relative to prior research findings; and integrate prior 
findings into subsequent reporting and interpretation. 

Treatment of Human Remains and Funerary Objects. If human remains or 
suspected human remains are encountered during construction, the 
contractor and project sponsor shall ensure that ground-disturbing work 
within 50 feet of the remains is halted immediately and shall arrange for 
the protection in place of the remains until appropriate treatment and 
disposition have been agreed upon and implemented in accordance with 
this section. The treatment of any human remains and funerary objects 
discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable 
state laws, including Health and Safety Code section 7050.5 and Public 
Resources Code section 5097.98. Upon determining that the remains are 
human, the project archeologist shall immediately notify the Medical 
Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco of the find. The 
archeologist shall also immediately notify the ERO and the project sponsor 
of the find. In the event of the Medical Examiner’s determination that the 
human remains are Native American in origin, the Medical Examiner will 
notify the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
within 24 hours. The NAHC will immediately appoint and notify a Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD will complete his or her inspection of 
the remains and make recommendations or preferences for treatment 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. 
If the remains cannot be permanently preserved in place, the Port shall 
consult with the MLD and may consult with the project archeologist, 
project sponsor and the ERO on recovery of the remains and any scientific 

Project sponsor/
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with the 
ERO, Medical 
Examiner, NAHC, and 
MLD as warranted 

Discovery of human 
remains 

Project archeologist 
or project sponsor 
shall notify ERO and 
Medical Examiner, 
who will contact 
NAHC as warranted. 

Considered complete 
on finding by ERO 
that all State laws 
regarding human 
remains/burial 
objects have been 
adhered to, 
consultation with 
MLD is completed as 
warranted, that 
sufficient opportunity 
has been provided to 
the archeological 
consultant for any 
scientific/historical 
analysis of remains/
funerary objects 
specified in the 
Agreement, and the 
agreed-upon 
disposition of the 
remains has occurred 
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treatment alternatives. The landowner shall then make all reasonable 
efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (Agreement) with the MLD, as 
expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of human remains and funerary objects (as detailed in 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per Public Resources Code 
section 5097.98(c)(1), the Agreement shall address, as applicable and to 
the degree consistent with the wishes of the MLD, the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship prior 
to reinternment or curation, and final disposition of the human remains 
and funerary objects. If the MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the 
remains and/or funerary objects, the archeological consultant shall retain 
possession of the remains and funerary objects until completion of any 
such analyses, after which the remains and funerary objects shall be 
reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement. 
Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith effort to 
arrive at a Burial Agreement. However, if the Port and the MLD are unable 
to reach an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and/or 
funerary objects, the ERO, in consultation with the Port shall ensure that 
the remains and/or funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully 
until they can be reinterred on the project site, with appropriate dignity, in 
a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance, in 
accordance with the provisions of State law. 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and/or funerary objects 
discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall be in accordance with 
protocols laid out in the project archeological treatment document, and 
other relevant agreements established between the project sponsor, 
Medical Examiner and the ERO. The project archeologist shall retain 
custody of the remains and associated materials while any scientific study 
scoped in the treatment document is conducted and the remains shall 
then be curated or respectfully reinterred by arrangement on a case-by 
case-basis. 

Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan and Land Acknowledgement. If 
a significant archeological resource is identified, the project archeologist 
shall prepare a Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan (CRPIP). The 
CRPIP shall describe the interpretive product(s), locations or distribution 
of interpretive materials or displays, the proposed content and materials, 

Archeological/interpr
etation consultant at 
the direction of the 
ERO will prepare 
CRPIP. Measure laid 

Following completion 
of treatment, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of by 

Archeological 
consultant shall 
submit the CRPIP to 
ERO for review and 
approval. 

CRPIP is complete on 
review and approval 
of ERO; interpretive 
program is complete on 
notification to ERO from 
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the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program. 
If the resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural resource, the 
department shall notify Native American tribal representatives that public 
interpretation is being planned. The CRPIP shall be prepared in 
consultation with and developed with the participation, if requested by a 
tribe, of Native American tribal representatives, and the interpretive 
materials shall include an acknowledgement that the project is located 
upon traditional Ohlone lands. For interpretation of a tribal cultural 
resource, the interpretive program may include a combination of artwork, 
preferably by local Native American artists, educational panels or other 
informational displays, a plaque, or other interpretative elements 
including digital products that address local Native people’s experience 
and the layers of history. As feasible, and where landscaping is proposed, 
the interpretive effort may include the use and the interpretation of native 
and traditional plants incorporated into the proposed landscaping. 
The project archeological consultant shall submit the CRPIP and drafts of 
any interpretive materials that are subsequently prepared to the ERO for 
review and approval. The project sponsor shall ensure that the CRPIP is 
implemented prior to occupancy of the project. 

out in CRPIP are 
implemented by 
sponsor and 
consultant. Native 
American 
representative (if 
requested) 

archeological 
consultant 

the project sponsor that 
program has been 
implemented 

Archeological Resources Report. If significance resources are encountered, 
the project archeologist shall submit a confidential draft Archeological 
Resources Report (ARR) to the ERO that evaluates the California Register 
significance of any discovered archeological resource, describes the 
archeological and historic research methods employed in the 
archeological program(s) undertaken and the results and interpretation of 
analyses, and discusses curation arrangements. 
Once approved by the ERO, the project archeologist shall distribute the 
approved ARR as follows: copies that meet current information center 
requirements at the time the report is completed (presently, an electronic 
copy of the report and of each resources record in pdf format and, if 
available, GIS shapefiles of the project site and of the boundaries and 
locations of any recorded resources) to the California Archeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC), and a copy of the transmittal 
of the approved ARR to the NWIC to the ERO; one bound hardcopy of the 
ARR, along with digital files that include an unlocked, searchable PDF 

Archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Following completion 
of treatment by 
archeological 
consultant as 
determined by the 
ERO 

Submittal of draft 
ARR to ERO for review 
and approval. 
Distribution of the 
approved ARR by the 
archeological 
consultant. 

Complete on 
certification to ERO 
that copies of the 
approved ARR have 
been distributed 
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version of the ARR, GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations, 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, via USB or other stable storage device, to 
the department environmental planning division of the planning 
department; and, if a descendant group was consulted, a digital or hard 
copy of the ARR to the descendant group, depending on their preference. 

Curation. If archeological data recovery is undertaken, the project 
archeologist and the project sponsor shall ensure that any significant 
archeological collections and paleoenvironmental samples of future research 
value shall be permanently curated at an established curatorial facility. 
The facility shall be selected in consultation with the ERO. Upon submittal 
of the collection for curation the Port or project sponsor or archeologist 
shall provide a copy of the signed curatorial agreement to the ERO. 

Project archeologist 
prepares collection 
for curation and Port 
or project sponsor 
pays for curation 
costs 

Upon acceptance by 
the ERO of the final 
report 

Upon submittal of 
the collection for 
curation the sponsor 
or archaeologist shall 
provide a copy of the 
signed curatorial 
agreement to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon acceptance of 
the collection by the 
curatorial facility 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Archeological Monitoring Program. If 
required based on the outcome of preliminary archeological review 
conducted by qualified San Francisco Planning Department archeological 
staff, the project sponsor shall retain the services of a project archeologist 
(hereinafter ‘project archeologist), to develop and implement an 
archeological monitoring program and to address any archeological 
discoveries, as detailed below, to avoid and mitigate any potential adverse 
effect from the proposed action on significant archeological resources 
found during construction. 
Qualified Archeologist. A qualified archeologist (hereinafter, “project 
archeologist”) is defined as one who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards,2 and who has demonstrable 
experience, as applicable based on the resource type discovered or 
suspected, in the geoarcheological identification of submerged Native 
American archeological deposits and/or in the identification and 

Project sponsor, 
qualified archeologist 
and construction 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 
and throughout the 
construction period 

Project Sponsor shall 
retain archeological 
consultant to 
undertake 
archeological 
monitoring program 
in consultation with 
ERO. 

Complete when 
Project Sponsor 
retains qualified 
archeological 
consultant 

 
2 36 SFR 61: The minimum professional qualifications in Archeology are a graduate degree in archeology, anthropology, or closely related field plus: • At least one year of full-time professional experience or equivalent 
specialized training in archeological research, administration or management; • At least four months of supervised field and analytical experience in general North American archeology; and • Demonstrated ability to 
carry research to completion. In addition to these minimum qualifications, a professional in prehistoric archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of 
archeological resources of the prehistoric period. A professional in historic archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the 
historic period. 
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treatment of 19th century archeological resources, including maritime 
resources as applicable. 

Construction Crew Archeological Awareness. Prior to any soils-disturbing 
activities being undertaken, the Port shall ensure that the project 
archeologist conducts a brief on-site archeological awareness training. 
Training shall include a description of the types of resources that might be 
encountered and how they might be recognized, and requirements and 
procedures for work stoppage, resource protection and notification in the 
event of a potential archeological discovery. The project archeologist also 
shall coordinate with the project sponsor to ensure that all field personnel 
involved in soil disturbing activities, including machine operators, field 
crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc., have received an “Alert” 
wallet card that summarizes stop work requirements and provides 
necessary contact information for the project archeologist, project 
sponsor and the ERO. The project archeologist shall repeat the training at 
intervals during construction, as determined necessary by the ERO, 
including when new construction personnel start work and prior to periods 
of soil disturbing work when the project archeologist will not be on site. 
Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during 
any soils-disturbing activity of the project in the absence of the project 
archeologist, the project sponsor shall immediately notify the project 
archeologist, and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities 
in the vicinity of the discovery until the project archeologist has inspected 
the find and, in consultation with the ERO as needed, has determined what 
additional measures should be undertaken. 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
archeologist, and 
construction 
contractor 

Prior to soils-
disturbing activities 

Planning 
department, project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities 

Tribal Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. In addition to and 
concurrently with the archeological awareness training, for sites at which 
the ERO has determined that there is the potential for the discovery of 
Native American archeological resources, and if requested by a tribe 
pursuant to the department’s tribal cultural resources notification 
process, the Port shall ensure that a Native American representative is 
afforded the opportunity to provide a Native American cultural resources 
sensitivity training to all construction personnel. 
General Specifications. The archeological consultant shall develop and 
undertake an archeological monitoring program as specified herein. In 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
archeologist, 
construction 
contractor, and 
Native American 
representative 

Prior to soils-
disturbing activities 

Planning 
department, project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon the end 
sensitivity training 
program and end of 
ground-disturbing 
activities 
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addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological 
testing and/or data recovery program if required to address archeological 
discoveries or the assessed potential for archeological discoveries, 
pursuant to this measure. 
The project archeologist’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this 
measure at the direction of the ERO. All plans and reports prepared by the 
project archeologist 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. 
The project sponsor shall ensure that the project archeologist or designee 
is empowered to halt soil disturbing activity in the vicinity of a potential 
archeological find and that work shall remain halted until the discovery 
has been assessed and a treatment determination made, as detailed below. 
Archeological testing and/or data recovery programs required to address 
archeological discoveries, pursuant to 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 
section 15064.5(a)(c). 

Archeological Monitoring Program. Based on the results of information 
provided in the preliminary archeological review and additional historic 
research as needed, the project archeologist shall consult with the ERO 
reasonably prior to the commencement of any project-related soils 
disturbing activities to determine what soil-disturbing project activities 
shall be archeologically monitored, and at what intensity, based on the 
specifics of anticipated soil disturbance for project construction, past 
development history, and the assessed risk these activities pose to 
undiscovered archeological resources and their depositional context. The 
archeological monitoring program shall be set forth in an Archeological 
Monitoring Plan (AMP), as detailed below. 
The project archeologist or delegee (“Archeological Monitor”) shall be 
present on the project site according to a schedule agreed upon by the 
project archeologist and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with 
the project archeologist, determined that project construction activities 

The project sponsor 
and archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 
and throughout the 
construction period 

Consultation with 
ERO by archeological 
consultant on scope 
of AMP. 

Considered complete 
after consultation 
with and approval by 
ERO of AMP 
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could have no effects on significant archeological deposits. The 
archeological monitor(s) shall prepare a daily monitoring log documenting 
activities and locations monitored, soil disturbance depth, stratigraphy 
and findings. 
The project sponsor shall authorize the archeological monitor to stop soil 
disturbing construction activity temporarily in the vicinity of a suspected 
find, to document the resource, collect samples as needed, and assess its 
significance. The project sponsor shall ensure that the find is protected in 
place in accordance with the archeologist’s direction, and that it remains 
protected until the archeologist, after consultation with the ERO, notifies 
the sponsor that assessment and any subsequent mitigation are complete. 
The sponsor shall also ensure that the construction foreperson or other 
on-site delegee, is aware of the stop work and protection requirements. 
In the event of a discovery of a potentially significant archeological 
resources during monitoring or construction, the project archeologist shall 
conduct preliminary testing of the discovery, including the collection of 
soil samples and artifactual/ ecofactual material, as needed to assess 
potential significance and integrity. Once this initial assessment has been 
made, the project archeologist shall consult with the ERO on the results of 
the assessment. If the resource is assessed as potentially significant, the 
Port/ project sponsor shall ensure that soil disturbance remains halted at 
the discovery location until appropriate treatment has been determined in 
consultation with the ERO and implemented, as detailed below. 
Archeological Monitoring Plan. The archeological monitoring plan, 
minimally, shall include the following provisions: 
 Project description: Description of all anticipated soil disturbing 

activities, with locations and depths of disturbance. These may include 
foundation and utility demolition, hazardous soils remediation, site 
grading, shoring excavations, piles or soil improvements, and 
foundation, elevator, car stacker, utility and landscaping excavations. 
Project plans and profiles shall be included as needed to illustrate the 
locations of anticipated soil disturbance. 

 Site-specific environmental and cultural context: Pre-contact and 
historic environmental and cultural setting of the project site as 
pertinent to potential Native American use and historic period 
development; any available information pertaining to subsequent soil 
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disturbance as pertains to potential survival of archeological resources, 
strata in and depths at which they might be found. As appropriate based 
on the scale and scope of the project, the AMP should include maps (e.g., 
USCS 1869; Sanborn fire insurance maps) that depict the historic and 
environmental setting and changes in the project site, as a basis for 
predicting resource types that might be encountered and their potential 
locations. An overlay of the project site on the City’s Native American 
archeological sensitivity model mapping should be included, as should 
the locations of all known archeological sites within ¼ mile of the 
project site. 

 Analysis of anticipated resources or resource types that might be 
encountered and at what locations and depths, based on known 
resources in the vicinity, the site’s predevelopment setting and 
development history, and the anticipated depth and extent of project 
soil disturbances. 

 Proposed scope of archeological monitoring, including soil-disturbing 
activities/ disturbance depths to be monitored. 

 Synopsis of discovery procedures, ERO and Native American 
consultation requirements upon making a discovery; burial treatment 
procedures; and reporting and curation requirements, consistent with 
the other specifications of this measure. 

Resource Evaluation and Treatment Determination. If an archeological 
deposit or feature is encountered during construction, the archeological 
monitor shall redirect soil disturbing demolition/ excavation/ piledriving/ 
construction crews and heavy equipment activity in the vicinity away from 
the find. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the 
archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity 
may affect an archeological resource, the project sponsor shall ensure that 
pile driving is halted until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has 
been made. 
The project archeologist shall document the find, and make a reasonable 
effort to assess its identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit through, sampling or testing as needed. The project 
sponsor shall make provisions to ensure that the project archeologist can 
safely enter the excavation, if feasible. 

Archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 

Monitoring of soils 
disturbing activities 

Archeological 
consultant to 
monitor soils 
disturbing activities 
specified in AMP and 
immediately notify 
the ERO of any 
encountered 
archeological 
resource. 

If preservation in 
place is feasible, 
complete when 
approved ARPP is 
implemented 
Considered complete 
when archeological 
consultant completes 
additional measures 
as directed by the 
ERO as warranted 
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If upon examination the project archeologist determines the find appears 
to be a potentially significant archeological resource, the project 
archeologist shall present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. The 
project sponsor shall ensure that the find is protected until the ERO has 
been consulted and has determined appropriate subsequent treatment in 
consultation with the project archeologist and the treatment has been 
implemented, as detailed below. 
All Native American archeological deposits, irrespective of level of 
disturbance, shall be assumed to be significant until and unless 
determined otherwise in consultation with the ERO. If a Native American 
archeological deposit is encountered, the project archeologist shall obtain 
the services of a Native American tribal representative to participate in any 
future archeological monitoring, assessment or data recovery activities 
that may affect that resource. In addition, the ERO shall notify any tribal 
representatives who requested to be notified of the discovery of Native 
American archeological resources in response to the project notification, 
to coordinate on the treatment or archeological and tribal cultural 
resources. Further the project archeologist shall offer a Native American 
representative the opportunity to monitor any subsequent soil disturbing 
activity that could affect the find. 
Submerged Paleosols. Should a submerged paleosol be identified, the 
project archeologist shall extract and process samples for dating, flotation 
for paleobotanical analysis, and other applicable special analyses 
pertinent to identification of possible cultural soils and for environmental 
reconstruction, irrespective of whether cultural material is present. 
Archeological Site Records. At the conclusion of assessment of any 
discovered resources, the project archeologist shall prepare an 
archeological site record or primary record (DPR 523 series) for each 
resource evaluated as significant or potentially significant. In addition, a 
primary record shall be prepared for any Native American isolate. Each 
such record shall be accompanied by a map and GIS location file. Records 
shall be submitted to the department for review as attachments to the 
archeological resources report (see below) and once approved by the ERO, 
to the Northwest Information Center. 
Preservation in Place Consideration. Should a significant archeological 
resource be discovered during construction or during archeological 
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monitoring, preservation in place is the preferred treatment option. The 
ERO shall consult with the project sponsor and, for Native American 
archeological resources, with the tribal representative(s) if requested to 
consider (1) the feasibility of permanently preserving the resource in place 
and (2) whether preservation in place would be effective in preserving both 
the archeological values and (if applicable) the tribal values represented. If 
based on this consultation the ERO determines that preservation in place 
would be both feasible and effective, then the project archeologist, in 
consultation with the tribal representative if a Native American 
archeological resource, shall prepare a Cultural Resources Preservation 
Plan (CRPP). For Native American archeological resources, the CRPP shall 
explicitly take into consideration the cultural significance of the tribal 
cultural resource to the tribes. Preservation options may include measures 
such as design of the project layout to place open space over the resource 
location; foundation design to avoid the use of pilings or deep excavations 
in the sensitive area; a plan to expose and conserve the resource and 
include it in an on-site interpretive exhibit; and/or establishment of a 
permanent preservation easement. The project archeologist shall submit a 
draft CRPP to the department and the tribes for review and approval, and 
the Port shall ensure that the approved plan is implemented during and 
after construction. If, based on this consultation, the ERO determines that 
preservation in place is infeasible, archeological data recovery and public 
interpretation of the resource shall be carried out, as detailed below. The 
ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall also determine if 
additional treatment is warranted, which may include additional testing 
and/or construction monitoring. 

Coordination with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an 
archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans, Chinese, 
or other potentially interested descendant group, the project archeologist 
shall contact an appropriate representative of the descendant group and 
the ERO. The representative of the descendant group shall be offered the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site and data recovered from the site, and, if applicable, 
any interpretative treatment of the site. The project archeologist shall 

Archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 
in consultation with 
descendant 
community 

During archeological 
treatment of resource 
associated with 
descendant 
community 

Consultation with 
ERO on identified 
descendant group. 
Descendant group 
provides 
recommendations, 
offered opportunity 
to monitor, and is 
given a copy of the 
ARR. 

Considered complete 
upon 
implementation of 
measures agreed 
upon during 
consultation 
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provide a copy of the Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to the 
representative of the descendant group. 
Compensation. Tribal representatives or other descendant community 
representatives for archeological resources or tribal cultural resources 
who participate in the project shall be compensated for time invested in 
the preparation or review of plans, documents, artwork, etc., as well as for 
archeological monitoring undertaken in fulfillment of the requirements of 
this mitigation measure, similarly to other consultants and experts 
employed for subsequent projects under the Waterfront Plan. The ERO, 
Port/project sponsor and project archeologist, as appropriate, shall work 
with the tribal representative or other descendant community 
representatives to identify the appropriate scope of consultation work. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The project archeologist shall 
prepare an Archeological Data Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the 
following apply: (1) a potentially significant resource is discovered, 
(2) preservation in place is not feasible, and (3) the ERO determines that 
archeological data recovery is warranted. When the ERO makes such a 
determination, the project archeologist, project sponsor, ERO and, for 
tribal cultural archeological resources, the tribal representative, if 
requested, shall consult on the scope of the data recovery program. The 
project archeologist shall prepare a draft ADRP and submit it to the ERO 
for review and approval. If the time needed for preparation and review of a 
comprehensive ADRP would result in a significant construction delay, the 
scope of data recovery may instead by agreed upon in consultation 
between the project archeologist and the ERO and documented by the 
project archeologist in a memo to the ERO. The ADRP/memo shall identify 
how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant 
information the archeological resource is expected to contain; that is, the 
ADRP/memo will identify what scientific/historic 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 historic property that could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall 
not be applied to portions of the archeological resource that would not 

ERO, archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor, and tribal 
representative (if 
requested) 

After determination 
by ERO that an ADRP 
is required 

Archeological 
consultant shall 
prepare and submit 
an ADRP to the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon 
implementation of 
ARDP approved by 
ERO 
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otherwise by disturbed by construction if nondestructive methods are 
practical. 
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 proposed types of analyses to be conducted 
based on anticipated material types. 

 Discard and deaccession policy. Description of and rationale for field 
and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 

 Security measures. Recommended security measures to protect the 
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and accidental 
damage. 

 Final report. Description of report format and distribution. 
 Public interpretation. Description of potential types of interpretive 

products and locations of interpretive exhibits based on consultation 
with the project sponsor. 

 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. 

The project archeologist shall implement the archeological data recovery 
program upon approval of the ADRP/memo by the ERO. 
Coordination of Archeological Data Recovery Investigations. In cases in 
which the same resource has been or is being affected by another project 
for which data recovery has been conducted, is in progress, or is planned, 
the following measures shall be implemented, to maximize the scientific 
and interpretive value of the data recovered from both archeological 
investigations: 
 In cases where neither investigation has not yet begun, both project 

archeologists and the ERO shall consult on coordinating and 
collaboration on archeological research design, data recovery 
methods, analytical methods, reporting, curation and interpretation to 
ensure consistent data recovery and treatment of the resource. 
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 In cases where archeological data recovery investigation is already 
under way or has been completed for a prior project, the project 
archeologist for the subsequent project shall consult with the prior 
project archeologist, if available; review prior treatment plans, findings 
and reporting; and inspect and assess existing archeological 
collections/inventories from the site prior to preparation of the 
archeological treatment plan for the subsequent discovery, and shall 
incorporate prior findings in the final report of the subsequent 
investigation. The objectives of this coordination and review of prior 
methods and findings will be to identify refined research questions; 
avoid redundant work and maximize the benefits of additional data 
recovery; determine appropriate data recovery methods and analyses; 
assess new findings relative to prior research findings; and integrate 
prior findings into subsequent reporting and interpretation. 

Treatment of Human Remains and Funerary Objects. The treatment of 
human remains and funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing 
activity shall comply with applicable State and federal laws. This shall 
include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and 
County of San Francisco. The ERO also shall be notified immediately upon 
the discovery of human remains. In the event of the Medical Examiner’s 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, the 
Medical Examiner shall notify the California State Native American 
Heritage Commission, which will appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). 
The MLD will complete his or her inspection of the remains and make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being 
granted access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98(a)). 
The project sponsor and ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a 
Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously as 
possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as 
detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take 
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 
scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the 
MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or 
unassociated funerary objects, the archeological consultant shall retain 

Project sponsor/
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with the 
ERO, Medical 
Examiner, NAHC, and 
MLD as warranted 

Discovery of human 
remains 

Project archeologist 
or project sponsor 
shall notify ERO and 
Medical Examiner, 
who will contact 
NAHC as warranted. 

Considered complete 
on finding by ERO 
that all State laws 
regarding human 
remains/burial 
objects have been 
adhered to, 
consultation with 
MLD is completed as 
warranted, that 
sufficient opportunity 
has been provided to 
the Archeological 
consultant for any 
scientific/historical 
analysis of 
remains/funerary 
objects specified in 
the Agreement, and 
the agreed-upon 
disposition of the 
remains has occurred 
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possession of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects 
until completion of any such analyses, after which the remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated 
as specified in the Agreement. 
If the remains cannot be permanently preserved in place, the Port shall 
consult with the MLD and may consult with the project archeologist, 
project sponsor and the ERO on recovery of the remains and any scientific 
treatment alternatives. The landowner shall then make all reasonable 
efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (Agreement) with the MLD, as 
expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of human remains and funerary objects (as detailed in 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per Public Resources Code 
section 5097.98(c)(1), the Agreement shall address, as applicable and to 
the degree consistent with the wishes of the MLD, the appropriate 
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship prior 
to reinternment or curation, and final disposition of the human remains 
and funerary objects. If the MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the 
remains and/or funerary objects, the archeological consultant shall retain 
possession of the remains and funerary objects until completion of any 
such analyses, after which the remains and funerary objects shall be 
reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement. 
Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith effort to 
arrive at a Burial Agreement. However, if the Port and the MLD are unable 
to reach an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and/or 
funerary objects, the ERO, in consultation with the Port shall ensure that 
the remains and/or funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully 
until they can be reinterred on the project site, with appropriate dignity, in 
a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance, in 
accordance with the provisions of State law. 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and/or funerary objects 
discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall be in accordance with 
protocols laid out in the project archeological treatment document, and 
other relevant agreements established between the project sponsor, 
Medical Examiner and the ERO. The project archeologist shall retain 
custody of the remains and associated materials while any scientific study 
scoped in the treatment document is conducted and the remains shall 
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then be curated or respectfully reinterred by arrangement on a case-by 
case-basis. 

Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan and Land Acknowledgement. If 
a significant archeological resource is identified, the project archeologist 
shall prepare a Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan (CRPIP). The 
CRPIP shall 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. 
If the resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural resource, the 
department shall notify Native American tribal representatives that public 
interpretation is being planned. The CRPIP shall be prepared in 
consultation with and developed with the participation, if requested by a 
tribe, of Native American tribal representatives, and the interpretive 
materials shall include an acknowledgement that the project is located 
upon traditional Ohlone lands. For interpretation of a tribal cultural 
resource, the interpretive program may include a combination of artwork, 
preferably by local Native American artists, educational panels or other 
informational displays, a plaque, or other interpretative elements 
including digital products that address local Native people’s experience 
and the layers of history. As feasible, and where landscaping is proposed, 
the interpretive effort may include the use and the interpretation of native 
and traditional plants incorporated into the proposed landscaping. 
The project archeological consultant shall submit the CRPIP and drafts of 
any interpretive materials that are subsequently prepared to the ERO for 
review and approval. The project sponsor shall ensure that the CRPIP is 
implemented prior to occupancy of the project. 

Archeological/interpr
etation consultant at 
the direction of the 
ERO will prepare 
CRPIP. Measure laid 
out in CRPIP are 
implemented by 
sponsor and 
consultant. Native 
American 
representative (if 
requested). 

Following completion 
of cataloguing, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of 
recovered 
archeological data 

Archeological 
consultant submits 
draft CRPIP to ERO 
for review and 
approval. 

CRPIP is complete on 
review and approval 
of ERO; 
interpretation plan is 
complete on 
certification to ERO 
that plan has been 
implemented 

Archeological Resources Report. Whether or not significant archeological 
resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. If 
significant resources were found, the report shall also describe any 
archeological testing and data recovery efforts and results, and evaluation 
of the California Register and tribal significance of any discovered 
archeological resource. It shall also describe the research design, 
archeological and historic research methods employed, analytical results 
and interpretations, and if applicable, curation arrangements. Daily 

Archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Following completion 
of cataloguing, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of 
recovered 
archeological data 

Archeological 
consultant shall 
prepare and submit 
ARR to the ERO for 
review and approval. 

Complete on 
certification to ERO 
that copies of the 
approved ARR have 
been distributed 
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monitoring logs and formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) shall 
be attached to the ARR as an appendix. 
Once approved by the ERO, the project archeologist shall distribute the 
approved ARR as follows: copies that meet current information center 
requirements at the time the report is completed (presently, an electronic 
copy of the report and of each resources record in pdf format and, if 
available, GIS shapefiles of the project site and of the boundaries and 
locations of any recorded resources) to the California Archeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC), and a copy of the transmittal 
of the approved ARR to the NWIC to the ERO; one (1) bound hardcopy of 
the ARR, along with digital files that include an unlocked, searchable PDF 
version of the ARR, GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations, 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, via USB or other stable storage device, to 
the department environmental planning division of the planning 
department; and, if a descendant group was consulted, a digital or hard 
copy of the ARR to the descendant group, depending on their preference. 

Curation. Significant archeological collections and paleoenvironmental 
samples of future research value shall be permanently curated at an 
established curatorial facility. The facility shall be selected in consultation 
with the ERO. Upon submittal of the collection for curation the Port or 
project sponsor or archeologist shall provide a copy of the signed 
curatorial agreement to the ERO. 

Project archeologist 
prepares collection 
for curation and Port 
or project sponsor 
pays for curation 
costs 

Upon acceptance by 
the ERO of the final 
report 

Upon submittal of 
the collection for 
curation the sponsor 
or archaeologist shall 
provide a copy of the 
signed curatorial 
agreement to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon acceptance of 
the collection by the 
curatorial facility 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2c: Archeological Testing Program. If required 
based on the outcome of preliminary archeological review conducted by 
qualified San Francisco Planning Department archeological staff, the Port/ 
project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeologist 
(hereinafter “project archeologist”), to develop and implement an 
archeological testing program and to address any archeological 
discoveries, as detailed below, to avoid and mitigate any potential 
substantial adverse effects from the proposed action on significant 
archeological resources found during construction. 

Project sponsor, 
qualified archeologist 
and construction 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 
and throughout the 
construction period 

Project Sponsor shall 
retain archeological 
consultant to 
undertake 
archeological testing 
program in 
consultation with 
ERO. 

Complete when 
Project Sponsor 
retains qualified 
archeological 
consultant 
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Project Archeologist. A project archeologist is defined as one who meets 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards,3 and 
who has demonstrable experience, as applicable based on the resource 
type discovered or suspected, in the geoarcheological identification of 
submerged Native American archeological deposits and/or in the 
identification and treatment of 19th century archeological resources, 
including maritime resources as applicable. 

Construction Crew Archeological Awareness. Prior to any soils-disturbing 
activities being undertaken, the Port shall ensure that the project 
archeologist conducts a brief on-site archeological awareness training. 
Training shall include a description of the types of resources that might be 
encountered and how they might be recognized, and requirements and 
procedures for work stoppage, resource protection and notification in the 
event of a potential archeological discovery. The project archeologist also 
shall coordinate with the project sponsor to ensure that all field personnel 
involved in soil disturbing activities, including machine operators, field 
crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc., have received an “Alert” 
wallet card that summarizes stop work requirements and provides 
necessary contact information for the project archeologist, project 
sponsor and the ERO. The project archeologist shall repeat the training at 
intervals during construction, as determined necessary by the ERO, 
including when new construction personnel start work and prior to periods 
of soil disturbing work when the project archeologist will not be on site. 
Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during 
any soils-disturbing activity of the project in the absence of the project 
archeologist, the project sponsor shall immediately suspend any soils-
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery and notify the project 
archeologist, and shall ensure that the find is protected until a project 
archeologist has inspected it and, in consultation with the ERO as needed, 
has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. In 
addition, the ERO shall notify any tribal representatives who requested to 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
archeologist, and 
construction 
contractor 

Prior to soils-
disturbing activities 

Project sponsor, 
planning department 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground-
disturbing activities 

 
3 36 SFR 61: The minimum professional qualifications in Archeology are a graduate degree in archeology, anthropology, or closely related field plus: • At least one year of full-time professional experience or equivalent 
specialized training in archeological research, administration or management; • At least four months of supervised field and analytical experience in general North American archeology; and • Demonstrated ability to 
carry research to completion. In addition to these minimum qualifications, a professional in prehistoric archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of 
archeological resources of the prehistoric period. A professional in historic archeology shall have at least one year of full-time professional experience at a supervisory level in the study of archeological resources of the 
historic period. 
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be notified of the discovery of Native American archeological resources in 
response to the project notification, to coordinate on the treatment or 
archeological and tribal cultural resources. 

Tribal Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. In addition to and 
concurrently with the archeological awareness training, for sites at which 
the ERO has determined that there is the potential for the discovery of 
Native American archeological resources, and if requested by a tribe 
pursuant to the department’s tribal cultural resources notification 
process, the Port shall ensure that a Native American representative is 
afforded the opportunity to provide a Native American cultural resources 
sensitivity training to all construction personnel. 
General Specifications. The archeological consultant shall develop and 
undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In 
addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required to address 
archeological discoveries or the assessed potential for archeological 
discoveries, pursuant to this measure. 
The project archeologist’s work shall be conducted in accordance with this 
measure at the direction of the ERO. All plans and reports prepared by the 
project archeologist 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. 
The project sponsor shall ensure that the project archeologist or designee 
is empowered to halt soil disturbing activity in the vicinity of a potential 
archeological find and that work shall remain halted until the discovery has 
been assessed and a treatment determination made, as detailed below. 
Archeological testing 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 
section 15064.5(a)(c). 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
archeologist, 
construction 
contractor, and 
Native American 
representative 

Prior to soils-
disturbing activities 

Project sponsor, 
planning department 

Considered complete 
upon the end 
sensitivity training 
program and end of 
ground disturbing 
activities 
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Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall develop 
and undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In 
addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required to address 
archeological discoveries or the assessed potential for archeological 
discoveries, pursuant to this measure. The purpose of the archeological 
testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or 
absence of archeological resources in areas of project soil disturbance and 
to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource 
encountered on the site constitutes an historic resource under CEQA. 
Archeological Testing Plan (ATP). The project archeologist shall consult 
with the ERO reasonably prior to the commencement of any project-
related soils disturbing activities to determine the appropriate scope of 
archeological testing. The archeological testing program shall be 
conducted in accordance with an approved ATP, prepared by the project 
archeologist consistent with the approved scope of work. The ATP shall be 
submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment and shall 
be considered a draft subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. 
Project-related soils disturbing activities shall not commence until the 
testing plan has been approved and any testing scope to occur in advance 
of construction has been completed. The project archeologist shall 
implement the testing as specified in the approved ATP prior to and/or 
during construction. 
The ATP, minimally, shall include the following: 
 Project description: Description of all anticipated soil disturbing 

activities, with locations and depths of disturbance. These may include 
foundation and utility demolition, hazardous soils remediation, site 
grading, shoring excavations, piles or soil improvements, and 
foundation, elevator, car stacker, utility and landscaping excavations. 
Project plans and profiles shall be included as needed to illustrate the 
locations of anticipated soil disturbance. 

 Site-specific environmental and cultural context: Pre-contact and 
historic environmental and cultural setting of the project site as 
pertinent to potential Native American use and historic period 
development, any available information pertaining to subsequent soil 
disturbance as pertains to potential survival of archeological resources, 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
archeological 
consultant and 
construction 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 
and throughout the 
construction period 

Archeological 
consultant shall 
submit a draft ATP to 
the ERO for review 
and approval. 

Considered complete 
after implementation 
of approved ATP and 
review and approval 
of archeological 
testing results memo 
by ERO 
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and strata in and depths at which they might be found, such as 
stratigraphic and water table data from prior geotechnical testing. As 
appropriate based on the scale and scope of the project, the ATP 
should include maps (e.g., USCS 1869; Sanborn fire insurance maps) 
that depict the historic and environmental setting and changes in the 
project site as a basis for predicting resource types that might be 
encountered and their potential locations. An overlay of the project site 
on the City’s Native American archeological sensitivity model mapping 
should be included, as should the locations of all known archeological 
sites within 0.25 mile of the project site. 

 Brief research design: scientific/historic research questions applicable 
to the expected resource(s), what data classes potential resources may 
be expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would 
address the applicable research questions. 

 Analysis of anticipated resources or resource types that might be 
encountered and at what locations and depths, based on known 
resources in the vicinity, the site’s predevelopment setting and 
development history, and the anticipated depth and extent of project 
soil disturbances. 

 Proposed scope of archeological testing and rationale: testing methods 
to be used (e.g., coring, mechanical trenching, manual excavation, or 
combination of methods); locations and depths of testing in relation to 
anticipated project soil disturbance; strata to be investigated; any 
uncertainties on stratigraphy that would affect locations or depths of 
tests and might require archeological monitoring of construction 
excavations subsequent to testing. 

 Resource documentation and significance assessment procedures. 
ERO and Native American consultation requirements upon making a 
discovery; pre-data recovery assessment process, consistent with the 
specifications of this measure 

 Standard text on burial treatment procedures; and 
 Reporting and curation requirements. 
Archeological Testing Results Memo. Irrespective of whether archeological 
resources are discovered, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written summary of the findings to the ERO at the completion of the 
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archeological testing program. The findings report/memo shall describe 
each resource, provide an initial assessment of the integrity and 
significance of encountered archeological deposits encountered during 
testing, and provide recommendations for subsequent treatment of any 
resources encountered. 

Resource Evaluation and Treatment Determination. If an archeological 
deposit or feature is encountered during testing or subsequent 
construction soil disturbance, the project archeologist shall redirect soil 
disturbing demolition/excavation/piledriving/construction crews and 
heavy equipment activity in the vicinity away from the find. If in the case of 
pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor 
has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archeological resource, the project sponsor shall ensure that pile driving is 
halted until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made. 
The project archeologist shall document the find, and make a reasonable 
effort to assess its identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit through, sampling or testing as needed. The project 
sponsor shall make provisions to ensure that the project archeologist can 
safely enter the excavation, if feasible. 
If upon examination the project archeologist determines the find appears 
to be a potentially significant archeological resource, the project 
archeologist shall present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. The 
project sponsor shall ensure that the find is protected until the ERO has 
been consulted and has determined appropriate subsequent treatment in 
consultation with the project archeologist and the treatment has been 
implemented, as detailed below. 
All Native American archeological deposits, irrespective of level of 
disturbance, shall be assumed to be significant until and unless 
determined otherwise in consultation with the ERO. If a Native American 
archeological deposit is encountered, the project archeologist shall obtain 
the services of a Native American tribal representative to participate in any 
future archeological monitoring, assessment or data recovery activities 
that may affect that resource. In addition, the ERO shall notify any tribal 
representatives who requested to be notified of the discovery of Native 
American archeological resources in response to the project notification, 
to coordinate on the treatment or archeological and tribal cultural 

Archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor and 
construction 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 

At the completion of 
archeological testing 
and/or discovery of a 
potentially significant 
archeological 
resource 

Planning 
department/project 
sponsor 

If preservation in 
place is feasible, 
complete when 
approved ARPP is 
implemented; 
considered complete 
when archeological 
consultant completes 
additional measures 
as directed by the 
ERO as warranted 
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resources. Further the project archeologist shall offer a Native American 
representative the opportunity to monitor any subsequent soil disturbing 
activity that could affect the find. 
Submerged Paleosols. Should a submerged paleosol be identified, the 
project archeologist shall extract and process samples for dating, flotation 
for paleobotanical analysis, and other applicable special analyses 
pertinent to identification of possible cultural soils and for environmental 
reconstruction, irrespective of whether cultural material is present. 
Archeological Site Records. At the conclusion of assessment of any 
discovered resources, the project archeologist shall prepare an 
archeological site record or primary record (DPR 523 series) for each 
resource evaluated as significant or potentially significant. In addition, a 
primary record shall be prepared for any Native American isolate. Each 
such record shall be accompanied by a map and GIS location file. Records 
shall be submitted to the department for review as attachments to the 
archeological resources report (see below) and once approved by the ERO, 
to the Northwest Information Center. 
Preservation in Place Consideration. Should a significant archeological 
resource be discovered during construction or during archeological testing 
or monitoring, preservation in place is the preferred treatment option. The 
ERO shall consult with the project sponsor and, for Native American 
archeological resources, with the tribal representative(s) if requested, to 
consider (1) the feasibility of permanently preserving the resource in place 
and (2) whether preservation in place would be effective in preserving both 
the archeological values and (if applicable) the tribal values represented. 
If, based on this consultation, the ERO determines that preservation in 
place is determined to be both feasible and effective, then the project 
archeologist, in consultation with the tribal representative if a Native 
American archeological resource, shall prepare a Cultural Resources 
Preservation Plan (CRPP). For Native American archeological resources, 
the CRPP shall explicitly address the cultural significance of the tribal 
cultural resource to the tribes. Preservation options may include measures 
such as redesign of the project layout to place open space over the 
resource location; foundation design to avoid the use of pilings or deep 
excavations in the sensitive area; a plan to expose and conserve the 
resource and include it in an on-site interpretive exhibit; and/or 
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establishment of a permanent preservation easement. The project 
archeologist shall submit a draft CRPP to the department and the tribes for 
review and approval, and the Port/project sponsor shall ensure that the 
approved plan is implemented during and after construction. If, based on 
consultation, the ERO determines that preservation in place is infeasible, 
archeological data recovery and public interpretation of the resource shall 
be carried out as detailed below. The ERO in consultation with the project 
archeologist shall also determine if additional treatment is warranted, 
which may include additional testing and/or construction monitoring. 

Coordination with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an 
archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans, Chinese, 
or other potentially interested descendant group, the project archeologist 
shall contact an appropriate representative of the descendant group and 
the ERO. The representative of the descendant group shall be offered the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to 
offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological 
treatment of the site and data recovered from the site, and, if applicable, 
any interpretative treatment of the site. The project archeologist shall 
provide a copy of the Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to the 
representative of the descendant group. 
Compensation. Tribal representatives or other descendant community 
representatives for archeological or tribal cultural resources who 
participate in the project shall be compensated for time invested in the 
preparation or review of plans, documents, artwork, etc., as well as for 
archeological monitoring undertaken in fulfillment of the requirements of 
this mitigation measure, similarly to other consultants and experts 
employed for subsequent projects under the Waterfront Plan. The ERO, 
Port/project sponsor and project archeologist, as appropriate, shall work 
with the tribal representative or other descendant community 
representatives to identify the appropriate scope of consultation work. 

Archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor and project 
contractor at the 
direction of the ERO 
in consultation with 
descendant 
community 

During archeological 
treatment of resource 
associated with 
descendant 
community 

Consultation with 
ERO on identified 
descendant group. 
Descendant group 
provides 
recommendations, 
offered opportunity 
to monitor, and is 
given a copy of the 
ARR. 

Considered complete 
upon 
implementation of 
measures agreed 
upon during 
consultation 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. the project archeologist shall 
prepare an Archeological Data Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the 
following apply: (1) a potentially significant resource is discovered, 
(2) preservation in place is not feasible, and (3) the ERO determines that 
archeological data recovery is warranted. When the ERO makes such a 
determination, the project archeologist, project sponsor, ERO and, for 

ERO, archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor, and tribal 
representative (if 
requested) 

After determination 
by ERO that an ADRP 
is required 

Archeological 
consultant submits 
ADRP to ERO for 
review and approval. 

Considered complete 
upon 
implementation of 
ARDP approved by 
ERO 
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tribal cultural archeological resources, the tribal representative, shall 
coordinate on the scope of the data recovery program, if requested. The 
archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP and submit it to the 
ERO for review and approval. If the time needed for preparation and 
review of a comprehensive ADRP would result in a significant construction 
delay, the scope of data recovery may instead by agreed upon in 
consultation between the project archeologist and the ERO and 
documented by the project archeologist in a memo to the ERO. The 
ADRP/memo shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected 
to contain; that is, the ADRP/memo will identify what scientific/historic 
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 historic property that 
could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data 
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological 
resource that would not otherwise by disturbed by construction if 
nondestructive methods are practical. 
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 proposed types of analyses to be conducted 
based on anticipated material types. 

 Discard and deaccession policy: Description of and rationale for field 
and post-field discard and deaccession policies. 

 Security measures: Recommended security measures to protect the 
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and accidental 
damage. 

 Final report: Description of proposed report format and distribution of 
results. 

 Public interpretation: Description of potential types of interpretive 
products and locations of interpretive exhibits based on consultation 
with the project sponsor. 
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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. 

The project archeologist shall implement the archeological data recovery 
program upon approval of the ADRP/memo by the ERO. 
Coordination of Archeological Data Recovery Investigations. In cases in 
which the same resource has been or is being affected by another project 
for which data recovery has been conducted, is in progress, or is planned, 
the following measures shall be implemented to maximize the scientific 
and interpretive value of the data recovered from both archeological 
investigations: 
 In cases where neither investigation has not yet begun, both project 

archeologists and the ERO shall consult on coordinating and 
collaboration on archeological research design, data recovery 
methods, analytical methods, reporting, curation and interpretation to 
ensure consistent data recovery and treatment of the resource. 

 In cases where archeological data recovery investigation is already 
under way or has been completed for a prior project, the project 
archeologist for the subsequent project shall consult with the prior 
project archeologist, if available; review prior treatment plans, findings 
and reporting; and inspect and assess existing archeological 
collections/inventories from the site prior to preparation of the 
archeological treatment plan for the subsequent discovery, and shall 
incorporate prior findings in the final report of the subsequent 
investigation. The objectives of this coordination and review of prior 
methods and findings will be to identify refined research questions; 
avoid redundant work and maximize the benefits of additional data 
recovery; determine appropriate data recovery methods and analyses; 
assess new findings relative to prior research findings; and integrate 
prior findings into subsequent reporting and interpretation. 
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Treatment of Human Remains and Funerary Objects. The treatment of 
human remains and funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing 
activity shall comply with applicable State and federal laws. This shall 
include immediate notification of the Medical Examiner of the City and 
County of San Francisco. The ERO also shall be notified immediately upon 
the discovery of human remains. In the event of the Medical Examiner’s 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, the 
Medical Examiner shall notify the California State Native American 
Heritage Commission, which will appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). 
The MLD will complete his or her inspection of the remains and make 
recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being 
granted access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98(a)). 
The project sponsor and ERO shall make all reasonable efforts to develop a 
Burial Agreement (“Agreement”) with the MLD, as expeditiously as 
possible, for the treatment and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (as 
detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The Agreement shall take 
into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, 
scientific analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. If the 
MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or associated or 
unassociated funerary objects, the archeological consultant shall retain 
possession of the remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects 
until completion of any such analyses, after which the remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated 
as specified in the Agreement. 
If the remains cannot be permanently preserved in place, the Port shall 
consult with the MLD and may consult with the project archeologist, 
project sponsor and the ERO on recovery of the remains and any scientific 
treatment alternatives. The landowner shall then make all reasonable 
efforts to develop a Burial Agreement (Agreement) with the MLD, as 
expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with 
appropriate dignity, of human remains and funerary objects (as detailed in 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per Public Resources Code 
section 5097.98(c)(1), the Agreement shall address, as applicable and to 
the degree consistent with the wishes of the MLD, the appropriate 

Project sponsor/
archeological 
consultant in 
consultation with the 
ERO, Medical 
Examiner, NAHC, and 
MLD as warranted 

In the event that 
human remains are 
uncovered during the 
construction period 

Project archeologist 
or project sponsor 
shall notify ERO and 
Medical Examiner, 
who will contact 
NAHC as warranted. 

Considered complete 
on finding by the 
Environmental 
Review Officer that all 
state laws regarding 
human 
remains/burial 
objects have been 
adhered to, 
consultation with the 
most likely 
descendant is 
completed as 
warranted, and 
disposition of human 
remains has occurred 
as specified in 
Agreement 
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excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis, custodianship prior 
to reinternment or curation, and final disposition of the human remains 
and funerary objects. If the MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the 
remains and/or funerary objects, the archeological consultant shall retain 
possession of the remains and funerary objects until completion of any 
such analyses, after which the remains and funerary objects shall be 
reinterred or curated as specified in the Agreement. 
Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith effort to 
arrive at a Burial Agreement. However, if the Port and the MLD are unable 
to reach an Agreement on scientific treatment of the remains and/or 
funerary objects, the ERO, in consultation with the Port shall ensure that 
the remains and/or funerary objects are stored securely and respectfully 
until they can be reinterred on the project site, with appropriate dignity, in 
a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance, in 
accordance with the provisions of state law. 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and/or funerary objects 
discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall be in accordance with 
protocols laid out in the project archeological treatment document, and 
other relevant agreements established between the project sponsor, 
Medical Examiner and the ERO. The project archeologist shall retain 
custody of the remains and associated materials while any scientific study 
scoped in the treatment document is conducted and the remains shall 
then be curated or respectfully reinterred by arrangement on a case-by 
case-basis. 

Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan and Land Acknowledgement. If 
a significant archeological resource is identified, the project archeologist 
shall prepare a Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan (CRPIP). The 
CRPIP shall 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. 
If the resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural resource, the 
department shall notify Native American tribal representatives that public 
interpretation is being planned. The CRPIP shall be prepared in 
consultation with and developed with the participation, if requested by a 
tribe, of Native American tribal representatives, and the interpretive 

Archeological/interpr
etation consultant at 
the direction of the 
ERO will prepare 
CRPIP. Measure laid 
out in CRPIP are 
implemented by 
sponsor and 
consultant. Native 
American 
representative (if 
requested) 

Following completion 
of treatment, 
analysis, and 
interpretation of by 
archeological 
consultant 

 Archeological 
consultant shall 
submit the CRPIP to 
ERO for review and 
approval. 

CRPIP is complete on 
review and approval 
of ERO. Interpretive 
program is complete 
on certification to 
ERO that program 
has been 
implemented 
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materials shall include an acknowledgement that the project is located 
upon traditional Ohlone lands. For interpretation of a tribal cultural 
resource, the interpretive program may include a combination of artwork, 
preferably by local Native American artists, educational panels or other 
informational displays, a plaque, or other interpretative elements 
including digital products that address local Native people’s experience 
and the layers of history. As feasible, and where landscaping is proposed, 
the interpretive effort may include the use and the interpretation of native 
and traditional plants incorporated into the proposed landscaping. 
The project archeological consultant shall submit the CRPIP and drafts of 
any interpretive materials that are subsequently prepared to the ERO for 
review and approval. The project sponsor shall ensure that the CRPIP is 
implemented prior to occupancy of the project. 

Archeological Resources Report. Whether or not significant archeological 
resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings of the testing program to the ERO. If 
significant resources were found, the report shall also describe any 
archeological testing and data recovery efforts and results and provide 
evaluation of the California Register and tribal significance of any 
discovered archeological resource. It shall also describe the research 
design, archeological and historic research methods employed, analytical 
results and interpretations, and if applicable, curation arrangements. 
Formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) shall be attached to the 
ARR as an appendix. 
Once approved by the ERO, the project archeologist shall distribute the 
approved ARR as follows: copies that meet current information center 
requirements at the time the report is completed (presently, an electronic 
copy of the report and of each resources record in pdf format and, if 
available, GIS shapefiles of the project site and of the boundaries and 
locations of any recorded resources) to the California Archeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC), and a copy of the transmittal 
of the approved ARR to the NWIC to the ERO; one bound hardcopy of the 
ARR, along with digital files that include an unlocked, searchable PDF 
version of the ARR, GIS shapefiles of the site and feature locations, any 
formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series), and/or documentation 
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California 

Archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

At completion of 
archeological 
investigations 

Archeological 
consultant shall 
prepare and submit 
ARR to the ERO for 
review and approval. 

Complete on 
certification to ERO 
that copies of the 
approved ARR have 
been distributed 
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Register of Historical Resources, via USB or other stable storage device, to 
the department environmental planning division of the planning 
department; and, if a descendant group was consulted, a digital or hard 
copy of the ARR to the descendant group, depending on their preference. 

Curation. Significant archeological collections and paleoenvironmental 
samples of future research value shall be permanently curated at an 
established curatorial facility. The facility shall be selected in consultation 
with the ERO. Upon submittal of the collection for curation the Port of 
project sponsor or archeologist shall provide a copy of the signed 
curatorial agreement to the ERO. 

Project archeologist 
prepares collection 
for curation and Port 
or project sponsor 
pays for curation 
costs 

Upon acceptance by 
the ERO of the final 
report 

Upon submittal of 
the collection for 
curation the sponsor 
or archaeologist shall 
provide a copy of the 
signed curatorial 
agreement to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon acceptance of 
the collection by the 
curatorial facility 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2d: Treatment of Submerged and Deeply 
Buried Resources. This measure applies to projects that would include 
multiple subgrade stories or entail the use of piles, soil improvements or 
other deep foundations in landfill areas within former creeks, bay marshes 
or waters of the bay that may be sensitive for submerged or buried historic 
or Native American archeological resources as determined in the preliminary 
archeological review prepared by the department; and/or in the event of 
the discovery of a submerged or deeply buried resource during 
archeological testing or soil-disturbing construction activities. This measure 
shall be applied in conjunction with Waterfront Plan Mitigation Measures 
M-CR-2a, Accidental Discovery, and/or M-CR-2b, Archeological 
Monitoring Program, and/or M-CR-2c, Archeological Testing Program, 
and all relevant provisions of those measures shall be implemented in 
addition to the provisions of this measure, as detailed below. 
The following measures additional shall be undertaken upon discovery of 
a potentially significant deeply buried or submerged resource to minimize 
significant effects from deep project excavations, soil improvements, pile 
construction, or construction of other deep foundation systems, in cases 
where the ERO has determined through consultation with the sponsor, 
and with tribal representatives as applicable, that preservation in place—
the preferred mitigation—is not a feasible or effective option. Note that 
limiting impacts to a buried or submerged deposit to pile driving or soil 
improvements shall not be construed as representing preservation in place. 

The archeological 
consultant, project 
sponsor and project 
contractor and tribal 
representative (for 
Native American 
archeological 
resources) at the 
direction of the ERO 

In the event of the 
discovery of a 
submerged or deeply 
buried archeological 
resource 

Planning 
department/project 
sponsor 

After completed 
implementation of 
treatment program 
by project sponsor 
identified in 
approved treatment 
program memo 
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Treatment Determination. If the resource cannot feasibly or adequately be 
preserved in place, in situ documentation and/or archeological data 
recovery shall be conducted, consistent with the provisions of Mitigation 
Measures M-CR-2a, Accidental Discovery; M-CR-2b, Archeological 
Monitoring Program; and M-CR-2c, Archeological Testing Program, as 
detailed in the Waterfront Plan EIR MMRP. However, by definition, such 
resources sometimes are located deeper than the maximum anticipated 
depth of project mass excavations, such that the resource would not be 
exposed for investigation, and/or under water or may otherwise pose 
substantial access, safety or other logistical constraints for data recovery; 
or the cost of providing archeological access to the resource may 
demonstrably be prohibitive. 
In such cases, where physical documentation and data recovery will be 
limited by the constraints identified above, the ERO, project sponsor, 
project archeologist, and tribal representative if requested, shall consult to 
explore alternative documentation and treatment options to be 
implemented in concert with any feasible archeological data recovery. The 
appropriate treatment elements, which would be expected to vary with 
the type of resource and the circumstances of discovery, shall be identified 
by the ERO based on the results of consultation from among the measures 
listed below. Additional treatment options may be developed and agreed 
upon through consultation if it can be demonstrated that they would be 
equally or more effective in recovering or amplifying the value of the data 
recovered from physical investigation of the affected resources by 
addressing applicable archeological research questions and in 
disseminating those data and meaningfully interpreting the resource to 
the public. 
Potential treatment measure options listed below are applicable to both 
Native American archeological deposits and features, and historic 
maritime resources. Each treatment measure or a combination of these 
treatment measures, in concert with any feasible standard data recovery 
methods applied as described above, would be effective in mitigating 
significant impacts to submerged and buried resources. However, some 
measures are more applicable to one type of resource than the other; to a 
specific construction method; to the specific circumstances of discovery; 
and to the stratigraphic position of the resource. The ERO, in consultation 
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with the project archeologist and project sponsor, shall identify which of 
these measures that, individually or in combination, will be applicable and 
effective in recovering sufficient data, enhancing the research value of the 
data recovery, meaningfully interpreting the resource to the public, or 
otherwise effectively mitigating the loss of data or associations that will 
result from project construction. Multiple treatment measures shall be 
adopted in combination, as needed to adequately mitigate data loss and, 
as applicable, impacts to tribal cultural values, as determined in 
consultation with the ERO and, as applicable, tribal representatives. 
Additional treatment options may be considered and shall be adopted, 
subject to ERO approval, if it can be demonstrated that they would provide 
data relevant to the understanding and interpretation of the resource on 
the project site or to the affected class of resources (e.g., rare submerged 
and deeply buried Native American archeological resources of Early or 
Middle Holocene age); or that would otherwise enhance the scientific or 
historic research value of any data recovered directly from the resource; 
and/or would enhance public interpretation of the resource, as detailed 
below. 
Treatment Program Memo. The project archeologist shall document the 
results of the treatment program consultation with respect to the agreed 
upon scope of treatment in a treatment program memo, for ERO review 
and approval. Upon approval by the ERO, the project sponsor shall ensure 
that treatment program is implemented prior to and during subsequent 
construction, as applicable. Reporting, interpretive, curation and review 
requirements are the same as delineated under the other cultural 
resources mitigation measures that are applicable to the project, as noted 
above. The project sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring the 
implementation of all applicable mitigation measures, as identified in the 
treatment program memo. 
Potential Treatment Measures. 
 Remote Archeological Documentation. Where a historic feature cannot 

be recovered or adequately documented in place by the archeologist 
due to size, bulk or inaccessibility, the archeologist shall conduct all 
feasible remote documentation methods, such as 3-D photography 
using a remote access device, remote sensing (e.g., ground-penetrating 
radar with a low-range [150 or 200 MHz] antenna), or other appropriate 
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technologies and methods, to accurately document the resource and 
its context. As noted, the project sponsor and contractor shall support 
remote archeological documentation as needed, such as by assisting 
with equipment access (e.g., drone, lights and camera or laser scanner 
mounted on backhoe); providing personnel qualified to enter the 
excavation to assist with documentation; and accommodating training 
of construction personnel by the project archeologist so that they can 
assist in measuring or photographing the resource from inside the 
excavation in cases when the archeologist cannot be allowed to enter. 

 Modification of Contractor’s Excavation Methods. As needed to prevent 
damage to the resource before it has been documented; to assist in 
exposure and facilitate observation and documentation; and 
potentially to assist in data recovery; at the request of the ERO the 
project sponsor shall consult with the project archeologist and the ERO 
to identify modifications to the contractor’s excavation and shoring 
methods. Examples include improved dewatering during excavation; 
use of a smaller excavator bucket or toothless bucket; discontinuing 
immediate offhaul of spoils and providing a location where spoils can 
be spread out and examined by the archeologist prior to being 
offhauled; and phasing or benching of deep excavations to facilitate 
observation and/or deeper archeological trenching. 

 Data Recovery through Open Excavation. If the project will include mass 
excavation to the depth of the buried/submerged deposit, 
archeological data recovery shall include manual (preferred) or 
controlled mechanical sampling of the deposit. If project construction 
would not include mass excavation to the depth of the deposit but 
would impact the deposit through deep foundation systems or soil 
improvements, the ERO and the project sponsor shall consult to 
consider whether there are feasible means of providing direct 
archeological access to the deposit (for example, excavation of portion 
of the site that overlies the deposit to the subject depth so that a 
sample can be recovered). The feasibility consideration shall include an 
estimate of the project cost of excavating to the necessary depth and of 
providing shoring and dewatering sufficient to allow archeological 
access to the deposit for manual or mechanical recovery. 
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 Mechanical Recovery. If site circumstances limit access to the find in 
situ, the ERO, archeological consultant and project sponsor shall 
consider the feasibility of mechanically removing the feature or portion 
of a feature intact for off-site documentation and analysis, preservation 
and interpretive use. The consultation above shall include 
consideration as to whether such recovery is logistically feasible and 
can be accomplished without major data loss. The specific means and 
methods and the type and size of the sample shall be identified, and 
the recovery shall be implemented if determined feasible by the ERO. 
The sponsor shall assist with mechanical recovery and transport and 
curation of recovered materials and shall provide for an appropriate 
and secure off-site location for archeological documentation and 
storage as needed. 

 Salvage of Historic Materials. Samples or sections of historic features 
that cannot be preserved in place (such a structural members of piers 
or wharves, sections of wooden sea wall, rail alignments, or historic 
utility or paving features of particular data value or interpretive 
interest) shall be tested for contamination and, if not contaminated, 
shall be salvaged for interpretive use or other reuse. These might 
include uses such as display of a reconstructed resource; use of timbers 
or planks for furniture, such as landscape boxes, railings, benches or 
platforms, and signage structures, and installation of such features in 
publicly accessible open spaces; or other uses of public interest. 
Historic wood and other salvageable historic structural material not 
used for interpretation shall be recovered for reuse, consistent with the 
San Francisco Ordinance No.27-06, which requires recycling or reuse of 
all construction and demolition debris material removed from a 
project. If the project has the potential to encounter such features, the 
project sponsor shall plan in advance for reuse of salvaged historic 
materials to the greatest extent feasible, including identification of a 
location for interim storage and identification of potential users and 
reuses. 

 Data Recovery Using Geoarcheological Cores. If, subsequent to 
identification and boundary definition of a buried/ submerged resource, 
it is deemed infeasible to expose the resource for archeological data 
recovery, geoarcheological coring of the identified deposit shall be 



44 

 

Case No. 2019-023037ENV 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Waterfront Plan 
January 2023 

Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

conducted at grid intervals of no greater than 5 meters/15 feet. The 
maximum feasible core diameter shall be used for data recovery 
coring. However, while geoarcheological coring can provide basic data 
about a resource (e.g., food sources exploited, date), due to the of the 
small size of the sample recoverable through geoarcheological coring 
the recovered sample, even from numerous cores, this method generally 
cannot recover a sufficient quantity of data to adequate characterize 
the range of activities that took place at the site. For this reason, if the 
coring sample constitutes less than 5 percent of the estimated volume 
of material within the boundaries of the resource that will be directly 
impacted by project construction, the following additional measures 
shall be implemented in concert with geoarcheological coring to fully 
mitigate significant impacts to such a resource. 

 Scientific Analysis of Data from Comparable Archeological 
Sites/“Orphaned Collections.” The ERO and the project archeologist 
shall consult to identify a known archeological site or historic feature, 
or curated collections or samples recovered during prior investigation 
of similar sites or features are available for further analysis; and for 
which site-specific or comparative analyses would be expected to 
provide data relevant to the interpretation or context reconstruction 
for the affected site. Appropriate analyses, to be identified in 
consultation between the ERO, the consultant and (for Native American 
archeological deposits) the Native American representative(s), may 
include reanalysis or comparative analysis of artifacts or archival 
records; faunal or paleobotanical analyses; dating; isotopes studies; or 
such other relevant studies as may be proposed by members of the 
project team based on the research design developed for the affected 
site and on data available from affected resource and comparative 
collections. The scope of analyses would be determined by the ERO 
based on consultation with the project archeologist, the project 
sponsor, and (for sites of Native American origin) Native American 
representatives. 

 Additional Off-Site Data Collection and/or Sample and Data Analysis for 
Historic and Paleoenvironmental Reconstruction. The ERO and project 
archeologist shall identify existing geoarcheological data and 
geotechnical coring records on file with the city of San Francisco; 
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and/or cores extracted and preserved during prior geotechnical or 
geoarcheological investigations that could contribute to 
reconstruction of the environmental setting in the vicinity of the 
identified resource, to enhance the historic and scientific value of 
recovered data by providing additional data about prehistoric 
environmental setting and stratigraphic sensitivity; and/or would 
provide information pertinent to the public interpretation of the 
significant resource. Objectives of such analyses, depending on the 
resource type could include: (1) placement of known and as-yet 
undiscovered Native American archeological resources more securely 
in their environmental and chronological contexts; (2) more-accurate 
prediction of locations that are sensitive for Middle Holocene and 
earlier resources; (3) increased understanding of changes in San 
Francisco’s historic environmental setting (such as the distribution of 
inland marshes and ponds and forested areas), and of the chronology 
of both historic period and prehistoric environmental change and 
human use. Relevant data may also be obtained through 
geoarcheological coring at accessible sites identified by the ERO 
through consultation with San Francisco public agencies and private 
project sponsors. 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1: Tribal Notification and Consultation. 
Summary. Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1, Tribal Notification and 
Consultation, requires notification of tribal representatives during project-
level environmental review of specified types of subsequent projects 
detailed below. Notification would provide tribal representatives with the 
opportunity to consult and provide input on whether a tribal cultural 
resource is present at the subsequent project site, and on whether the 
subsequent project as proposed would diminish the cultural value of that 
tribal cultural resource. Consultation under M-TCR-1 would provide 
opportunities for tribes to review and participate in developing measures 
to reduce or avoid tribal cultural resource impacts. This measure applies to 
both archeological tribal cultural resources and non-archeological tribal 
cultural resources. 

Project sponsor 
archeological 
consultant, and ERO, 
in consultation with 
the local Native 
American 
representatives 

During 
environmental 
review for 
notification and 
consultation; prior to 
issuance of 
demolition permit 
and during 
construction for 
identified measures 

Planning 
department/project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
if no tribal cultural 
resource is identified, 
or tribal cultural 
resource is identified 
and implementation 
of identified tribal 
cultural resource 
measures 
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Applicability. This measure is applicable for the following types of 
subsequent projects under the Waterfront Plan:4 
 Notification for Native American archeological tribal cultural resources: 

– Projects for which the planning department’s preliminary 
archeological review identifies potential impacts to a Native 
American archeological resource; 

– After the discovery of a significant Native American archeological 
resource, and when planning for public interpretation of the 
resource is being initiated. 

 Notification for non-archeological tribal cultural resources located 
along the shoreline: 
– Long-term waterfront development projects (50- to 66-year lease 

terms) along the bay shoreline or piers extending in the bay, 
including three subsequent projects sites projected for new 
development: Piers 30–32, Pier 70 Triangle site, and Pier 90; 

– New construction or major redesign of waterfront open spaces (as 
determined by the ERO) and public access interpretive exhibits and 
programs located along the shoreline or on piers extending over the 
Bay, such as interpretive exhibits along The Embarcadero 
Promenade or the Blue Greenway; 

– Substantial habitat removal or restoration projects (as determined 
by the ERO), excluding Port maintenance activities or minor 
improvements; or new construction or major redesign project that 
would include habitat removal or restoration as a component of the 
proposed improvements; 

– Projects involving substantial (as determined by the ERO) shoreline 
stabilization or improvement, including development of natural 
infrastructure (wetlands, horizontal levees, living shorelines). 

Notification. The San Francisco Planning Department shall distribute a 
notification regarding the subsequent Waterfront Plan projects and 
programs to the NAHC tribal representative list and others included on the 
department’s Native American tribal distribution, include the Association 
of the Ramaytush Ohlone and other Ohlone interested parties list. The 

 
4 Note that the tribal notification requirements under Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1 are different than the notification requirements under Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1. 
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notification would be conducted during project-level environmental 
review of the types of subsequent projects specified above. The 
notification shall include a description of the subsequent project, location, 
anticipated depth and extent of soil disturbance necessary for 
construction, and information on changes to public access, removal or 
addition of native planting or habitat, and any proposed public 
interpretation as relevant; the conclusions of the preliminary archeological 
review regarding potential impacts to Native American archeological tribal 
cultural resources; anticipated next steps, including proposed 
archeological identification and/or treatment for archeological tribal 
cultural resources; an invitation to consult on the project; and a timeline 
for requesting consultation, which is within 30 days after receipt of a 
notification. 
For subsequent projects for which the planning department’s preliminary 
archeological review identifies potential impacts to a Native American 
archeological tribal cultural resource, the notification will also include the 
conclusions of the preliminary archeological review regarding potential 
impacts to Native American archeological resources, and measures 
proposed to address archeological impacts, as described in Section E.4, 
Cultural Resources. 
Consultation. Tribal representatives who request consultation shall be 
afforded the opportunity to provide input on potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources and measures to mitigate such impacts. The aim of 
consultation is to ensure that tribal representatives are afforded the 
opportunity to provide meaningful input into project design, to provide 
input into the treatment of archeological tribal cultural resources, and to 
appropriately acknowledge and reflect tribal cultural heritage and values 
in the design and siting of open space elements, plantings, and 
interpretive materials. 
For subsequent projects affecting Native American archeological 
resources, the consultation shall afford tribal representatives who respond 
to the notification the opportunity to provide input on potential impacts to 
Native American archeological resources that are tribal cultural resources, 
and measures to mitigate archeological impacts, including Mitigation 
Measures M-CR-2a, Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological 
Resources for Projects Involving Soil Disturbance; M-CR-2b, Archeological 
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Monitoring; M-CR-2c, Archeological Testing; and/or M-CR-2d, Treatment of 
Submerged and Deeply Buried Resources, as determined applicable by the 
ERO as described in Section E.4. These measures in regard to archeological 
tribal cultural resources require that tribal representative be afforded the 
opportunity to consult on development of archeological investigation 
plans, to participate in implementation of such plans as they relate to 
tribal cultural resources, and to recommend that cultural resources 
awareness training programs for construction workers include Native 
American tribal representatives and specific training on the treatment of 
Native American archeological and tribal cultural resources, if requested. 
These measures also identify preservation in place, if feasible as 
determined by the ERO, as the preferred treatment of resources that are 
known or are discovered during archeological investigations or during 
construction and require that tribal representatives be offered the 
opportunity to consult on preservation in place determinations and plans, 
if requested. In addition, these measures require that tribal 
representatives be offered meaningful opportunities to participate in the 
development of public interpretive materials that address Native American 
archeological and tribal cultural resources, and that these materials 
include acknowledgement that the project is located on traditional Ohlone 
lands. 
For subsequent projects as described above, the consultation shall 
address potential project impacts, with the objective of incorporating 
feasible site design and other measures into the project consistent with 
Waterfront Plan policies that, based on consultation, would reduce or 
eliminate these impacts. Feasible site design and other measures will be 
included in required BCDC and Waterfront Design Advisory Committee 
review processes to ensure all public access and design features and 
improvements are cohesive and consistent with waterfront urban design 
policies in Port and BCDC plans. 
Site-specific measures that may be identified through consultation and are 
determined feasible by the ERO and the Port would be implemented by 
the Port or project sponsor in coordination with planning department staff. 
These could include, but would not be limited to: 
 For subsequent projects that require pile-driving or deep foundations 

that extend to buried soils sensitive for Native American occupation, 
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sampling and paleoenvironmental analysis of soils that would be 
affected by project piles or excavation to evaluate changes to the 
Native American environmental setting over the 8,000-year period of 
their occupation of San Francisco. Data obtained through 
paleoenvironmental analysis may be included in interpretive exhibits, 
including native plantings as part of subsequent projects. 

 Planting and vegetation treatments in publicly accessible open spaces 
and community gathering areas that emphasize native and/or 
environmentally sustainable shoreline plants, such as those 
traditionally gathered and used by the Ohlone. 

 Public interpretive exhibits, coordinated with other Port interpretive 
programs, subject to public review by BCDC and Waterfront Design 
Advisory Committee review processes, that educate the public about 
and/or reflect tribal cultural heritage and values and address local 
Native American experience and history. Such interpretation program 
components should be coordinated with other interpretative programs 
along the waterfront, to maximize and enhance the value of each 
interpretive effort. 

 Public art by local Native American artists. 
 Public access areas or ensured access to an on-site space within the 

subsequent project site (such as a community room) that can be made 
available for gathering events organized by the local Native American 
community, by arrangement with event space organizers. 

 Other educational tools and applications identified by tribal 
representatives. 

Different or additional project-specific mitigation measures may be 
identified through Native American consultation if, in consultation 
between the tribal representative and the ERO, they are determined to be 
equally as or more effective than the measures identified above in 
mitigating the specific impact of proposed subsequent projects upon tribal 
cultural resources. 
Project-specific mitigation measures applicable to the subsequent project 
shall be adopted by mutual agreement between the tribal consultants and 
the department and shall be implemented by the Port/project sponsor. 
Measures would be implemented during project design, construction, and 
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operations as relevant to ensure that impacts to the values associated with 
tribal cultural resources are avoided or minimized, as determined feasible 
by the ERO. 
The consultation process will determine whether subsequent projects 
would have impacts on the tribal cultural resource and, if so, the extent of 
impacts and feasible measures to mitigate the impacts. The ERO, Port, and 
project sponsor shall work with the tribal representatives to develop the 
scope, timeline, and method of delivery as determined by the ERO. Tribal 
representatives who engage in preparation or review of plans and 
documents shall be compensated for their work to fulfill their role in 
carrying out the mitigation requirements as determined through the 
scoping process described above. 
If no tribal group requests consultation, but the ERO nonetheless 
determines that the proposed project may have a potential significant 
adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource based on prior consultation, the 
ERO may require implementation of the site-specific measures and 
treatments listed above, as applicable. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan 
(DLOP). Sponsors of subsequent projects that provide more than 100,000 
square feet5 of residential or commercial uses shall prepare and 
implement a DLOP to reduce potential conflicts between driveway and 
loading operations, including passenger and freight loading activities, and 
people walking, bicycling, and driving, to maximize reliance of onsite 
loading spaces to accommodate new loading demand, and to ensure that 
off-site loading activity is considered in the design of new buildings. 
Applicable projects shall prepare a draft DLOP for review and approval by 
the planning department, in consultation with the Port and SFMTA, as part 
of project review and finalized prior to issuance of the first certificate of 
occupancy. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any guidelines 
issued by the planning department. 

Project sponsor of 
subsequent projects 
shall prepare and 
implement a DLOP 

Submission of a draft 
DLOP for review and 
approval by the 
planning 
department, in 
consultation with the 
Port and SFMTA, as 
part of subsequent 
project review; 
Finalized prior to 
issuance of the first 
certificate of 
occupancy 

Project sponsor of 
subsequent projects; 
planning department 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
DLOP by the planning 
department, in 
consultation with the 
Port and SFMTA 

 
5 The threshold of 100,000 square feet in this mitigation measure is consistent with planning code section 155(u), which requires implementation of a Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) in the Central SoMa 
Special Use District and Van Ness & Market Residential Special Use District. Developments that provide more than 100,000 square feet are required to provide off-street loading spaces and have a greater loading 
demand than buildings that provide less than 100,000 square feet. 
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Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Implement Measures to Reduce Transit 
Delay. Consistent with the Waterfront Plan’s new transportation policy 46 
(Developing and implementing Port-wide and subarea Transportation 
Demand Management plans), the Port shall be responsible for preparing a 
South Beach subarea Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plan to 
reduce vehicular travel in this subarea and support use of sustainable 
travel modes. Strategies to reduce vehicular travel in this subarea shall 
include but not limited to: 
 Land use/transportation coordination, such as parking demand 

management, SFMTA coordination, multi-modal marketing, education, 
and outreach programs; and 

 TDM requirements generally consistent with the Planning 
Commission’s Standards for TDM Program (TDM Program Standards) 
for the project sponsors of subsequent leasing and new development 
(development project) in this subarea that meet the applicability 
criteria of planning code section 169.3, TDM Program. The Planning 
Department shall consider applying a 10 percent greater target points 
requirement than that set forth in the TDM Program Standards to a 
development project based on if the development project would result 
in cumulatively considerable delay to the 10 Townsend route, and 
feasibility of additional TDM measures. Such TDM measures to meet 
the target points could include those in the TDM Program Standards, or 
other TDM measures determined appropriate by the SFMTA and the 
Planning Department. 
The Port shall prepare the subarea TDM plan in coordination with the 
Planning Department and the SFMTA, and the Port shall finalize the 
plan for implementation within two years of the final approval and 
certification of the Waterfront Plan EIR or prior to City approval of 
subsequent leasing and new development in the subarea that meet the 
applicability criteria of planning code section 169.3, whichever is later. 
A Port-wide TDM plan that includes South Beach subarea TDM details 
shall satisfy this requirement. 

Port Within two years of 
the final approval 
and certification of 
the Waterfront Plan 
EIR or prior to City 
approval of 
subsequent leasing 
and new 
development in the 
subarea that meet 
the applicability 
criteria of planning 
code section 169.3, 
whichever is later 

Port shall prepare the 
South Beach subarea 
TDM plan to the 
planning department 
and SFMTA for review 
and approval. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
South Beach subarea 
TDM plan by the 
planning department 
and the SFMTA 
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NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control. Prior to 
issuance of any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall 
submit a project-specific construction noise control plan to the ERO or the 
ERO’s designee for approval. The construction noise control plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer, with input from the 
construction contractor, and include all feasible measures to reduce 
construction noise. The construction noise control plan shall identify noise 
control measures to meet a performance target of construction activities 
not resulting in a noise level greater than 90 dBA at noise sensitive 
receptors and 10 dBA above the ambient noise level at noise sensitive 
receptors (residences, hospitals, convalescent homes, schools, churches, 
hotels and motels, and sensitive wildlife habitat). The project sponsor shall 
ensure that requirements of the construction noise control plan are 
included in contract specifications. If nighttime construction is required, 
the plan shall include specific measures to reduce nighttime construction 
noise. The plan shall also include measures for notifying the public of 
construction activities, complaint procedures, and a plan for monitoring 
construction noise levels in the event complaints are received. The 
construction noise control plan shall include the following measures to the 
degree feasible, or other effective measures, to reduce construction noise 
levels: 
 Use construction equipment that is in good working order, and inspect 

mufflers for proper functionality; 
 Select “quiet” construction methods and equipment (e.g., improved 

mufflers, use of intake silencers, engine enclosures); 
 Use construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings 

whenever possible, particularly for air compressors; 
 Prohibit the idling of inactive construction equipment for more than 

5 minutes; 
 Locate stationary noise sources (such as compressors) as far from 

nearby noise sensitive receptors as possible, muffle such noise sources, 
and construct barriers around such sources and/or the construction 
site; 

Project sponsor/ 
qualified acoustical 
consultant/constructi
on contractor 

Prior to issuance of 
any demolition or 
building permit 

Planning department Considered complete 
after receipt of noise 
monitoring reports 
and completion of 
construction 
activities 
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 Avoid placing stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., generators, 
compressors) within noise-sensitive buffer areas (as determined by the 
acoustical engineer) immediately adjacent to neighbors; 

 Enclose or shield stationary noise sources from neighboring noise-
sensitive properties with noise barriers to the extent feasible. To 
further reduce noise, locate stationary equipment in pit areas or 
excavated areas, if feasible; and 

 Install temporary barriers, barrier-backed sound curtains, and/or 
acoustical panels around working powered impact equipment and, if 
necessary, around the project site perimeter. When temporary barrier 
units are joined together, the mating surfaces shall be flush with each 
other. Gaps between barrier units, and between the bottom edge of the 
barrier panels and the ground, shall be closed with material that 
completely closes the gaps, and dense enough to attenuate noise. 

The construction noise control plan shall include the following measures 
for notifying the public of construction activities, complaint procedures 
and monitoring of construction noise levels: 
 Designation of an on-site construction noise manager for the project; 
 Notification of neighboring noise sensitive receptors within 300 feet of 

the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of high-
intensity noise-generating activities (e.g., pier drilling, pile driving, and 
other activities that may generate noise levels greater than 90 dBA at 
noise sensitive receptors) about the estimated duration of the activity; 

 A sign posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures and a 
complaint hotline number that shall always be answered during 
construction; 

 A procedure for notifying the planning department of any noise 
complaints within one week of receiving a complaint; 

 A list of measures for responding to and tracking complaints pertaining 
to construction noise. Such measures may include the evaluation and 
implementation of additional noise controls at sensitive receptors; and 

 Conduct noise monitoring (measurements) at the beginning of major 
construction phases (e.g., demolition, grading, excavation) and during 
high-intensity construction activities to determine the effectiveness of 
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noise attenuation measures and, if necessary, implement additional 
noise control measures. 

The construction noise control plan shall include the following additional 
measures during pile-driving activities: 
 When pile driving is to occur within 600 feet of a noise-sensitive 

receptor, implement “quiet” pile-driving technology (such as pre-
drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, auger cast-in-place, or drilled-
displacement, or the use of more than one pile driver to shorten the 
total pile-driving duration [only if such measure is preferable to reduce 
impacts to sensitive receptors]) where feasible, in consideration of 
geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions; 

 Where the use of driven impact piles cannot be avoided, properly fit 
impact pile driving equipment with an intake and exhaust muffler and 
a sound-attenuating shroud, as specified by the manufacturer; and 

 Conduct noise monitoring (measurements) before, during, and after 
the pile driving activity. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2a: Protection of Adjacent 
Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring during Construction. 
Prior to issuance of any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor 
shall submit a project-specific Pre-construction Survey and Vibration 
Management and Monitoring Plan for approval to the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO). The plan shall identify all feasible means to avoid 
damage to potentially affected buildings. The project sponsor shall ensure 
that the following requirements of the Pre-construction Survey and 
Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan are included in contract 
specifications, as necessary. 

    

Pre-construction Survey. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, 
the project sponsor 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 
for review and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating 
construction activity. 

Project sponsor, 
structural engineer, 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional 

Prior to issuance of 
demolition or 
building permit 

Project sponsor, 
structural engineer, 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional shall 
submit a pre-
construction survey 
to the planning 
department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Pre-construction 
Survey by the 
planning department 
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If nearby affected buildings are known historic resources or potential 
identified as historic resources, unless there is evidence in the record the 
building is not a historic resource or would not be particularly sensitive to 
construction vibration, the project sponsor shall engage a 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 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 (as 
allowed by property owners). 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 qualified historic preservation professional shall be the 
lead author of the pre-construction survey if historic buildings and/or 
structures could be affected by the project. The pre-construction survey 
shall be submitted to the ERO for review and approval prior to the start of 
vibration-generating construction activity. 

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan. The project sponsor 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. Prior to 
issuance of any demolition or building permit, the project sponsor shall 
submit the plan for review and approval. 
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 
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 

Project sponsor/
contractor(s) 

Prior to issuance of 
any demolition or 
building permits 

Project sponsor shall 
submit a Vibration 
Management and 
Monitoring Plan to 
the planning 
department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Vibration 
Management and 
Monitoring Plan by 
planning department 
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(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., drilled shafts [caissons] 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 would 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: 
– Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project 

construction (such as drilled shafts, using sonic pile drivers, auger 
cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible; and/or 

– 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 identify the method and equipment 
for vibration monitoring to ensure that construction vibration levels do 
not exceed the established standards identified in the plan. 
– Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of the 

standards established in the plan, the contractor(s) shall halt 
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construction and put alternative construction techniques identified 
in the plan into practice, to the extent feasible. 

– The 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 (as allowed by 
property owners) in the event the construction activities exceed the 
vibration levels identified in the plan. 

– The structural engineer and/or historic preservation professional 
shall submit monthly reports to the ERO during vibration-inducing 
activity periods that identify and summarize any vibration level 
exceedances and describe the actions taken to reduce vibration. 

– If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures that 
are not historic, the structural engineer shall immediately notify the 
ERO 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 ERO and prepare a damage report documenting the 
features of the building and/or structure that has been damaged. 

– Following incorporation of the alternative construction techniques 
and/or planning department 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 identify the intervals and parties 
responsible for periodic inspections. The 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 (as allowed 
by property owners) during vibration-generating construction activity 
on the project site. The plan will specify how often inspections shall 
occur. 
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 Repair 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 (as allowed by 
property owners) 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 qualified historic 
preservation professional and planning department preservation staff. 

 Vibration Monitoring Results Report. After construction is complete the 
project sponsor shall submit a final report from the 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 a 
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 ERO shall review and approve the Vibration Monitoring Results 
Report. 

Project sponsor, 
historic preservation 
professional, and/or 
structural engineer 

Following end of 
construction 
activities 

Project sponsor, 
historic preservation 
professional, and/or 
structural engineer 
shall submit a 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report to the 
ERO. 

Considered complete 
after approval of the 
Vibration Monitoring 
Results Report by the 
ERO 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2b: Protection of Vibration-Sensitive 
Equipment during Construction. Prior to construction, the project 
sponsor shall designate and make available a community liaison to 
respond to vibration complaints from building occupants of adjacent 
recording and TV studios within a minimum of 225 feet of the project site. 
Contact information for the community liaison shall be posted in a 
conspicuous location so that it is clearly visible to building occupants most 
likely to be disturbed. Through the community liaison, the project sponsor 
team shall provide notification to property owners and occupants of 
recording and TV studios at least 10 days prior to construction activities 
involving equipment that can generate vibration capable of interfering 
with vibration-sensitive equipment, informing them of the estimated start 
date and duration of vibration-generating construction activities. 
Equipment types capable of generating such vibration include a vibratory 
roller, large bulldozer, or similar equipment, operating within 225 feet of 
the building. If feasible, the project sponsor team shall identify potential 

Project sponsor and 
designated 
community liaison 

10 days prior to 
construction 

Project sponsor and 
designated 
community liaison 
shall provide 
notification to 
property owners and 
occupants of 
recording and TV 
studios. 

Considered complete 
upon end of 
construction 
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alternative equipment and techniques that could reduce construction 
vibration levels. For example, alternative equipment and techniques may 
include use of static rollers instead of vibratory rollers. 
If concerns prior to construction or complaints during construction related 
to equipment interference are identified, the community liaison shall work 
with the project sponsor team and the affected building occupants to 
resolve the concerns such that the vibration control measures would meet 
a performance target of the 65 VdB vibration level for vibration-sensitive 
equipment, as set forth by Federal Transit Administration. To resolve 
concerns raised by building occupants, the community liaison shall convey 
the details of the complaint(s) to the project sponsor team, such as who 
shall implement specific measures to ensure that the project construction 
meets the performance target of 65 VdB vibration level for vibration-
sensitive equipment. The community liaison would then notify building 
occupants of the measures to be implemented. These measures may 
include evaluation by a qualified noise and vibration consultant, 
scheduling certain construction activities outside the hours of operation or 
recording periods of specific vibration-sensitive equipment if feasible, 
and/or conducting groundborne vibration monitoring to document that 
the project can meet the performance target of 65 VdB at specific 
distances and/or locations. Groundborne vibration monitoring, if 
appropriate to resolve concerns, shall be conducted by a qualified noise 
and vibration consultant. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Noise Analysis and Attenuation. A noise 
analysis shall be required for new development that includes noise-
generating activities or equipment (e.g., heating, ventilation, and air-
conditioning equipment; outdoor gathering areas; places of 
entertainment) when proposed within 900 feet and with direct line-of-sight 
to noise sensitive receptors. This analysis shall be conducted prior to the 
first project approval action. 
This analysis shall include, a site survey to identify potential noise-
sensitive uses and include at least one 24-hour noise measurement to 
determine ambient noise levels throughout the day and nighttime hours. 
The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis 
and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that 
the proposed use would not adversely affect nearby noise-sensitive uses, 

Project sponsor and 
qualified acoustic 
and/or engineering 
professional 

Prior to first project 
approval action 

Project sponsor and 
qualified acoustic 
and/or engineering 
professional shall 
prepare and submit 
noise analysis to the 
planning 
department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
noise analysis by the 
planning department 
and incorporation of 
identified noise 
reduction measures 
into the building 
design and 
operations 
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would not substantially increase ambient noise levels, and would not 
result in a noise level in excess of any applicable standards, such as those 
in section 2909 of the noise ordinance. All recommendations from the 
acoustical analysis necessary to ensure that noise sources would meet 
applicable requirements of the noise ordinance and/or not result in 
substantial increases in ambient noise levels shall be incorporated into the 
building design and operations. Should concerns remain regarding 
potential excessive noise, completion of a detailed noise control analysis 
(by a person qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering), and 
incorporation of noise reduction measures (including quieter equipment, 
construction of barriers or enclosures, etc.) into the building design and 
operations prior to the first project approval action may be required. 

AIR QUALITY 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Clean Construction Equipment. The 
project sponsor shall submit a construction emissions minimization plan 
to the Port Chief Harbor Engineer, who will then notify the Port 
Environmental Regulatory Compliance staff and an Environmental 
Planning Air Quality Specialist for review and approval. 
The construction emissions minimization plan shall apply to all off-road 
and in-water marine equipment operating for more than 20 total hours 
over the entire duration of construction activities. The plan shall detail 
project compliance with the following requirements as necessary: 
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower shall meet the 

following requirements: 
a) Where access to grid-powered electricity is reasonably available, 

portable diesel engines shall be prohibited and electric engines 
shall be used for concrete/industrial saws, sweepers/scrubbers, 
aerial lifts, welders, air compressors, fixed cranes, forklifts, and 
cement and mortar mixers, pressure washers, and pumps. If grid 
electricity is not available, propane or natural gas generators shall 
be used if feasible. Diesel engines shall only be used if grid 
electricity is not available and propane or natural gas generators 
cannot meet the electrical demand; 

b) All other off-road equipment shall have engines that meet or exceed 
either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) or California 

Project sponsor Prior to construction 
activities requiring 
the use of off-road 
and in-water marine 
equipment 

Project sponsor shall 
submit construction 
emissions 
minimization plan to 
the Port Chief Harbor 
Engineer. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
construction 
emissions 
minimization plan by 
the Port Chief Harbor 
Engineer, Port 
Environmental 
Regulatory 
Compliance staff, and 
Environmental 
Planning Air Quality 
Specialist 
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Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 Interim or Final off-road emission 
standards; 

2. All in-water marine equipment greater than 100 horsepower shall have 
engines that meet or exceed U.S. EPA or CARB Tier 3 Marine Engine 
emission standards; 

3. Any other best available technology that reduces emissions offered at 
the time that future projects are reviewed may be included in the 
construction emissions minimization plan (e.g., alternative fuel 
sources, etc.). 

4. Exceptions to requirements 1 and 2 above may be granted if the project 
sponsor has submitted information providing evidence that meeting 
the requirement (1) is technically not feasible, (2) would not produce 
desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, or 
(3) there is a compelling emergency need to use equipment that to not 
meet the engine standards and the sponsor has submitted 
documentation that the requirements of this exception provision 
apply. In seeking an exception, the project sponsor shall demonstrate 
that the project will use the cleanest piece of construction equipment 
available and feasible and strive to meet a performance standard of 
average construction emissions of ROG, NOx, PM2.5 below 54 lbs/day, 
and PM10 emissions below 82 lbs/day. 

5. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-
road equipment be limited to no more than 2 minutes, except as 
provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding 
idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs 
shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in 
designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind 
operators of the 2-minute idling limit. 

6. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly 
maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. 

7. The construction emissions minimization plan shall include estimates of 
the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of 
off-road and marine equipment required for every construction phase. 
Off-road and marine equipment descriptions and information 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 use and type, and hours of operation. 

8. The construction emissions minimization plan shall be kept on site and 
available for review during working hours by any persons requesting it 
and a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction 
site indicating to the public the basic requirements of the plan and a 
way to request a copy of the plan. The project sponsor shall provide 
copies of the construction emissions minimization plan as requested. 
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9. Reporting. Biannual reports shall be submitted to the Port Chief Harbor 
Engineer and Port Environmental Regulatory Compliance staff, in 
addition to an Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist for review, 
indicating the construction phase and equipment information used 
during each phase including the information required in requirement 7, 
above. 
Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the 
project sponsor shall submit to the Port Chief Harbor Engineer and Port 
Environmental Regulatory Compliance staff, in addition to an 
Environmental Planning Air Quality Specialist for review, a final report 
summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the 
start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each 
phase, the report shall include detailed information required in 
requirement 7. 

Project sponsor Biannually and within 
six months of 
completion of 
construction 
activities 

Project sponsor shall 
submit biannual 
reports to the Port 
Chief Harbor 
Engineer, Port 
Environmental 
Regulatory 
Compliance staff, and 
Environmental 
Planning Air Quality 
Specialist. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
biannual reports and 
final report by the 
Port Chief Harbor 
Engineer, Port 
Environmental 
Regulatory 
Compliance staff, and 
Environmental 
Planning Air Quality 
Specialist 

10. Certification Statement and On-Site Requirements. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor shall 
certify (1) compliance with the construction emissions minimization 
plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the construction emissions 
minimization plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 

Project sponsor Prior to construction 
activities requiring 
the use of off-road 
and in-water marine 
equipment 

Project sponsor shall 
submit certification 
station. 

Considered complete 
upon receipt of 
certification 
statement by the Port 
Chief Harbor 
Engineer, Port 
Environmental 
Regulatory 
Compliance staff, and 
Environmental 
Planning Air Quality 
Specialist 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b: Super-Compliant VOC Architectural 
Coatings during Construction. The project sponsor shall use super-
compliant VOC architectural coatings during construction for all interior 
spaces and shall include this requirement on plans submitted for review by 
the Port engineering division. “Super-Compliant” refers to paints that 
meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality 
Management District rule 1113, which requires a limit of 10 grams VOC per 
liter (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-
coatings/super-compliant-coatings). 

Project sponsor Prior to and during 
construction 

Project sponsor shall 
submit plans 
requiring the use of 
super compliant VOC 
architectural 
coatings to the Port 
engineering division. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
plans by the Port 
engineering division 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-coatings/super-compliant-coatings
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-coatings/super-compliant-coatings
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Educate Residential and Commercial 
Tenants Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of 
any building permit and every 5 years thereafter, the project sponsor shall 
develop electronic correspondence to be distributed by email or posted on 
site annually to tenants of the project that encourages the purchase of 
consumer products and paints that are better for the environment and 
generate less volatile organic compound emissions. The correspondence 
shall encourage environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include 
contact information and links to SF Approved 
(https://www.sfapproved.org/). 

Project sponsor Prior to receipt of any 
building permit and 
every 5 years 
thereafter 

Project sponsor shall 
distribute 
correspondence to 
tenants of the 
project. 

Ongoing 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Reduce Operational Emissions. 
Subsequent projects shall implement the following additional measures to 
reduce operational criteria air pollutant emissions: 
1. For any proposed refrigerated warehouses or large (greater than 20,000 

square feet) retailers, provide electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks with 
Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRU) at the loading docks. 

2. Encourage the use of trucks equipped with TRUs that meet U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency Tier 4 emission standards. 

3. Prohibit TRUs from operating at loading docks for more than 30 minutes 
by posting signs at each loading dock presenting this TRU limit. 

4. All newly constructed loading docks that are on a commercial or 
industrial property, and can accommodate trucks with TRUs shall be 
equipped with electric vehicle (EV) charging equipment for heavy-duty 
trucks. This measure does not apply to temporary street parking for 
loading or unloading. 

5. Require that all future tenants have a plan to convert their vehicle 
fleet(s) to zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) no later than 2040. This would 
be a condition of all leases at the project site. 

6. Prohibit trucks from idling for more than 2 minutes by posting “no 
idling” signs at the site entry point, at all loading locations, and 
throughout the project site. 

7. Use super-compliant VOC architectural coatings in maintaining 
buildings. “Super-Compliant” refers to paints that meet the more 
stringent regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management 

Project sponsor Prior to issuance of 
building permits (for 
items that can be 
shown on plans) and 
during operations, as 
necessary 

Project sponsor shall 
submit plans 
demonstrating 
compliance for those 
items that can be 
shown on plans and 
shall implement 
measures to reduce 
operational criteria 
air pollutant 
emissions. 

Prior to building 
permit approval, as 
necessary, and 
ongoing 

https://www.sfapproved.org/
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District rule 1113, which requires a limit of 10 grams VOC per liter 
(http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-
coatings/super-compliant-coatings). 

8. Other measures that become available and are shown to effectively 
reduce criteria air pollutant emissions on site or off site if emission 
reductions are realized within the air basin. Measures to reduce 
emissions on site are preferable to off-site emissions reductions. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4c: Best Available Control Technology for 
Projects with Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps. The project applicant 
shall implement the following measures. These features shall be 
submitted to the Port Chief Harbor Engineer and Port Environmental 
Regulatory Compliance staff, in addition to an Environmental Planning Air 
Quality Specialist for review and approval, and shall be included on the 
project drawings submitted for the construction-related permit(s) or on 
other documentation submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department prior to the issuance of any building permits: 
1. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall have engines that meet or 

exceed California Air Resources Board Tier 4 Final emission standards 
(California Code of Regulations title 13, section 2423). 

2. Non-diesel-fueled emergency generator technology (e.g., battery 
technology) shall be installed if it is commercially available, subject to 
the review and approval of the City fire department for safety purposes, 
and is demonstrated to reduce criteria pollutant emissions. 

3. Permanent stationary emergency diesel backup generators shall have 
an annual maintenance testing limit of 20 hours, subject to any further 
restrictions as may be imposed by Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (air district) in its permitting process. Additional restrictions 
limiting the hours per year that generators may be tested may also be 
required, as determined necessary by the San Francisco Planning 
Department. 

4. For each new diesel backup generator or fire pump permit submitted 
for a project, including any associated generator pads, engine 
specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for 
the generator or fire pump from the Port Chief Harbor Engineer. Once 

Project sponsor Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

Project sponsor shall 
submit project 
drawings or other 
documentation 
showing best 
available control 
technology features 
to the Port Chief 
Harbor Engineer, Port 
Environmental 
Regulatory 
Compliance staff, and 
Environmental 
Planning Air Quality 
Specialist. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
project drawings or 
other documentation 
by Port Chief Harbor 
Engineer, Port 
Environmental 
Regulatory 
Compliance staff, and 
Environmental 
Planning Air Quality 
Specialist 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/%E2%80%8Cregulations/compliance/architectural-coatings/super-compliant-coatings
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/%E2%80%8Cregulations/compliance/architectural-coatings/super-compliant-coatings
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operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good 
working order for the life of the equipment and any future replacement 
of the diesel backup generators or fire pumps shall be required to be 
consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of the 
facility at which the generator or fire pump is located shall maintain 
records of the testing schedule for each diesel backup generator and 
fire pump for the life of that diesel backup generator and fire pump and 
provide this information for review to the planning department within 
three months of requesting such information. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4d: Electric Vehicle Charging. Prior to the 
issuance of the building’s final certificate of occupancy, the project 
applicant shall demonstrate that at least 15 percent of all parking spaces 
are equipped with electric vehicle (EV) charging equipment. The 
installation of all EV charging equipment shall be included on the project 
drawings submitted for the construction-related permit(s) or on other 
documentation submitted to the City. 

Project sponsor Prior to issuance of 
building permit, 
sponsor to submit 
plans or other 
documentation 
demonstrating 
compliance; prior to 
issuance of the 
building’s final 
certificate of 
occupancy project 
sponsor to verify 
compliance 

Project sponsor shall 
provide 
documentation of EV 
charging equipment 
on project drawings 
to the Department of 
Building Inspection 
or Port Building 
Inspector, as 
applicable. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
project drawings by 
the Department of 
Building Inspection 
or Port Building 
Inspector, as 
applicable 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a: Design Land Use Buffers around Active 
Loading Docks. For subsequent projects that include newly constructed 
loading docks that are on a commercial or industrial property, especially in 
the Pier 94 Backlands in the Southern Waterfront subarea, that would be 
expected to accommodate more than 100 trucks per day (or 40 
transportation refrigeration trucks per day), locate truck activity areas, 
including loading docks and delivery areas, as far away from sensitive 
receptors (such as residences, child care, or medical facilities) as feasible. 

Project sponsor Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 

Project sponsor shall 
locate loading docks 
away from sensitive 
receptors. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
building plans by the 
Department of 
Building Inspection 
or Port Building 
Inspector, as 
applicable 
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5b: Reduce Exposure to Toxic Air 
Contaminants. The project applicant shall incorporate the following 
health risk reduction measures into the project design, as feasible. These 
features shall be included on the project drawings submitted for the 
construction-related permit(s) or on other documentation submitted to 
the City: 
 Plant trees and/or vegetation between sensitive receptors and the 

project’s operational source(s) of TACs, if feasible. In addition, plant 
trees and/or vegetation between sensitive receptors and existing 
sources of toxic air contaminants, if feasible. Locally native trees that 
provide suitable trapping of particulate matter are preferred (redwood, 
deodar cedar, oak, and oleander).6 

Project sponsor Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 

Project sponsor shall 
include health risk 
reduction measures 
on project designs 
and submit to the 
Department of 
Building Inspection, 
or Port Building 
Inspector, as 
applicable. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
project drawings by 
the Department of 
Building Inspection, 
or Port Building 
Inspector, as 
applicable 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5c: Implement a Truck Route Plan. For 
subsequent projects that include construction of loading docks on a 
commercial or industrial property and that are found to result in 
significant health risk impacts, the project sponsor shall develop a Truck 
Route Plan that establishes operational truck routes to avoid sensitive 
receptors as identified in the environmental review analysis completed for 
the project. The purpose of the Truck Route Plan is to route trucks on 
streets that are located as far from offsite sensitive receptors as possible, 
while still maintaining the operational goals of the project. The Truck 
Route Plan must include route restrictions, truck calming, truck parking, 
and truck delivery restrictions to minimize exposure of nearby sensitive 
receptors to truck exhaust and fugitive particulate emissions. 
Prior to the commencement of operational activities, the project sponsor 
shall certify (1) compliance with the Truck Route Plan, and (2) all 
applicable requirements of the Truck Route Plan have been incorporated 
into tenant contract specifications. 

Project sponsor Prior to operation Project sponsor shall 
submit a Truck Route 
Plan to the planning 
department for 
approval. Project 
sponsor shall also 
submit affidavit of 
compliance with the 
plan and that 
applicable 
requirements of the 
plan are incorporated 
into contract 
specification. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Truck Route Plan by 
the planning 
department and 
receipt of affidavit 
from project sponsor 

 
6 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017. Page 5-17. 
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WIND 

Mitigation Measure M-WI-1a: Wind Analysis and Minimization Measures 
for Subsequent Projects. All projects proposed within the Plan Area that 
would have a height greater than 85 feet shall be evaluated by a qualified 
wind expert, in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, 
to determine their potential to result in a new wind hazard exceedance or 
aggravate an existing wind hazard exceedance (defined as the one-hour 
wind hazard criterion with a 26 mph equivalent wind speed). If the 
qualified expert determines that wind-tunnel testing is required due to the 
potential for a new or worsened wind hazard exceedance, such testing 
shall be undertaken in coordination with San Francisco Planning 
Department staff, with results summarized in a wind tunnel report. The 
buildings tested in the wind tunnel shall incorporate only those wind 
baffling features that can be shown on plans. Such features must be tested 
in the wind tunnel and discussed in the wind tunnel report in the order of 
preference discussed below, with the overall intent being to reduce 
ground-level wind speeds in areas of substantial use by people walking 
(e.g., sidewalks, plazas, building entries, etc.): 
1. Building Massing. New buildings and additions to existing buildings 

shall be shaped to minimize ground-level wind speeds. Examples of 
these include setbacks and/or podiums, stepped and/or curved 
facades, and vertical steps in the massing to help disrupt downwashing 
flows. 

2. Wind Baffling Measures on the Building and on the Project Sponsor’s 
Private Property. Wind baffling measures shall be included on future 
buildings and/or on the parcel(s) to disrupt vertical wind flows along 
tower façades and through the project site. Examples of these may 
include staggered balcony arrangements on main tower façades, 
screens, canopies, and/or fins attached to the buildings, covered 
walkways, colonnades, large-scale art features, landscaping, free 
standing canopies, and/or wind screens. Solid windscreens have a 
greater effect at reducing the wind speeds to immediate leeward side 
of the screens; however, outside of this area of influence, the winds are 
either unaffected or accelerated. Porous windscreens have less of an 
impact to the immediate leeward side; however, they have an 

Project sponsor and 
qualified wind expert 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 

Project sponsor and 
qualified wind expert 
to submit wind 
analysis to the 
planning 
department. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
wind report 
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increased area of influence and are less likely to cause any 
accelerations of the winds further downwind. 

Only after documenting all feasible attempts to reduce wind impacts via 
building massing and wind baffling measures on a building, shall the 
following be considered: 
3. Landscaping and/or Wind Baffling Measures in the Public Right-of-Way. 

Landscaping and/or wind baffling measures shall be installed to slow 
winds along sidewalks and protect places where people walking are 
expected to gather or linger. Landscaping and/or wind baffling 
measures shall be installed on the windward side of the areas of 
concern (i.e., the direction from which the wind is blowing). 
Landscaping typically affects winds locally; the larger the tree crown 
and canopy, the greater the area of influence. Tall, slender trees with 
little foliage have little to no impact on local winds speeds at ground 
level because of the height of the foliage above ground. Shorter street 
trees with larger canopies help reduce winds around them but their 
influence on conditions farther away is limited. Examples of wind 
baffling measures may include street art to provide a sheltered area for 
people to walk and free-standing canopies and wind screens in areas 
where people walking are expected to gather or linger. If landscaping 
or wind baffling measures are required as one of the features to 
mitigate wind impacts, Mitigation Measure M-WS-1b (below) shall also 
apply: 

Mitigation Measure M-WI-1b: Maintenance Plan for Landscaping and 
Wind Baffling Measures in the Public Right-of-Way. If it is determined 
that a subsequent project could not reduce additional wind hazards via 
massing or wind baffling measures on the subject building or the 
developer’s property and therefore landscaping and/or wind baffling 
features are to be installed in the public right-of-way, the project sponsor 
for the subsequent project shall prepare a maintenance plan for review 
and approval by the San Francisco Planning Department to ensure 
maintenance of the features in perpetuity. 

Project sponsor Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 

Project sponsor shall 
submit a 
maintenance plan to 
the planning 
department for 
review and approval. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
maintenance plan 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a: Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program Training. Project-specific Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program (WEAP) training shall be developed and implemented by a 
qualified biologist and attended by all project personnel performing 
demolition or ground-disturbing work where buildings, bridges, 
landscaping/street trees, natural vegetation or shoreline habitats are 
present prior to the start of work. The WEAP training shall generally 
include, but not be limited to, education about the following: 
 Applicable state and federal laws, environmental regulations, project 

permit conditions, and penalties for non-compliance. 
 Special-status plant and animal species with the potential to be 

encountered on or in the vicinity of the project area during 
construction. 

 Avoidance measures and a protocol for encountering special-status 
species including a communication chain. 

 Preconstruction surveys and biological monitoring requirements 
associated with each phase of work and at specific locations within the 
project area (e.g., shoreline work) as biological resources and 
protection measures will vary depending on where work is occurring 
within the site, time of year, and construction activity. 

 Known sensitive resource areas in the project vicinity that are to be 
avoided and/or protected as well as approved project work areas, 
access roads, and staging areas. 

Project sponsor, 
qualified biologist, 
construction 
contractor(s) 

Prior to construction Project sponsor and 
qualified biologist 
shall develop WEAP 
training. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b: Special-Status Plant Species Surveys. 
Botanical surveys shall be conducted where construction, demolition, site 
access, materials staging, or spoils piles are planned within coastal 
saltmarsh, coastal scrub, or coastal dunes, or within 50 feet of these 
habitats. Surveys will follow CDFW’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 
Communities (CDFG 2009). Surveys shall maximize the likelihood of 
locating special-status species, be floristic in nature, include areas of 
potential indirect impacts, be conducted in the field at the time of year 
when species are both evident and identifiable, and be replicated and 
spaced throughout the growing season to accurately determine what 

Project sponsor, 
qualified biologist, 
construction 
contractor(s), Port 

Prior to and during 
construction 

Qualified biologist to 
conduct surveys prior 
to construction. 
Coordinate with the 
Port, USFWS, and/or 
CDFW as applicable if 
special-status plants 
are encountered. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 
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plants exist on the site. If no special-status plants are identified, no further 
action is required to avoid or minimize impacts to these species. 
If special-status plants are encountered in the work area, they should be 
avoided. If they cannot be avoided, the Port shall, in coordination with 
USFWS and/or CDFW (as applicable based on plant status), avoid plants 
through project design, protect plants from construction activities through 
the use of exclusion fencing and signage, or minimize impacts to plant 
populations, relocate plants to other suitable habitat nearby, or harvest 
seed, as appropriate to the particular species. 
Prior to construction, staging areas shall be identified that avoid impacts 
to special-status plants identified, and construction exclusion fencing shall 
be used to define the work area and minimize disturbance to these areas. 
The fencing shall be maintained through the construction phase and 
monitored on a weekly basis during construction to ensure protection of 
special-status plants and their habitat. 
If avoidance is not feasible, rare plants and their seeds shall be salvaged 
and relocated, and habitat restoration shall be provided to replace any 
destroyed special-status plant occurrences at a minimum 1:1 ratio (i.e., no 
net loss) or as specified by resource agencies based on area of lost habitat. 
Compensation for loss of special-status plant populations shall include the 
restoration or enhancement of temporarily impacted areas, and 
management of restored areas. Restoration or reintroduction shall be 
located on-site where feasible. At a minimum, the restoration areas shall 
meet the following performance standards by the fifth year: 
a. The compensation area shall be at least the same size as the impact 

area. 
b. Vegetation cover and composition in special-status plant restoration 

areas shall emulate existing reference populations. 
c. Monitoring shall demonstrate the continued presence of rare plants in 

the restoration area. 
d. Invasive species cover shall be less than or equal to the invasive species 

cover in the impact area. 
Additionally, restored populations shall have greater than the number of 
individuals of the impacted population, in an area greater than or equal to 
the size of the impacted population, for at least 3 consecutive years 
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without irrigation, weeding, or other manipulation of the restoration site. 
The Habitat Monitoring Plan to be prepared in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure M-BI-4, Avoidance of Pickleweed Mat Sensitive Natural Community, 
shall include the above monitoring requirements and success criteria. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2a: Nesting Bird Protection Measures. 
Mitigation Measure M-BI-2a applies to new development projects that 
include removal of trees or vegetation, major tree trimming, demolition of 
buildings, or use of heavy equipment (e.g., earthwork, demolition) that 
could disturb nests or nesting birds. Nesting birds and their nests shall be 
protected during construction by use of the following measures: 
1. A qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct pre-construction nesting 

surveys during the avian nesting breeding season (approximately 
February 15 to September 15) within 7 days prior to construction. 
Surveys shall be performed for the project area, vehicle and equipment 
staging areas, and suitable habitat within 250 feet to locate any active 
passerine (perching bird) nests and within 500 feet to locate any active 
raptor (bird of prey) nests. 

2. If active nests are located during the pre-construction nesting bird 
surveys, the qualified wildlife biologist shall evaluate if the schedule of 
construction activities could affect the active nests and the following 
measures shall be implemented based on their determination: 
a. If construction is not likely to affect the active nest, construction 

may proceed without restriction. 
b. If it is determined that construction may affect the active nest, the 

qualified biologist shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around 
the nest(s) and all project work would halt within the buffer until a 
qualified biologist determines the nest is no longer in use. Typically, 
these buffer distances are up to 250 feet for passerines and 500 feet 
for raptors; however, the buffers may be adjusted downward for 
some species, or if an obstruction, such as a building, is within line-
of-sight between the nest and construction activities. 

c. Modifying nest buffer distances, allowing certain construction 
activities within the buffer, and/or modifying construction methods 
in proximity to active nests shall be done at the discretion of the 
qualified biologist and in coordination with the Port. Necessary 

Project sponsor, 
qualified biologist, 
CDFW 

Pre-construction 
surveys during the 
avian nesting 
breeding season 
would occur within 
7 days prior to the 
start of construction; 
implementation 
ongoing during 
construction if active 
nests are observed 

Qualified biologist in 
coordination with the 
Port if active nests 
are observed. 

Ongoing during 
construction if active 
nests are observed 
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actions to remove or relocate an active nest(s) shall be coordinated 
with the Port. 

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

e. Any birds that begin nesting within the project area and survey 
buffers amid construction activities shall be assumed to be 
habituated to construction-related or similar noise and disturbance 
levels and no work exclusion zones shall be established around 
active nests in these cases; however, should birds nesting nearby 
begin to show disturbance associated with construction activities, 
no-disturbance buffers shall be established as determined by the 
qualified wildlife biologist. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2b: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for 
Bats. A qualified biologist (as defined by CDFW7) who is experienced with 
bat surveying techniques (including auditory sampling methods), 
behavior, roosting habitat, and identification of local bat species shall be 
consulted prior to demolition or building relocation activities or tree work 
to conduct a pre-construction habitat assessment of the project area 
(focusing on buildings to be demolished or relocated) to characterize 
potential bat habitat and identify potentially active roost sites. No further 
action is required should the pre-construction habitat assessment not 
identify bat habitat or signs of potentially active bat roosts within the 
project area (e.g., guano, urine staining, dead bats, etc.). 

Project sponsor and 
qualified biologist 

Prior to demolition, 
building relocation, 
or tree work for the 
pre-construction 
habitat assessment 

Qualified biologist in 
coordination with 
Port if active roost 
sites are observed. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 

The following measures shall be implemented should potential roosting 
habitat or potentially active bat roosts be identified during the habitat 
assessment in buildings to be demolished or relocated for subsequent 
projects under the Waterfront Plan or in trees adjacent to construction 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s), and 
qualified biologist 

Prior to construction 
and during 
demolition, 
relocation, and tree 
work 

Qualified biologist in 
coordination with the 
Port and CDFW if 
active roost sites are 
observed. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 

 
7 CDFW defines credentials of a qualified biologist within permits or authorizations issued for a project. Typical qualifications include a minimum of four years of academic training leading to a degree and a minimum of 
2 years of experience conducting surveys for each species that may be present within the project area. 
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activities that could be trimmed or removed for subsequent projects under 
the Waterfront Plan: 
1. In areas identified as potential roosting habitat during the habitat 

assessment, initial building demolition, relocation, and any tree work 
(trimming or removal) shall occur when bats are active, approximately 
between the periods of March 1 to April 15 and August 15 to October 15, 
to the extent feasible. These dates avoid the bat maternity roosting 
season and period of winter torpor.8 

2. Depending on temporal guidance as defined below, the qualified 
biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys of potential bat roost 
sites identified during the initial habitat assessment no more than 
14 days prior to building demolition or relocation, or any tree trimming 
or removal. 

3. If active bat roosts or evidence of roosting is identified during pre-
construction surveys for building demolition and relocation or tree 
work, the qualified biologist shall determine, if possible, the type of 
roost and species. A no-disturbance buffer shall be established around 
roost sites until the qualified biologist determines they are no longer 
active. The size of the no-disturbance buffer would be determined by 
the qualified biologist and would depend on the species present, roost 
type, existing screening around the roost site (such as dense vegetation 
or a building), as well as the type of construction activity that would 
occur around the roost site. 

4. If special-status bat species or maternity or hibernation roosts are 
detected during these surveys, appropriate species- and roost-specific 
avoidance and protection measures shall be developed by the qualified 
biologist in coordination with CDFW. Such measures may include 
postponing the removal of buildings or structures, establishing 
exclusionary work buffers while the roost is active (e.g., 100-foot no-
disturbance buffer), or other compensatory mitigation. 

5. The qualified biologist shall be present during building demolition, 
relocation, or tree work if potential bat roosting habitat or active bat 
roosts are present. Buildings and trees with active roosts shall be 
disturbed only under clear weather conditions when precipitation is 

 
8 Torpor refers to a state of decreased physiological activity with reduced body temperature and metabolic rate. 
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not forecast for three days and when daytime temperatures are at least 
50 degrees Fahrenheit. 

6. The demolition or relocation of buildings containing or suspected to 
contain bat roosting habitat or active bat roosts shall be done under 
the supervision of the qualified biologist. When appropriate, buildings 
shall be partially dismantled to significantly change the roost conditions, 
causing bats to abandon and not return to the roost, likely in the 
evening and after bats have emerged from the roost to forage. Under 
no circumstances shall active maternity roosts be disturbed until the 
roost disbands at the completion of the maternity roosting season or 
otherwise becomes inactive, as determined by the qualified biologist. 

7. Trimming or removal of existing trees with potential bat roosting 
habitat or active (non-maternity or hibernation) bat roost sites shall 
follow a two-step removal process (which shall occur during the time of 
year when bats are active, according to a) above and, depending on the 
type of roost and species present, according to c) above). 
a. On the first day and under supervision of the qualified biologist, 

tree branches and limbs not containing cavities or fissures in which 
bats could roost shall be cut using chainsaws. 

b. On the following day and under the supervision of the qualified 
biologist, the remainder of the tree may be trimmed or removed, 
either using chainsaws or other equipment (e.g., excavator or 
backhoe). 

c. All felled trees shall remain on the ground for at least 24 hours prior 
to chipping, off-site removal, or other processing to allow any bats 
to escape, or be inspected once felled by the qualified biologist to 
ensure no bats remain within the tree and/or branches. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Fish and Marine Mammal Protection during 
Pile Driving. If required by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), a 
sound attenuation monitoring plan shall be prepared to reduce impacts to 
fish and marine mammals. The plan shall incorporate the following best 
management practices subject to modification in the NMFS-approved plan: 
 In-water pile driving shall be conducted within the established 

environmental work window between June 1 and November 30, 
designed to avoid potential impacts to fish species. 

Project sponsor Sound attenuation 
monitoring plan prior 
to the start of 
construction; plan 
shall be implemented 
during construction 

Project sponsor shall 
prepare and submit a 
sound attenuation 
monitoring plan to 
the Port and planning 
department for 
review and approval. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 
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 To the extent feasible vibratory pile drivers shall be used for the 
installation of all support piles. Vibratory pile driving shall be 
conducted following the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers “Proposed 
Procedures for Permitting Projects that will Not Adversely Affect 
Selected Listed Species in California.” U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
NMFS completed section 7 consultation on this document, which 
establishes general procedures for minimizing impacts to natural 
resources associated with projects in or adjacent to jurisdictional 
waters. 

 A soft start technique to impact hammer pile driving shall be 
implemented, at the start of each work day or after a break in impact 
hammer driving of 30 minutes or more, to give fish and marine 
mammals an opportunity to vacate the area. 

 If during the use of an impact hammer, established NMFS pile driving 
thresholds are exceeded, a bubble curtain or other sound attenuation 
method as described in the NMFS-approved sound attenuation 
monitoring plan shall be utilized to reduce sound levels below the 
criteria described above. If NMFS sound level criteria are still exceeded 
with the use of attenuation methods, a NMFS-approved biological 
monitor shall be available to conduct surveys before and during pile 
driving to inspect the work zone and adjacent waters for marine 
mammals. The monitor shall be present as specified by the NMFS 
during impact pile driving and ensure that: 
– The safety zones established in the sound monitoring plan for the 

protection of marine mammals are maintained. 
– Work activities are halted when a marine mammal enters a safety 

zone and resumed only after the animal has been gone from the 
area for a minimum of 15 minutes. 

 Alternatively, the project sponsors may consult with NOAA directly and 
submit evidence to their satisfaction of the Environmental Review 
Officer of NOAA consultation. In such case, the project shall comply 
with NOAA recommendations and/or requirements. 
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Mitigation Measure M-BI-4: Avoidance of Pickleweed Mat Sensitive 
Natural Community. Prior to the start of construction in any area where a 
pickleweed mat community exists, the Port shall consult with the Planning 
Department to determine whether this mitigation measure shall be 
implemented as presented, or modified based on site and construction 
details of the subsequent project. The Port shall retain a qualified biologist 
(i.e., a biologist experienced at identifying coastal saltmarsh vegetation) to 
clearly delineate the extent of pickleweed mat community within 20 feet of 
the project work area. Pickleweed mat shall be protected from the work 
area by environmentally sensitive area fencing, which shall be maintained 
throughout the construction period. A qualified biologist shall oversee the 
delineation and installation of fencing. Excavation, vehicular traffic, 
staging of materials, and all other project-related activity shall be located 
outside of the environmentally sensitive area. 

Port, qualified 
biologist, and 
construction 
contractor(s) 

Prior to construction Port to consult with 
the planning 
department to 
determine whether to 
implement the 
measure or modify 
based on site and 
construction details. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 

If the pickleweed mat community cannot be avoided, any temporarily 
affected areas shall be restored to pre-construction conditions or better at 
the conclusion of construction activities that occur within 20 feet of the 
retained pickleweed mat in accordance with CDFW and regional board 
permits. Compensation for permanent impacts on the sensitive natural 
community shall be provided at a 1:1 or greater ratio, or as specified by 
USACE, regional board, and/or CDFW. If impacts to prior mitigation sites 
occur, resource agencies may require a greater ratio (e.g., 2:1 or higher). 
Compensation for loss of pickleweed mat may be in the form of permanent 
on-site or off-site creation, restoration, enhancement, or preservation of 
habitat. To that end, the restoration sites shall, at a minimum, meet the 
following performance standards by the fifth year after restoration: 
1. Native vegetation cover shall be at least 70 percent of the baseline 

native vegetation cover in the impact area. 
2. No more cover by invasive species shall be present than in the 

baseline/impact area. 
Restoration shall be detailed in a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, 
which shall be developed before the start of construction and in 
coordination with permit applications and/or conditions. At a minimum, 
the Plan shall include: 

Port, qualified 
biologist, and 
construction 
contractor(s) 

Prior to and during 
construction 

Port and qualified 
biologist to consult 
with CDFW, RWQCB, 
and/or USACE as 
appropriate. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
Habitat Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 
by CDFW, RWQCB, 
and/or USACE 
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1. Name and contact information for the property owner of the land on 
which the mitigation will take place; 

2. Identification of the water source for supplemental irrigation, if 
needed; 

3. Identification of depth to groundwater; 
4. Topsoil salvage and storage methods for areas that support special-

status plants; 
5. Site preparation guidelines to prepare for planting, including coarse 

and fine grading; 
6. Plant material procurement, including assessment of the risk of 

introduction of plant pathogens through the use of nursery-grown 
container stock vs. collection and propagation of site-specific plant 
materials, or use of seeds; 

7. A planting plan outlining species selection, planting locations, and 
spacing for each vegetation type to be restored; 

8. Planting methods, including containers, hydroseed or hydromulch, 
weed barriers, and cages, as needed; 

9. Soil amendment recommendations, if needed; 
10. An irrigation plan, with proposed rates (in gallons per minute), 

schedule (i.e., recurrence interval), and seasonal guidelines for 
watering; 

11. A site protection plan to prevent unauthorized access, accidental 
damage, and vandalism; 

12. Weeding and other vegetation maintenance tasks and schedule, with 
specific thresholds for acceptance of invasive species; 

13. Performance standards by which successful completion of mitigation 
can be assessed relative to a relevant baseline or reference site, and by 
which remedial actions will be triggered; 

14. Success criteria that shall include the minimum performance standards 
described above; 

15. Monitoring methods and schedule; 
16. Reporting requirements and schedule (e.g., annual reporting); 
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17. Adaptive management and corrective actions to achieve the 
established success criteria; and 

18. An educational outreach program to inform operations and 
maintenance departments of local land management and utility 
agencies of the mitigation purpose of restored areas to prevent 
accidental damages. 

The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and all field documentation, 
prepared in coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies, shall 
be submitted to a designee from the Port for review and approval prior to 
the issuance of any demolition, grading, or building permit for 
construction that would occur within 20 feet of the pickleweed mat 
sensitive natural community. 

Mitigation Measure M-BI-6: Avoidance of Impacts on Wetlands and 
Waters. The Port and its contractors for the specific construction activity 
to be undertaken shall minimize impacts on waters of the United States 
and waters of the state, including wetlands, by implementing the following 
measures: 
 The proposed project shall be designed to avoid, to the extent 

practical, work within wetlands and/or waters under the jurisdiction of 
USACE, regional board, and CDFW. If applicable, permits or approvals 
shall be sought from the above agencies, as required. Where wetlands 
or other water features must be disturbed, the minimum area of 
disturbance necessary for construction shall be identified and the area 
outside avoided. 

 Before the start of construction within 50 feet of any wetlands and 
drainages, appropriate measures shall be taken to ensure protection of 
the wetland from construction runoff or direct impact from equipment 
or materials, such as the installation of a silt fence, and signs indicating 
the required avoidance shall be installed. No equipment mobilization, 
grading, clearing, or storage of equipment or machinery, or similar 
activity, shall occur until a qualified biologist has inspected and 
approved the fencing installed around these features. The construction 
contractor for the specific construction activity to be undertaken shall 
ensure that the temporary fencing is maintained until construction 
activities are complete. No construction activities, including equipment 

Port and 
contractor(s) 

Prior to construction Port and 
contractor(s) shall 
design projects to 
avoid wetlands and 
waters and 
implement measures 
within 50 feet. 

Considered complete 
at end of 
construction 
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movement, storage of materials, or temporary spoils stockpiling, shall 
be allowed within the fenced areas protecting wetlands. 

 Where disturbance to jurisdictional wetlands or waters cannot be 
avoided, any temporarily affected jurisdictional wetlands or waters 
shall be restored to pre-construction conditions or better at the end of 
construction, in accordance with the requirements of USACE, regional 
board, and CDFW permits. Compensation for permanent impacts on 
wetlands or waters shall be provided at a 1:1 ratio, or as agreed upon 
by CDFW, USACE, and regional board. Compensation for loss of 
wetlands may be in the form of permanent on-site or off-site creation, 
restoration, enhancement, or preservation of habitat. To that end, the 
restoration or compensation sites shall, at a minimum, meet the 
following performance standards by the fifth year after restoration: 
1) Wetlands restored or constructed as federal wetlands meet the 

applicable federal criteria for jurisdictional wetlands, and wetlands 
restored or constructed as state wetlands meet the state criteria for 
jurisdictional wetlands. 

2) No more cover by invasive species shall be present than in the 
baseline/impact area pre-project. 

Restoration and compensatory mitigation activities shall be described in 
the habitat mitigation and monitoring plan prescribed by Mitigation 
Measure M-BI-4, Avoidance of Impacts on Pickleweed Mat Sensitive Natural 
Community. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6a: Unanticipated Discovery of 
Paleontological Resources during Construction. The following 
procedures must be undertaken for project construction activities: 
 Worker Awareness Training. Prior to commencing construction, and 

ongoing throughout ground disturbing activities (e.g., excavation, 
utility installation), the project sponsor and/or their designee shall 
ensure that all project construction 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 for reference regarding potential paleontological resources. 

 
 
 
Project sponsor 
and/or their designee 

 
 
 
Prior to and during 
ground disturbing 
activities 

 
 
 
Project sponsor and 
contractor(s) shall 
distribute an alert 
sheet and submit a 
confirmation letter to 
the ERO each time a 
training session is 
held. The letter shall 

 
 
 
Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities 
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In addition, the project sponsor shall inform the contractor and 
construction personnel of the immediate stop work procedures and 
other procedures to be followed if bones or other potential fossils are 
unearthed at the project site. Should new workers that will be involved 
in ground disturbing construction activities begin employment after the 
initial training has occurred, the construction supervisor shall ensure 
that they receive the worker awareness training as described above. 
The project sponsor shall complete the standard form/affidavit 
confirming the timing of the worker awareness training to the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO). The affidavit shall confirm the 
project’s location, the date of training, the location of the informational 
handout display, and the number of participants. The affidavit shall be 
transmitted to the ERO within 5 business days of conducting the training. 

be submitted within 5 
business days of 
conducting a training 
session. 

 Paleontological Resource Discoveries. In the event of the discovery of an 
unanticipated paleontological resource during project construction, 
ground disturbing activities shall temporarily be halted within 25 feet 
of the find until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist 
as recommended by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards 
(SVP 2010) and Best Practices in Mitigation Paleontology (Murphey et 
al. 2019). Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when 
deemed appropriate by the qualified paleontologist in consultation 
with the ERO. 

The qualified paleontologist shall determine: (1) if the discovery is 
scientifically significant; (2) the necessity for involving other responsible or 
resource agencies and stakeholders, if required or determined applicable; 
and (3) 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 (e.g., Federal Antiquities Act of 1906, CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.5, California Public Resources Code chapter 17, 
section 5097.5, Paleontological Resources Preservation Act 2009). The 
Paleontological Evaluation Letter shall be submitted to the ERO for review 
within 30 days of the discovery. 
If the qualified paleontologist determines that a paleontological resource 
is of scientific importance, and there are no feasible measures to avoid 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
paleontologist, and 
construction 
contractor, at the 
direction of the ERO 

In the event of the 
discovery of an 
unanticipated 
paleontological 
resource during 
construction 

The project sponsor 
and a qualified 
paleontologist shall 
submit a 
Paleontological 
Evaluation Letter or 
Paleontological 
Mitigation Program 
to the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon end of ground 
disturbing activities 
or, if necessary, 
approval of a 
Paleontological 
Evaluation Letter or 
Paleontological 
Mitigation Program 
by the ERO 
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disturbing this paleontological resource, the qualified paleontologist shall 
prepare a Paleontological Mitigation Program. The mitigation program 
shall include measures to fully document and recover the resource of 
scientific importance. The qualified paleontologist shall submit the 
mitigation program to the ERO for review and approval within 10 business 
days of the discovery. Upon approval by the ERO, ground disturbing 
activities in the project area shall resume and be monitored as determined 
by the qualified paleontologist for the duration of such activities. 
The mitigation program shall include: (1) procedures for construction 
monitoring at the project site; (2) fossil preparation and identification 
procedures; (3) curation of paleontological resources of scientific 
importance into an appropriate repository; and (4) preparation of a 
Paleontological Resources Report (report or paleontology report) at the 
conclusion of ground disturbing activities. The 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 paleontology 
report shall be submitted to the ERO for review within 30 business days 
from conclusion of ground disturbing activities, or as negotiated following 
consultation with the ERO. 

Mitigation Measure M-GE-6b: Paleontological Resource Monitoring 
Plan during Construction. During the course of implementing Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-6a, if a significant paleontological resource is encountered, 
the project sponsor shall engage a qualified paleontologist to develop a 
site-specific monitoring plan prior to commencing soil-disturbing activities 
at the project site. The Paleontological Monitoring Plan would determine 
project construction activities requiring paleontological monitoring based 
on those likely to affect sediments with moderate sensitivity for 
paleontological resources. Prior to issuance of any demolition permit, the 
project sponsor shall submit the Paleontological Resource Monitoring Plan 
to the ERO for approval. 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
paleontologist, and 
construction 
contractor, at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
any demolition 
project 

Project sponsor and a 
qualified 
paleontologist shall 
submit a 
Paleontological 
Resource Monitoring 
Plan to the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
monitoring plan 
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At a minimum, the plan shall include: 
1. Project Description 
2. Regulatory Environment – outline applicable federal, state, and local 

regulations 
3. Summary of Sensitivity Classification(s) 
4. Research Methods, including but not limited to: 

4a. Field studies conducted by the approved paleontologist to check 
for fossils at the surface and assess the exposed sediments. 

4b. Literature Review to include an examination of geologic maps and a 
review of relevant geological and paleontological literature to 
determine the nature of geologic units in the project area. 

4c. Locality Search to include outreach to the University of California 
Museum of Paleontology in Berkeley. 

5. Results: to include a summary of literature review and finding of 
potential site sensitivity for paleontological resources; and depth of 
potential resources if known. 

6. Recommendations for any additional measures that could be 
necessary to avoid or reduce any adverse impacts to recorded and/or 
inadvertently discovered paleontological resources of scientific 
importance. Such measures could include: 
6a. Avoidance: If a known fossil locality appears to contain critical 

scientific information that should be left undisturbed for 
subsequent scientific evaluation. 

6b. Fossil Recovery: If isolated small, medium- or large-sized fossils are 
discovered during field surveys or construction monitoring, and 
they are determined to be scientifically significant, they should be 
recovered. Fossil recovery may involve collecting a fully exposed 
fossil from the ground surface, or may involve a systematic excavation, 
depending upon the size and complexity of the fossil discovery. 

6c. Monitoring: Monitoring involves systematic inspections of graded 
cut slopes, trench sidewalls, spoils piles, and other types of 
construction excavations for the presence of fossils, and the fossil 
recovery and documentation of these fossils before they are 
destroyed by further ground disturbing actions. Standard 
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monitoring is typically used in the most paleontologically sensitive 
geographic areas/geologic units (moderate, high and very high 
potential); while spot-check monitoring is typically used in 
geographic areas/geologic units of moderate or unknown 
paleontological sensitivity (moderate or unknown potential). 

6d. Data recovery and reporting: Fossil and associated data discovered 
during soils disturbing activities should be treated according to 
professional paleontological standards and documented in a data 
recovery report. The plan should define the scope of the data 
recovery report. 

The consultant shall document the monitoring conducted according to the 
monitoring plan and any data recovery completed for significant 
paleontological resource finds discovered, if any. Plans and reports 
prepared by the consultant shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO. The final monitoring report and 
any data recovery report shall be submitted to the ERO prior to the 
certificate of occupancy. 

Project sponsor, 
qualified 
paleontologist, and 
construction 
contractor, at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to the certificate 
of occupancy 

Project sponsor and a 
qualified 
paleontologist shall 
submit a final 
monitoring report to 
the ERO. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of the 
final monitoring 
report by the ERO 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Mitigation Measure M-HY-1: Water Quality Best Management Practices 
for In-Water Work. The project sponsor shall implement water quality 
best management practices to protect water quality from pollution due to 
fuels, oils, lubricants, and other harmful materials, as determined in 
consultation with the Environmental Planning Division of the San 
Francisco Planning Department based on review of engineering and 
construction details of project improvements. The Planning Department 
shall review best management practices detailed in the San Francisco 
Department of Public Health Pollution Prevention Toolkit for Maritime 
Industries along with other measures as may be identified to address 
specific construction details of proposed project improvement to 
determine the specific mitigation details, which may include: 
 Preparation of a spill prevention control and countermeasure (SPCC) 

plan to address the emergency cleanup of any hazardous material and 
will be available on site, which typically includes: 
– Methods to address the emergency cleanup of any hazardous 

material and what materials will be available on site; 

Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 

SPCC and MMDP 
Plans submitted prior 
to construction; 
plans and measures 
to be implemented 
during construction 

Project sponsor or 
contractor shall 
submit the SPCC and 
MMDP plans to the 
planning department 
for review and 
approval. 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
SPCC and MMDP 
plans by the planning 
department 
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– SPCC, hazardous waste, stormwater and other emergency planning 
requirements; 

– Measures to prevent spills into the Bay associated with in water 
fueling, if in water fueling is required on some of the construction 
barges. Such measures can include: 
o Secondary booms and/or pads, depending upon where fueling 

would take place on the vessel; 
o Secondary containment on the deck of the vessel to contain the 

petroleum product; 
o Specifying volume of petroleum products that will be on the 

vessel and evaluating the potential for spills. Absorbent and 
cleanup materials (such as oil sorbent boom, heavy oil pads, Oil-
Dri Absorbent Floor, etc.) of sufficient quantity to clean up 
potential spill volume shall be provided; and 

o The locations of properly permitted offsite locations where 
vessels will be fueled. 

 Fueling of equipment consistent with proper fuel transfer procedures 
as per U.S. Coast Guard regulations (33 CFR 156.120 and 33 CFR 
155.320), including inspection requirements of spill containment and 
the fueling location to document that no spills have occurred, or that 
any spills are cleaned up immediately. 

 Well-maintained equipment is used to perform the construction work, 
and equipment maintenance is performed off site when possible. Daily 
equipment inspections to help prevent leaks or spills. Leaks or spills 
are best cleaned up when discovered, with proper disposal of cleaning 
materials; 

 Precautions to protect listed species, their habitats, and Essential Fish 
Habitat from construction by-products and pollutants such as 
demolition debris, construction chemicals, fresh cement, saw-water, or 
other deleterious materials. Construction will be conducted from both 
land and water, and care shall be used by equipment operators to 
control debris so that it does not enter the Bay. 

 A materials management disposal plan (MMDP) to prevent any debris 
from falling into the Bay during construction to the maximum extent 
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practicable. The measures identified in the MMDP are commonly based 
on the Best Available Technology, and may include: 
– During construction, any barges performing the work shall be moored 

in a position to capture and contain the debris generated during any 
sub-structure or in-water work. In the event that debris does reach the 
Bay, personnel in workboats within the work area shall immediately 
retrieve the debris for proper handling and disposal. All debris shall be 
disposed of at an authorized upland disposal site; 

– Measures to ensure that fresh cement or concrete shall not be 
allowed to enter San Francisco Bay. Construction waste shall be 
collected and transported to an authorized upland disposal area, 
and per federal, state, and local laws and regulations; 

– All hazardous material shall be stored upland in storage trailers and/or 
shipping containers designed to provide adequate containment. 
Short-term laydown of hazardous materials for immediate use shall 
be permitted with the same anti-spill precautions; 

– All construction material, wastes, debris, sediment, rubbish, trash, 
fencing, etc., shall be removed from the site once the proposed 
project is completed and transported to an authorized disposal 
area, in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local laws 
and regulations; 

– Construction material shall be covered every night and during any 
rainfall event (if there is one); 

– Construction crews shall reduce the amount of disturbance within 
the project site to the minimum necessary to accomplish the 
project; and 

– Measures to prevent saw water from entering the Bay. 

NOTES: 
a 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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