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Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

Date: November 16, 2022 
Case No.: 2020-007168ENV 
Project Title: 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 
BPA Nos.: 202202097657 
Zoning: RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1355/011 
Lot Size: 45,520 square feet 
Project Sponsor: David N. Goldman, Esq., Congregation Emanu-El SF 
 For information contact: Laura McCarty, Equity Community Builders, LLC 
 415-786-1883 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Jennifer McKellar – (628) 652-7563 

jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org  

Project Description: 

The proposed project would result in the expansion and renovation of the existing approximately 88,690-
gross-square-foot Congregation Emanu-El building, which contains religious institutional uses and an 
approximately 4,570-gross-square-foot preschool. The proposed project would result in a total expansion of 
approximately 17,130 gross square feet, including 14,490 gross square feet of additional religious 
institutional space and approximately 2,640 gross square feet of additional preschool space, as well as 4,900 
gross square feet of new rooftop open space with no increase in the maximum height. In total, the proposed 
project would result in an approximately 105,820-gross-square-foot building that would include 7,210 gross 
square feet for the preschool on the fourth floor. The expanded preschool is intended to accommodate 
existing programs and provide additional space for existing enrollment; no changes to student enrollment 
are proposed. Streetscape improvements are proposed along Lake Street, Arguello Boulevard, and 2nd 
Avenue. The attached initial study (Attachment A) contains a comprehensive project description, including 
figures, and an anticipated list of required project approvals. 

Finding:  

This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 
15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as documented in the initial 
study for the project, which is attached. Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially 
significant effects (Attachment B). 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 
Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

2020 plan 2020 Urban Water Management Plan 

ADRP Archeological Data Recovery Plan 

air basin San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 

air district Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

APIP Archeological Public Interpretation Plan 

ARPP Archeological Resource Preservation Plan 

ARR Archeological Resources Report 

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit 

blue book San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets 

BMPs best management practices 

BWDP Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit 

California air board California Air Resources Board 

California register California Register of Historical Resources 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CO carbon monoxide 

dB decibel 

DEHP Diethylhexyl phthalate 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

ERO Environmental Review Officer 

FAR floor area ratio 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

GHG greenhouse gas 

HABS Historic American Building Survey 

HEPA High Efficiency Particulate Air Filter 

in/sec inches per second 

lbs pounds 

mgd million gallons per day 

MLD Most Likely Descendant 

Muni San Francisco Municipal Railway 

NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
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Acronym/Abbreviation Definition 

NOx nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NWIC Northwest Information Center 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

PM particulate matter 

PM10 coarse particular matter 

PM2.5 fine particulate matter 

PPV peak particle velocity 

regional board Regional Water Quality Control Board 

RH-1 Residential-House, One Family 

RH-1(D) Residential-House, One Family-Detached 

RH-2 Residential-House, Two Family 

RM-1 Residential-Mixed, Low Density 

ROG reactive organic gasses 

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

Standards for Rehabilitation Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

state water board State Water Resources Control Board 

TACs toxic air contaminants 

US 101 US Highway 101 

USGS United States Geological Survey 
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A. Project Description 
Project Location and Site Characteristics 
The approximately 45,520-square-foot1 (approximately 1.04-acre) L-shaped project site at 2 Lake Street is 
located on a corner lot northwest of the Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street intersection in the Presidio 
Heights neighborhood. The site is bounded by single- and multi-family residential uses situated around 
Presidio Terrace to the north, Arguello Boulevard to the east, Lake Street to the south, and the northern 
terminus of 2nd Avenue to the west. The project site slopes downward from north to south and from east to 
west from approximately 222 feet to 202 feet above mean sea level. The site is currently built with the 
approximately 88,690-gross-square-foot Congregation Emanu-El building, a religious institution composed 
of three wings that covers the entirety of the lot and extends to all property lines, including: the Temple 
House Wing, Courtyard Wing, and Sanctuary Wing. The Sanctuary Wing includes a domed sanctuary that 
extends to approximately 142 feet in height along Arguello Boulevard. The Temple House and Courtyard 
wings are approximately 40 feet in height at the roof lines along Arguello Boulevard.2 The Sanctuary and 
Courtyard have two floors over a partial basement and unfinished crawlspace; the Temple House has four 
floors and a basement level. Because of the sloped condition of the site, the portion of the building along 
Lake Street has an appearance of one to two stories at the Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard intersection 
on the southeast corner of the project site, and four stories from the southwest corner of the project site, 
near the Lake Street and 2nd Avenue intersection. The site interior includes an open courtyard that provides 
interior access to all three wings of the building. The building also contains an approximately 4,570-gross-
square-foot preschool located within the first and second floors of the Temple House Wing, with use of other 
spaces for classrooms for the preschool, youth, and adult education, as needed. A kitchen is also located 
within the basement level of the Temple House Wing. (See Figure 1, Project Vicinity Map; Figure 2, Aerial 
Photograph of the Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses; and Figure 3, Existing Site Plan, pp. 2 
through 4, respectively).  

There is no existing vehicle access to the interior of the project site and no off-street parking is provided. The 
project site has approximately 240 feet of frontage along Lake Street, which includes approximately 121 feet3 
of timed loading zone (white curb) and 119 feet of public street parking. The frontage along Arguello 
Boulevard is approximately 289 feet, including 63 feet of passenger loading zone (white curb), 22 feet of 
accessible parking (blue curb), 14 feet of no parking (red curb), and 190 feet of public street parking. The 2nd 
Avenue frontage is approximately 96 feet long, including 70 feet of public street parking and 22 feet of no 
parking (red curb). The red curb along 2nd Avenue provides access to an approximately 108-square-foot trash 
enclosure. Pedestrian access is provided by sidewalks along Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard, with the 
main building entrance and access to the interior courtyard located along Arguello Boulevard, a secondary 
building entrance located near the southeast corner of the site along Lake Street, which is not currently in 
use, and a third entrance located at the southwest corner of the site along Lake Street, where preschool 
dropoff/pickup occurs. No bicycle parking is provided along 2nd Avenue, Lake Street, or Arguello Boulevard. 

 
1  All square footages are approximate and rounded to the nearest multiple of ten. 

2  In accordance with planning code section 260, the heights of the Temple House and Courtyard wings are measured from the midpoint of the 
property line along Arguello Boulevard. The Sanctuary dome is measured vertically from the top of the dome to Arguello Boulevard. 

3  All curb dimensions are rounded to the nearest foot. 
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The existing building on the project site has been continuously occupied by Congregation Emanu-El since its 
construction between 1925-1927. The subject building is eligible for individual listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (California Register). Refer to Section D.4, Cultural Resources, for additional 
information. 

Proposed Project Characteristics 
The proposed project would result in the expansion and renovation of the existing Congregation Emanu-El 
building and streetscape improvements along Lake Street, Arguello Boulevard, and 2nd Avenue. The 
basement through the fourth floor of the Temple House Wing would be renovated with interior upgrades to 
classrooms used for the preschool, youth, and adult education as well as the social gathering space, and 
appliance upgrades to the existing kitchen, but would not include any new spaces or uses. The Courtyard 
Wing would be expanded by approximately 17,260 square feet by excavating underneath it to a depth of 
approximately 200 feet above mean sea level (approximately 30 feet below the existing floor of the Courtyard 
Wing) and extending new structures into the courtyard area. The expanded Courtyard Wing would provide 
additional space for the congregation’s existing social programs and would include seismic upgrades. The 
expansion would accommodate new offices on the first floor; community space and a classroom on the 
second floor; a classroom, break rooms, and meeting spaces on the third floor; and an approximately 4,900-
square-foot rooftop open space that would be used as a play area for the existing preschool and common 
outdoor open space. The rooftop play area would be contiguous with the existing fourth-floor classrooms, 
which would be re-dedicated from youth education to preschool use, and would allow for enhanced security.  

The community space on the second floor of the Courtyard Wing would include a new lobby and reception 
area that would utilize the Lake Street entrance to the building, re-orienting the entrance away from Arguello 
Boulevard and providing enhanced security. The existing Arguello Boulevard entrance would only be used on 
a limited basis for high-attendance events, such as high holidays, to allow for more efficient ingress and 
egress to and from the building. Additionally, the existing preschool entrance would be relocated from the 
southwest corner of Lake Street near 2nd Avenue to the new main entry on Lake Street. Once relocated, the 
existing preschool entrance near 2nd Avenue would serve as a tertiary entrance and emergency exit.  

The renovation of the Courtyard Wing would retain the Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard façades, while the 
interior would be replaced with a new structure in order to address current seismic deficiencies. Below grade 
excavation would result in expanded basement space to accommodate additional program space for the 
existing congregation and more energy efficient mechanical systems to serve the entire building. A new 
elevator would also be installed to serve the Courtyard Wing. The proposed project would not include any 
change to the Sanctuary Wing apart from upgrades to the fire safety system, which would include a fire 
alarm system throughout the building with a voice alarm communication system. The Courtyard Wing would 
also be fully sprinklered.  

Table 1, Proposed Project Details, p. 6, provides a summary of the proposed project compared to existing 
conditions. As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would result in a total net expansion of approximately 
17,130 gross square feet, including 14,490 gross square feet of additional religious institutional space and 
approximately 2,640 gross square feet of additional preschool space, as well as 4,900 gross square feet of 
new rooftop open space with no increase in the permitted building height (40 feet). In total, the proposed 
project would result in an approximately 105,820-gross-square-foot building that would include a 7,210-
gross-square-foot preschool. The preschool is intended to accommodate existing programs and provide 
additional space for existing enrollment; no changes to student enrollment are proposed. Figure 4, 
Proposed Site Plan, p. 7, depicts the overall proposed site plan, Figure 5, Existing and Proposed 
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Streetscape Plan, p. 8, depicts the existing streetscape within the vicinity of the project site and the 
proposed changes, and Figures 6 through 10, pp. 9 through 13, depict the existing and proposed floor plans 
for the basement through fourth floor/roof level. Figures 11 through 16, pp. 14 through 19, depict the 
existing and proposed building elevations and sections.  

Table 1 Proposed Project Details 

 Existing Proposed Net Change 

GENERAL 

Number of Building(s) 1 1 0 

Building Stories 4 4 0 

Building Height (feet)1 

Temple House Wing and Courtyard Wing 40 40 0 

Sanctuary Wing 142 142 0 

Building Gross Square Feet (gsf) 88,690 105,820 +17,130 
LAND USE 

Religious Institution (gsf) 84,120 98,610 +14,490 

Preschool (gsf) 4,570 7,210 +2,640 

Useable Open Space (gsf) 

Courtyard 4,080 3,740 -340 

Rooftop 0 4,900 +4,900 

Off-Street Parking (spaces) 0 0 0 
STREETSCAPE2 

On-Street Parking (linear feet, vehicle spaces) 

Arguello Boulevard – Accessible Parking (parallel) 22 (1) 0 -22 (-1) 

Arguello Boulevard – Standard Parking (parallel) 190 (8) 153 (6) -37 (-2) 

Lake Street – Standard Parking (parallel) 119 (5) 72 (3) -47 (-2) 

2nd Avenue – Standard Parking (perpendicular) 70 (7) 72 (8) +2 (+1) 

Loading Spaces (linear feet, vehicle spaces) 

Arguello Boulevard – Passenger Loading (parallel) 63 (2) 80 (3) +17 (+1) 

Arguello Boulevard – Accessible Loading (parallel) 0 20 (1) +20 (+1) 

Lake Street – Passenger Loading (parallel) 121 (5) 66 (3) -55 (-2) 

Sidewalk Extension/Bulbout (linear feet) 

Arguello Boulevard 0 53 +53 

Lake Street 0 99 +99 
SOURCE: Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects, 2022. 
NOTE: All gsf numbers are rounded to the nearest multiple of 10. 
1 Height measured from midpoint of Arguello Boulevard per San Francisco Planning Code section 260. 
2  Number of whole spaces based on an average car length of 22 feet consistent with San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 

standards and a standard parking stall width of 9 feet. The 20-foot accessible loading zone is sufficient per SFMTA recommendations for the 
site. Net spaces calculated from difference between existing and proposed whole spaces. 

gsf = gross square feet 
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The proposed project includes changes to all three of the project site’s street frontages. The Arguello 
Boulevard frontage is approximately 288 feet long and includes an existing 63-foot-long passenger loading 
zone, a 22-foot accessible parking space, 14 feet of red curb, and 190 feet of parallel parking. The project 
proposes to eliminate the accessible parking stall, increase the passenger loading from 63 to 100 linear feet, 
(including the addition of a 20-foot-long accessible loading zone), and add a new 53-foot-long bulbout at the 
corner of Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street, leaving 153 feet of parallel parking on Arguello Boulevard. The 
Lake Street frontage is 240 feet long and includes 121 feet of passenger loading and 119 feet of parallel 
parking. The project proposes to decrease the passenger loading from 121 to 66 linear feet and add a new 99-
foot-long bulbout at the corner of Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard leaving 72 feet of parallel parking on 
Lake Street. The passenger loading zone on Lake Street currently used for preschool pickup and drop off 
would move east to the new main entry on Lake Street, and the on-street parallel parking would move west 
towards 2nd Avenue. Preschool pick-up and drop-off activities would occur in the Lake Street loading zone. 
Vehicles would queue in the Arguello Boulevard zone until a loading space is available on Lake Street. On 2nd 
Avenue, the existing approximately 22-foot-long red curb would be reduced to 20 feet, the existing 70 feet of 
perpendicular parking would be increased to approximately 72 feet, and the sidewalk fronting the project 
would be widened from 17 feet to 19 feet. Overall, the proposed streetscape changes would remove four 
parking spaces and 18 linear feet of white curb passenger loading from the project site. However, as shown in 
Table 1, there would be no net change to the overall number of vehicles accommodated by the proposed 
white curb passenger loading zones, compared to existing conditions. 

A total of two existing interior courtyard trees, three street trees on Lake Street, and three existing trees on 
Second Avenue would be removed. Two new street trees would be planted on Lake Street and three new 
street trees would be planted on 2nd Avenue.  

Demolition and Construction 
Construction of the proposed project would occur over an approximately 26-month period and would 
consist of a single phase. The Courtyard Wing would be constructed on spread footings, with underpinning at 
the Lake Street entry and exterior walls along Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard. Excavation and 
foundation work within the Temple House Wing would be limited to the interface between the Temple House 
and Courtyard wing structures. No impact or vibratory pile driving techniques or micropiles would be used. 
The proposed project would require the excavation of approximately 5,300 cubic yards of soil to a depth of 
approximately 14 to 30 feet for extension of the existing basement. No nighttime construction would occur.  

Project Approvals 
The proposed project would require the following approvals:  

PLANNING COMMISSION 

• Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval for: 

 Conditional Use Authorization to allow modifications to the existing institutional use within the 
RM-1 district: 

- An increase in the allowed floor area ratio (FAR) from 1.8 to 2.3 

- Modification of the method of height measurement 

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

• Approval of an alteration permit 
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SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

• Construction dust control plan in compliance with health code article 22B (Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance) 

• Inspection and approval of appliance upgrades in existing basement kitchen 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

• Approval of changes to existing curb striping 

• Construction-related approvals, as applicable 

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

• Approval of Street Improvement Permit 

• Approval of Minor Sidewalk Encroachment Permit 

SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

• Approval of stormwater control plan 

• Approval of lighting plan for new street lighting 

• Approval of wastewater and water meter 

Approval of the Planned Unit Development by the planning commission would constitute the approval 
action for the proposed project. The approval action date establishes the start of the 30-day period for the 
appeal of the final mitigated negative declaration to the board of supervisors pursuant to section 31.04(h) of 
the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
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B. Project Setting 
Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 
The project site is located on a corner lot northwest of the Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street intersection in 
the Presidio Heights neighborhood (Figure 2). The site is bounded by single- and multi-family residential 
uses situated around Presidio Terrace to the north, Arguello Boulevard to the east, Lake Street to the south, 
and the northern terminus of 2nd Avenue to the west. The topography in the immediate vicinity is similar to 
that of the project site, generally sloping downward from north to south and from east to west. Land uses in 
the surrounding area include a mixture of single- and multi-family residential, institutional, and commercial 
uses. The southern edge of The Presidio is located approximately two blocks north of the project site. The 
project site is immediately bordered by the Presidio Terrace subdivision to the north, which generally 
consists of two-story single-family residences. 

Land uses within the immediate vicinity of the project site also include the St. John’s Presbyterian Church 
(25 Lake Street), two- to four-story residential buildings (100-144 Lake Street), three-story residential 
buildings (25-45 Lake Street), a non-profit organization (100 2nd Avenue), and two- to five-story residential 
buildings (3990-3999 Clay Street and 112-190 Arguello Boulevard). The California Campus of the California 
Pacific Medical Center (previously known as the Children’s Hospital of San Francisco) is located 
approximately 0.15 miles southeast of the project site (3838 California Street). The Presidio includes various 
recreational facilities, such as the Presidio Golf Course, Mountain Lake Park Playground, and Presidio Wall 
Playground. Laurel Hills Playground and Rossi Park are also located within close proximity to the project site, 
approximately 0.5 and 0.55 miles southeast, respectively. A number of public schools are located in close 
proximity to the project site as well, including the Madison Campus of the Clair Lilienthal Elementary School 
(approximately 0.1 mile east of the project site), Roosevelt Middle School (approximately 0.3 mile south of 
the project site), and George Peabody Elementary School (approximately 0.4 mile southwest.)  

Regional access to the site is provided by US Highway 101 (US 101). Lombard Street, which is approximately 
1.5 miles northeast of the project site, is designated as US 101 in the vicinity of the project site. Local transit 
service is provided by San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) lines, which provide access to regional transit 
operators (e.g., Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), AC Transit). A total of 11 transit stops are located within 0.25 
miles of the project site, eight of which are located along California Street, providing access to the following 
Muni lines: 1 (California), 1AX (California A Express), 1BX (California B Express), 2 (Clement), 28R (19th Avenue 
Rapid), 33 (Ashbury/18th Street), and 44 (O’Shaughnessy). 

The project site is within the RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District, and a 40-X Height and 
Bulk district. The RM-1 district encompasses most of the properties in the immediate vicinity of the project 
site along Lake Street, while properties within Presidio Terrace are located in the Residential-House, One 
Family-Detached (RH-1[D]) district. Properties further north along Arguello Boulevard are located in the 
Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) district and further west along Lake Street are located in the 
Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2) district. 

Cumulative Context 
CEQA Guidelines section 15310(b)(1) provides two methods for cumulative impact analysis: the “list-based 
approach” and the “projections-based approach.” The list-based approach uses a list of projects producing 
closely related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project to evaluate whether the project 
would contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The projections-based approach uses projections 
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contained in a general plan or related planning document to evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts. 
This project-specific analysis employs both the list-based and projections-based approaches, depending on 
which approach best suits the resource topic being analyzed. 

Cumulative development includes projects for which the planning department has a project application on 
file or projects that have been entitled but have not yet begun construction. Cumulative development in the 
project vicinity (within an approximately 0.25-mile radius of the project site), includes the following project: 

• 3700 California Street (California Pacific Medical Center – Planning Department Case No. 2017-
003559PRJ/ENV): Construction of 31 new buildings, consisting of 14 single-family homes and 17 
multi-family buildings ranging in height from three to seven stories. Demolition of five buildings, 
conversion of one building into a 24-unit residential building, and retention of one three-story 
medical building. In total the project site would result in 33 buildings containing 273 dwelling units 
(nine existing and 264 new); 416 vehicle parking spaces; 424 bicycle parking spaces; and 
approximately 86,000 square feet of private and common open space. To accommodate the 
construction of the new buildings, the project would require excavation of approximately 61,800 
cubic yards of soil to a maximum depth of 75 feet. 

Cumulative development is shown in Figure 17, Cumulative Projects Map, p. 24.  
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C. Summary of Environmental Effects 
The project could potentially result in adverse physical effects on the environmental resources checked 
below, and where those impacts are significant or potentially significant, the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) requires identification of mitigation measures to reduce the severity of the impacts to a 
less-than-significant level to the extent feasible. This initial study presents a more-detailed checklist and 
discussion of each environmental resource, unless otherwise noted below. 

☐ Land Use and Planning ☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions ☐ Hydrology and Water Quality 

☐ Aesthetics ☐ Wind ☐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

☐ Population and Housing ☐ Shadow ☐ Mineral Resources 

☒ Cultural Resources ☐ Recreation ☐ Energy 

☒ Tribal Cultural Resources ☐ Utilities and Service Systems ☐ Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

☐ Transportation and Circulation ☐ Public Services ☐ Wildfire 

☐ Noise ☐ Biological Resources ☒ Mandatory Findings of Significance 

☒ Air Quality ☒ Geology and Soils   

This initial study examines the proposed project to identify potential effects on the environment. For each 
item on the initial study checklist, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the proposed project both 
individually and cumulatively. All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked “Less than 
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated,” “Less than Significant Impact,” “No Impact,” or “Not 
Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, the planning department has determined that the proposed 
project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that issue. The items checked 
above have been determined to be “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.” 
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D. Evaluation of Environmental Effects 
D.1.  No Impact or Not Applicable Environmental Topics 
The proposed project would have no impact on the following environmental topics, or the topic is not 
applicable, and, as a result, these are not discussed further in this initial study: Population and Housing, 
Wind, Shadow, Recreation, Public Services, Mineral Resources, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and 
Wildfire. This section briefly describes why these topics would have no impact or are not applicable to the 
proposed project. 

Population and Housing 
The project site does not contain any residential uses, and the proposed project does not include any new 
residential units, new programming or additional staff. The proposed building expansion would 
accommodate existing programming and existing staff, congregation size, and pre-school enrollment. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact, either individually or cumulatively, on population 
and housing. 

Wind 
In general, new buildings less than approximately 80 feet in height are unlikely to result in substantial 
adverse effects on ground-level winds such that pedestrians would be uncomfortable. Such winds may exist 
under existing conditions, but shorter buildings typically do not cause substantial changes in ground-level 
winds. The proposed project would not include any additions to the existing building that would be greater 
than 80 feet in height. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact, either individually or 
cumulatively, on wind hazards. 

Shadow 
Planning code section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless that 
shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. The proposed project 
would not increase the overall height of the existing building. Additionally, the nearest publicly accessible 
open space to the project site is the Presidio Wall Playground, which is located approximately 0.5 mile 
northeast. The planning department prepared a preliminary shadow fan to determine whether the project 
would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces.4 The shadow fan 
indicated that the proposed project would not cast any new shadows on any publicly accessible open 
spaces. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact, either individually or cumulatively, on 
shadow. 

Recreation 
The project site does not include any new residential units or employment-generating uses. In addition, the 
proposed project would not result in an increase in congregation size or preschool enrollment on the project 
site. The proposed project would include an approximately 4,900-gross-square-foot rooftop open space that 
would be used as a play area for the existing preschool and common outdoor open space, accommodating 
the recreation needs of existing site users. The non-recreation impacts associated with development of this 

 
4  San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Shadow Fan Analysis: 2 Lake Street. January 30, 2020.  
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open space area are evaluated in the appropriate topical sections of this initial study. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact, either individually or cumulatively, on recreation. 

Public Services 
The project site does not include any new residential units or employment-generating uses. In addition, the 
proposed project would not result in an increase in congregation size or preschool enrollment on the project 
site. The proposed project would not result in any increased demand for public services, including fire and 
police protection, schools, or other public services. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact, 
either individually or cumulatively, on public services. 

Mineral Resources 
The project site is not located in an area with known mineral resources and would not extract mineral 
resources. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources and would not have 
the potential to contribute to any cumulative mineral resource impact. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
The project site is within an urbanized area in the City and County of San Francisco that does not contain any 
prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance; forest land; or land under 
Williamson Act contract. The area is not zoned for any agricultural uses. Therefore, the project would have no 
impact, either individually or cumulatively, on agricultural or forest resources. 

Wildfire 
The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have any state 
responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones;5 therefore, 
this topic is not applicable. 

D.2.  Land Use and Planning 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.2.  LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?   X   

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

  X   

 

 
5  California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, State Responsibility Area Viewer, 2019. Available at: https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-

programs/state-responsibility-area-viewer/, accessed July 2019.  
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Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than 
Significant) 

The division of an established community typically involves the construction of a physical barrier to 
neighborhood access, such as a new freeway, or the removal of a means of access, such as a bridge or 
roadway. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the construction of a physical barrier 
to neighborhood access or the removal of an existing means of access; it would result in the expansion and 
renovation of an existing building within established lot boundaries. Although the proposed project would 
include a new 41-foot-long bulbout at the corner of Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street, and related 
modifications to existing loading zones and street parking, the proposed project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. Although portions of the sidewalks 
adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction, these closures 
would only occur temporarily during construction and pedestrian travel would be accommodated via a 
covered walkway or sidewalks on adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project would not physically 
divide an established community and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 
required. 

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

Land use impacts would be considered significant if the proposed project would conflict with a land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The 
determination as to whether a conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation is significant under CEQA is 
based on whether that conflict would result in a significant physical environmental impact. Applicable land 
use plans that regulate development on the project site include the San Francisco General Plan and San 
Francisco Planning Code. The proposed project consists of a renovation and expansion of an existing 
religious institutional use and associated preschool and would conform with the allowable uses under the 
RM-1 zoning district. Measured from the midpoint of Arguello Boulevard, the proposed project would not 
include any features that would be greater than 40 feet in height, which is the maximum height allowed in 
the 40-X height and bulk district. A PUD permit is sought for minor modification from the method of 
measuring height to allow for measuring height from the midpoint of the project site along Arguello 
Boulevard rather than measuring from Arguello Boulevard for the eastern half of the project site and from 2nd 
Avenue for the western half of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with the 
zoning designation, which implements the general plan, and height and bulk district for the project site, and 
would not substantially conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

The project’s consistency with other applicable plans and policies is further discussed in the respective topic 
sections below. For these reasons, the impact of the proposed project with respect to any conflict with land 
use plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect would be 
less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  
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Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact related to land use and planning. (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative context for land use effects are typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of the 
project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in the project vicinity (within a 0.25-mile 
radius of the project site) includes the project identified in Figure 17, Cumulative Projects Map, p. 24. The 
cumulative development project consists of new residential uses within a previously developed site. 

Upon completion of the project, the proposed project would not physically divide an established 
community, and therefore would have no potential to combine with cumulative development to result in a 
significant physical environmental impact related to dividing an established community. As stated above, 
construction of the proposed project may require temporary sidewalk closures as could other cumulative 
construction activity in the project vicinity. Therefore, because all sidewalk closures would be required to 
maintain pedestrian access through the surrounding areas and because any access detours or restrictions 
would be temporary in nature, any cumulative impacts related to physically dividing an established 
community would be less than significant. 

The applicable cumulative project is required to conform with the planning code, including its zoning maps, 
and required to be generally consistent with the general plan. Therefore, the proposed project in 
combination with cumulative development would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to a 
conflict with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
impact, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

D.3.  Aesthetics

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.3.  AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway? 

X 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and
its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage points.) If
the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the
area?

X 
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The proposed project is located within an urbanized area; therefore, the analysis of Topic D.3(c) focuses on 
whether the project would conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. 

Impact AES-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. (Less 
than Significant) 

A project would have a significant effect on scenic vistas if it would substantially degrade important public 
view corridors or obstruct scenic views from public areas that are seen by a substantial number of people. A 
scenic vista is generally an expansive, publicly accessible view that is recognized and valued for its scenic 
quality. Scenic vistas are typically available from vista points, designated scenic highways, or parks. The 
urban design element of the general plan includes objectives and policies to protect major views in the city, 
with particular attention paid to views of open space and water.6 For this analysis, public views of San 
Francisco Bay, the Presidio, and Golden Gate Park are considered scenic vistas. 

The Presidio is located approximately one block north of the site. Golden Gate Park is located approximately 
seven blocks (1 mile) south of the site, and San Francisco Bay is located approximately 1.25 miles north of 
the site at its closest point. 

Long-range scenic vistas in the area are limited to a view of Golden Gate Park, looking south along Arguello 
Boulevard, which is largely obstructed by intervening structures and mature vegetation. Similarly, due to the 
topography and mature vegetation, the Presidio is only intermittently visible from the project site. San 
Francisco Bay is not visible from the project site due to surrounding development and the existing 
topography.  

The Sanctuary Wing of the existing building is visible to travelers along Arguello Boulevard beginning at 
Golden Gate Park, and along Clay Street beginning at the intersection with Presidio Avenue, at which point 
the project site is no longer visible due to the existing topography and intervening buildings. Views of the 
Temple House Wing and Courtyard Wing are typically short-range views, primarily from adjacent streets and 
parcels. Due to the topography and mature vegetation, the existing building is only intermittently visible 
from points within the nearby Presidio.  

As shown in Figures 11 through 16, pp. 14 through 19, the expansion and renovation of the existing building 
on the project site would occur within the existing exterior building envelope and would not extend above 
the existing roof lines. Specifically, no improvements to the most highly visible element, the Sanctuary Wing, 
would occur. The visible elements of the proposed project would be similar in appearance to the existing 
visual elements on the project site and would not obstruct or adversely affect any scenic vistas. Additionally, 
due to the developed nature of the site and the surrounding area, there are no unobstructed scenic vistas 
from the project site. Therefore, although the proposed project would result in a limited change in visual 
quality, it would not obstruct views of, or views from, any scenic vistas, and this impact would be less than 
significant. No mitigation measures would be required.  

6 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan Urban Design Element, 2018, https://generalplan.sfplanning.org/ 
I5_Urban_Design.htm.  
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Impact AES-2: The proposed project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. (No 
Impact) 

Scenic resources include trees, rock outcroppings, and other landscape features that contribute to the scenic 
character of a public area. The urban design element of the general plan contains objectives and policies to 
protect natural resources such as sand dunes, hills, cliffs, open spaces (including recreational resources), San 
Francisco Bay, and the Pacific Ocean, all of which contribute to the visual framework of the city. There are no 
scenic resources on the project site. No designated state scenic highways are located within the project 
vicinity,7 nor is the project site located near any scenic roadways or corridors identified in the general plan.8 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any impacts to scenic resources.  

Impact AES-3: The proposed project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality. (Less than Significant) 

As described above, the expansion and renovation of the existing building on the project site would occur 
within the existing building envelope and would not extend above the existing roof lines. The project site is 
located within the 40-X Height and Bulk District. As shown in Figures 11 through 16, pp. 14 through 19, the 
proposed project would not include any new elements above 40 feet, as measured from the midpoint on 
Arguello Boulevard. 

The urban design element of the San Francisco General Plan includes objectives and policies to protect 
major views in the city and natural resources that contribute to the visual framework of the city. The 
proposed project would not conflict with these policies because the project would not degrade or obstruct 
any scenic views or vistas observed from a public area or damage scenic resources within the project site. 
Construction of the proposed project could be visible from publicly accessible viewpoints; however, 
construction activities would be temporary and would not substantially or permanently alter the existing 
scenic quality of the area. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with applicable zoning or other 
regulations governing scenic quality, and this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact AES-4: The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area. Construction activities would occur during daylight and business 
hours.  

Limited exterior security lighting would be included throughout the project site as part of egress and life-
safety improvements. Lighting included in the proposed project would be standard, down-facing lighting, 
and would be designed to conform with the applicable building code requirements. Due to the developed 

7 California Department of Transportation. California State Scenic Highway System Map. 2019. Website: 
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa.  

8 The two scenic roadways identified in the transportation section of the San Francisco General Plan include Doyle Drive and O’Shaughnessy 
Boulevard. 
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nature of the site and the surrounding area, sources of light and glare to the night sky are already present. In 
addition, beyond minor glare from use of limited construction equipment, which would be similar to the 
existing glare from vehicles on local roads, there would be no new sources of glare associated with the 
proposed project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.  

 

Impact C-AES-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact related to aesthetics. (Less than Significant) 

The geographic scope for potential cumulative aesthetic impacts includes cumulative development within 
the publicly accessible viewshed of the proposed project, which extends approximately 1,000 feet in every 
direction from the project site. The visual setting of the project site is defined by topography and the density 
of development in the area. Due to the developed nature of the site and the surrounding area, there are no 
unobstructed scenic vistas from the project site, and sources of light and glare to the night sky are already 
present. Alterations to the existing building on the project site would not extend above the existing roof lines 
and would be common in the urban environment. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts to the aesthetic environment would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

 
D.4.  Cultural Resources 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.4.  CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:  

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

 X    

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

 X    

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

 X    

 
Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of the CEQA statute and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or formally 
determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (California register) or in an 
adopted local register. Historical resources also include resources identified as significant in a historical 
resource survey that meet certain criteria. Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise 
determined to be historically significant, based on significant evidence, would also be considered historical 
resources. The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a “project demolishes or 
materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its 
historical significance.” In evaluating whether the proposed project would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource, the planning department must first determine whether the 
existing building on the project site is a historical resource. 
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A property may be considered a historical resource if it meets any of the California register criteria related to: 
(1) events; (2) persons; (3) architecture; or (4) information potential, that make it eligible for listing in the 
California register, or if it is considered a contributor to a potential historic district. Additionally, CEQA 
requires lead agencies to consider whether projects will impact “unique archaeological resources.” Public 
Resources Code section 21083.2, subdivision (g), states that ‘unique archaeological resource’ means an 
archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely 
adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following 
criteria: (1) contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is 
a demonstrable public interest in that information; (2) has a special and particular quality such as being the 
oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; and (3) is directly associated with a scientifically 
recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person. An archeological site may be considered an 
historical resource if it is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, military or cultural annals of California (Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(j)) or if it meets the criteria for listing on the California register (14 California Code of Regulations 
section 4850). 

Historic Resource Evaluation 

This section presents the planning department’s determination that the Temple Emanu-El building is a 
historic resource for the purpose of CEQA. This determination is consistent with that of a consultant-
prepared evaluation.  

At the time the project sponsor submitted a project application (July 30, 2020), the Temple Emanu-El 
property at 2 Lake Street was classified as a Category B property by the planning department. Category B 
properties are properties that do not meet the criteria for listing in Category A (Historical Resources), but for 
which the City has information indicating that further consultation and review will be required to determine 
whether the property is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.9 To evaluate whether the Temple 
Emanu-El property is a CEQA historic resource, a qualified historical consultant prepared a historic resources 
evaluation (part 1).10 Planning staff reviewed the evaluation and concurred that the property is a CEQA 
historic resource.11 The evaluation and determination are summarized below, but included in full in 
Appendix A. 

The existing Temple Emanu-El building, which occupies the project site at 2 Lake Street, is a monumental 
synagogue comprised of three parts: the hip-roofed Temple House, the domed Sanctuary, and the 
Courtyard. The building was constructed in 1925-1926 in an eclectic hybrid of revival architectural styles, 
predominantly Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival. The building is clad in stucco and features 
various roof forms, all clad in red clay tile.  

Temple Emanu-El is located between two previously identified historic districts: the Eligible Presidio Terrace 
Historic District and Eligible Presidio Heights Historic District. Temple Emanu-El does not appear to 

 
9  San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16: City and County of CEQA Review Procedures for Historic 

Resources, https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/documents/preserv/bulletins/HistPres_Bulletin_16.PDF , accessed October 30, 2022. 

10  TreanorHL. Temple Emanu-El, 2 Lake Street, San Francisco, California, Historic Resource Evaluation – Part 1. June 25, 2021. 

11  San Francisco Planning Department. Part 1 Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2 Lake Street, Record No. 2020-007168ENV. January 26, 2022. 
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contribute to either of these districts, which are primarily residential in nature, or any other unidentified 
historic district. 

Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible for its association with the LGBTQ history of the city under 
California Register Criterion 1 (Events). The official Jewish memorial for Harvey Milk was held at Temple 
Emanu-El on November 29, 1978. Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav, the only openly gay rabbi 
in San Francisco, delivered the eulogy at the Temple. Additionally, Rabbi Robert Kirschner delivered his 
prominent “AIDS sermon” in 1985 at Temple Emanu-El—one of the earliest official declarations from the 
nation’s religious movements or its leading clergymen.  

Temple Emanu-El was also evaluated for individual eligibility under Criterion 2 (Persons) for its association 
with Cantor Reuben Rinder who was an important figure in Jewish music history., with the period of 
significance spanning from 1913 when Rinder began his job at Emanu-El to his death in 1966.  However, 
planning staff do not find the property eligible for individual listing under Criterion 2. While Cantor Reuben 
Rinder was a dedicated member of the Temple Emanu-El community for over 50 years and contributed 
greatly to its liturgical canon, based on research conducted by planning staff, it appears that Rinder’s role 
was primarily to commission works from and provide mentorship to musicians who did not have strict 
associations with or complete their work at Temple Emanu-el. For example, although Avodath Hakodesh is 
an important work of the Jewish liturgy which was commissioned by Cantor Rinder, it was composed by 
Ernest Bloch, and it was first performed in Italy; it was not performed at Temple Emanu-el until eight years 
after its composition. Other congregants of Temple Emanu-el included prominent leaders who made 
contributions to Jewish and secular life in San Francisco, but likewise, their prominence is not more directly 
associated with Temple Emanu-el than any other property. 

In addition, Temple Emanu-El appears to be individually eligible as a monumental and architecturally 
distinctive example of an eclectic Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival style religious building in 
San Francisco (Criterion 3, Architecture). It is also an example of the work of Architects of Merit (Bakewell & 
Brown and Sylvain Schnaittacherand) and as the work of builders of historical prominence (MacDonald & 
Kahn Construction Company).  

The building retains sufficient physical integrity to convey its significance as an individual resource. Planning 
staff has consolidated the period of significance for Temple Emanu-el to the years 1926 to 1985, capturing 
the building’s construction, significant alterations (including the Rinder Chapel), Harvey Milk’s memorial 
service, and Rabbi Kirschner’s “AIDS Sermon,” and concurs that the building retains sufficient physical 
integrity to convey its significance as an individual resource. Planning staff updated the property to Category 
A status on January 27, 2022, to reflect its status as a historical resource per the definitions in section 21084.1 
of the CEQA statute and section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Therefore, Temple Emanu-El is considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. Exterior, interior and 
character-defining features are described below. 

Exterior Features  
The Lake Street side of the building features consistent buttresses that divide the building into bays, an 
arched intermediate story, and deeply recessed multi-lite windows. The westernmost part, at the 
intersection with 2nd Avenue, is only one-bay wide and slightly set back. The next six-bay-wide section 
encloses the Temple House and goes from four stories at the west to three stories, consistent with the 
sloping street. The top story of the central four bays feature windows grouped in threes, while the end bays 
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have single windows at this level. The remainder of the elevation is lower, dominated by a central grand-
arched opening flanked by lower two-bay sections. 

The monumental arch, topped by a hipped roof, is the tallest element on the south façade and originally 
formed the building’s main entrance. The arch is comprised of two elements, one on the surface of the 
façade and one recessed, each accented by a decorative band. The arch encloses a flight of stairs accessing 
the courtyard. Faceted columns flank the courtyard opening of these stairs, which are protected by an ornate 
metal gate. 

The Arguello Boulevard façade features a two-story section at the courtyard and the larger volume of the 
sanctuary to the north. The lower five-bay section to the south features two solid bays with recessed arches 
and windows and three open arches leading to the Courtyard. 

The clay-tile-clad dome dominates the north end of the project site. Prominent buttresses separate the 
arched multi-lite windows at the base of the dome. The dome rests on an octagonal base, below which is a 
gabled projection, edged with buttresses, that rises from the ground. A large arched window with fish-scale 
panes is set within the gable. Below this window are casement windows, each flanked by a buttress. The 
street level of the dome includes four windows within the façade. A single bay with a window at street level 
and at the second floor flanks the projecting gable mass. The northernmost bay along Arguello Boulevard 
has a single large multi-lite arched window at the street level, while the upper level features two deeply 
recessed casement windows flanked by buttresses. 

The west façade that faces 2nd Avenue is four to six stories in height with a six-story tower one bay north of 
Lake Street. South of the tower is a lower, single, four-story bay. North of the tower the building steps down 
to five stories. Buttresses divide the upper three levels into identical bays at the five-story portion. Each bay 
features a single arched multi-lite window at the upper level, a multi-lite window at the fourth level, and two 
narrow multi-lite windows at the third level. The second level features a four-lite window to the north, two 
pairs of multi-lite windows grouped in two, and a single multi-lite window to the south. A deeply recessed 
door at the north side of the façade provides access to the building. 

Interior Features 
The interior features of the building are considered in the historic analysis, including as character-defining 
features, because the building is publicly accessible.  

A brick-paved open Courtyard surrounded with an arcade on three sides unites the Sanctuary and Temple 
House wings. The round arches of the arcade are supported by double columns. The octagonal concrete 
fountain with a blue and green mosaic-clad shallow pool is located at the center. A raised marble platform 
with mosaics accesses the monumental arched entrance of the main sanctuary. 

The interior of the sanctuary wing is comprised of smaller administrative offices and service spaces in 
addition to the main Sanctuary. The Temple House Wing along Lake Street is comprised of the Guild Hall, 
Martin Meyer Auditorium, Rinder Chapel, classrooms, offices, and service spaces. 

A large entry vestibule with a barrel-vaulted ceiling and marble floor leads from the courtyard into the main 
Sanctuary. The ceiling features an intricate stenciled pattern. Marble columns with ornate capitals flank the 
exterior entry door. Identical columns support arches at the east and west ends of the vestibule space. The 
immense sanctuary space is capped by a vaulted ceiling that supports four intricate but massive chandeliers. 
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A mezzanine level lines the east, south, and west sides of the space and provides additional seating. 
Supported by a series of marble columns and stucco-clad arches, each mezzanine is set within a large 
double-height alcove with a barrel vault. Substantial stucco-clad brackets, with a fish scale pattern, support 
the mezzanine overhang. The railings are cast stone with square openings. A large multi-lite window is 
featured in each alcove. The east and west include stained glass in the multi-lite arched panels set within the 
larger three-part opening. Four stained-glass casement windows are located below. At the south, the arched 
window does not have stained glass but features arched multi-lite panels identical to the other arched 
windows. Arched openings with decorative screens flank each side of the large window. 

The Martin Meyer Auditorium is the main gathering space in the Temple House. The large double-height 
room features an almost full-height stage on the west wall, reached by a series of raised platforms and wood 
steps. Faceted pilasters accent the screened openings flanking the stage. The north wall is punctuated by 
large multi-lite arched windows at the floor level and multi-lite windows, grouped in four, above. All 
windows are framed with faceted pilasters. Triple pilasters create heavy brackets that align with the larger 
members of the beamed ceiling. A mezzanine at the east end of the room features a cast stone railing with 
intricate detailing. Wide 180-degree swinging doors sit directly below the mezzanine. 

Rueben Rinder Chapel is rectangular in plan and located along the Lake Street wall of the Temple House 
Wing. The elongated space is further emphasized by its stucco-clad barrel vault ceiling. The slightly raised 
semicircular altar at the west end is capped by a semi-dome with decorative corbelling. Simple wood panels 
clad the long side walls. Notable features of the chapel include stained-glass windows, chandeliers, and the 
hand-carved ark and pulpit. Other smaller gathering spaces and private areas are located within the Temple 
House Wing and feature finishes with less ornamentation, but of a high quality. 

Character-Defining Features of Temple Emanu-El 
Exterior: General 
• Massive form and prominent corner location 

• Three-part complex layout, including Sanctuary (north), Temple House (west), and open courtyard 
(corner) 

• Variations in building heights from one to six stories 

• Compound roof forms, including domed, hipped, and gabled roofs 

• Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural features, including red clay tile roofing 
materials, smooth stucco wall treatment, punched and recessed rectangular and arched window 
openings, buttresses, and decorative bands at cornice levels 

• Multi-lite metal sash windows 

Sanctuary 
• Massive dome with buttresses and multi-lite arched windows 

• Two large arched windows with fish-scale panes, set within gabled projections on the east and west 
façades of the Sanctuary 

• Raised marble platform with mosaics leading to the main Sanctuary entrance 

• Entry vestibule to the Sanctuary with barrel-vaulted ceiling, marble floor, and marble columns with 
ornate capitals 
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• Monumental Sanctuary space with vaulted ceiling 

• Mezzanines supported by a series of marble columns and stucco-clad arches with decorative cast 
stone railings 

• Stucco-clad brackets with a fish scale pattern under the mezzanine overhang 

• Large three-part stained-glass arched windows on the east and west walls 

• Arched window with multi-lite panels on the south wall 

• Elevated bimah accessed by curved steps 

• Arched openings with decorative screens on the north wall, separated by marble columns 

Courtyard 
• Monumental arched opening on Lake Street façade with a hipped roof, decorative bands, faceted 

columns and an ornate metal gate accessed by one flight of travertine stairs with bullnose treads 

• Brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides featuring round arches supported by double 
columns 

• Semicircular marble platform at entry to Sanctuary 

• Octagonal concrete fountain 

Temple House 
• Six-story tower at 2nd Avenue façade 

Interior, Martin Meyer Auditorium 
• Large double-height room 

• Elevated full-height stage on west wall 

• Windows framed with faceted pilasters 

• Beamed ceiling 

• Triple pilaster forming heavy brackets under large members of ceiling 

• Mezzanine with decorative cast stone railing on east wall 

Interior, Rinder Chapel 
• Stucco-clad barrel vault ceiling with slight overhang 

• Semi-circular altar capped by semi-dome with decorative corbelling 

• Simple wood-clad walls 

• Stained-glass windows 

• Chandeliers 
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Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

To assess the proposed project’s potential impacts on the Temple Emanu-El historic resource, a qualified 
historical consultant prepared a historical resources evaluation (part 2). Planning staff reviewed the 
evaluation and determined that the project would result in less than significant impacts on the historical 
resource with mitigation incorporated.12, 13The findings of the evaluation and determination are summarized 
below, but available in full in Appendix A.  

The proposed project would include renovation and an approximately 17,130-gross-square-foot expansion 
of Temple Emanu-El. The renovations and expansion would substantially alter, and in some cases remove, 
the distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships of Temple Emanu-El. 

The proposed project would include demolition in several locations on the interior and exterior of the 
building. The entire interior of the Courtyard Wing, including the stairs within the monumental arch on Lake 
Street, the courtyard paving and fountain, and the roof of the Courtyard Wing, would be demolished, 
although the exterior walls along Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street would be retained along with the 
hipped roof over the monumental arch. A portion of the classroom partitions on the first level of the Temple 
House would be removed. There would be extensive replacement of fixtures in the Guild Hall (basement of 
the Temple House), including the addition of new windows and finishes throughout.  

The proposed project would include demolition of an extensive area of mechanical, service, and 
unexcavated spaces on the basement and first floor of the Courtyard Wing. 

The proposed project would also include alterations and new construction throughout the project site. The 
following portions of the proposed project would be visible from the surrounding area: 

• Portions of compound roof forms and Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural 
features, including red clay tile roofing (some portions of existing roofs would be reconstructed), and 
smooth stucco wall treatment (at the courtyard and very small portions in other locations). 

• A small elevator shaft and penthouse in the southwest corner of the roof deck of the Courtyard Wing, 
attached to a lower, small restroom which would replace the existing elevator penthouse. Both the 
elevator penthouse and restroom would be finished in painted stucco. 

• The two major openings from the street facades of the Courtyard Wing, the monumental arch and 
the courtyard arcade, would be infilled with glass. Glass entry doors would be constructed at the 
monumental arch. The existing exterior monumental stair to the courtyard would be removed. Inside 
the new glass entry doors would be a multiple-story entrance and security space. A new 
monumental stair would lead up to the main courtyard. Two new bridges crossing through the entry 
space behind the arch would be visible from outside the building, though their appearance would 
depend on lighting conditions and the vantage point of the viewer. 

 
12  Knapp Architects, Temple Emanu-El Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2. September 19, 2022.  

13  San Francisco Planning Department. Part 2 Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2 Lake Street, Record No. 2020-007168ENV. November 10, 
2022. 



   
 
 

 
Case No. 2020-007168ENV 39 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 

 

• A new floor plat immediate behind the glass on the east façade would be visible from the exterior in 
most conditions, and a new interior stair in the northernmost arch of the arcade would also be 
visible. 

• The existing bronze gates at the arches along Arguello Boulevard would be refurbished and 
reinstalled in the existing openings on the street-facing side of the new glass.  

• The open courtyard would be reconstructed with new materials and a design that is different from 
the existing. The courtyard would narrow slightly in front of the Sanctuary Wing, while the east, 
south, and west elevations would be approximately 6 feet taller than the existing arcade. The 
Courtyard Wing would be reconstructed from foundation to roof except for the existing exterior walls 
along Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street. 

Character-Defining Features to be Removed 
Features listed above as character defining that would be demolished, including partial demolition and 
construction-phase demolition followed by replication in kind, include the following: 

Exterior 
• Portions of compound roof forms and Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural 

features, including red clay tile roofing (some portions of existing roofs would be reconstructed), and 
smooth stucco wall treatment (at the courtyard and very small portions in other locations) 

Sanctuary 
• Portions of the raised marble platform with mosaics at the north side of the Courtyard, leading to the 

main entrance of the Sanctuary (only stairs would be removed; the platform itself would remain) 

Courtyard 
• Portions of the monumental arched opening on the Lake Street façade with a hipped roof, decorative 

bands, faceted columns, and an ornate metal gate accessed by one flight of travertine stairs (the 
stairs, the columns at the top of the stairs, and the gate would be removed) 

• The brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides featuring round arches supported by 
double columns (the paving, the arcade on three sides, and the double columns) 

• Octagonal cast stone fountain and columns  

Features to be Restored or Repaired 

Several restorative or reparative project scopes will maintain and preserve historic and/or character-defining 
elements of the property. These include restoration of cement plaster cladding on the Lake Street and 
Arguello Avenue facades of the Courtyard building, as well as restoration of deteriorated historic steel 
windows. Some window openings which have been obscured or blocked over time will be restored. 
Elements which will be repaired or replaced in-kind if deteriorated beyond repair include the bronze gates on 
the Arguello Avenue façade, cast stone columns at limited locations on the east face of the Temple House 
building and at the entryway from the Courtyard to the Sanctuary, and mosaics located in the entryway 
between the courtyard and the Sanctuary. 
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Secretary of the Interior Standards 
This section evaluates the project’s consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (Rehabilitation). The proposed project would conform to Standards 1 and 3 
through 9, but would not conform to Standards 2 and 10, which are described below. For a detailed 
discussion, see historical resources evaluation (part 2), included in Appendix A.  

• Standard 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a 
property will be avoided. 

• Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 

The project as proposed does not meet Standards 2 and 10 because the design includes a noteworthy 
amount of removal and alteration of character-defining features, materials, and spaces. For example, all of 
the Courtyard Wing except two street façades would be removed. The new construction would differ from 
the existing in materials and style to a major degree. The divergence from these standards is too great to 
meet the intent of these Standards for Rehabilitation. 

Integrity Analysis 
In order to evaluate whether a historic resource would retain integrity post-project, the following seven 
components are evaluated both individually and holistically: location; setting; design; feeling; association; 
materials; and workmanship. Generally, a project which conforms to the Secretary’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation will ensure that a property retains integrity. However, if a project would not conform to the 
Standards for Rehabilitation, it is not a certainty that the project would not retain integrity. 

While the proposed changes would not conform to all of the Standards for Rehabilitation, specifically 
Standards 2 and 10, they would not substantially impair the integrity of Temple Emanu-El, and the seven 
aspects of integrity would be maintained.14 Overall, the proposed project would retain a substantial amount 
of original historic fabric and distinctive architectural elements which convey the building’s significance 
under Criteria 1 and 3. It would preserve the building’s historic use, maintain and preserve most of its 
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships as identified in the character defining 
features. As the Temple Emanu-el complex consists of a Sanctuary, Courtyard, and Temple Wing, and 
alterations would primarily be focused on the open-air interior portions of the Courtyard and interior work in 
the Temple Wing, the complex would appear minimally altered as viewed from the public right-of-way. The 
most visible alterations from the street would occur at the monumental arch on the Lake Street side of the 
Courtyard. 

With implementation of the proposed project, Temple Emanu El would continue to convey its associations 
with the memorial service for Harvey Milk and the AIDS sermon largely because the Sanctuary would not 
change at all. While its integrity of design would be diminished, Temple Emanu-El would continue to be 
significant as an example of the use of the Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival styles for design of 
the home of a large, prominent religious congregation. The retention of the façades of the Courtyard Wing on 

 
14  San Francisco Planning Department. Part 2 Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2 Lake Street, Record No. 2020-007168ENV. November 10, 

2022. 
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Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street, in conjunction with the continued presence of an open courtyard facing 
the south façade of the Sanctuary Wing, would allow future visitors to understand the original design that 
Bakewell and Brown used to organize the three parts of the building. Notably, the proposed project would 
reinstate the monumental arch on Lake Street to daily use as the primary entrance to the property and make 
this route fully accessible. 

Impact Determination  
Taken together, the proposed alterations center on areas that were traditionally publicly accessible as the 
longtime processional entrance to the Sanctuary, and despite numerous proposed restoration and repair 
scopes, the removal of the Lake Street steps, enclosure of the arch with a glass storefront system, demolition 
of the courtyard paving and colonnades, and construction of new glass curtain wall systems and roof decks 
would result in the permanent loss of character-defining features that express the significance of Temple 
Emanu-el. Moreover, the reviewed drawings do not document in detail the scope of the proposed 
rehabilitation work. To ensure the proposed project conforms to Standards 5, 6 and 7, detailed plans subject 
to a historic preservation plan and other protective measures would be required.  Therefore, while the 
Temple Emanu-el complex is monumental in size and will retain integrity, the proposal overall results in a 
significant impact on the historic resource. In addition, construction activities could result in damage to the 
existing building because heavy equipment would be moved into and out of the building and used within the 
building. Therefore, construction-related impacts on the historic resource could also be significant.  

To reduce project impacts on the historic resource, planning staff have identified Mitigation Measures M-CR-
1a, Documentation, M-CR-1b, Interpretation, M-CR-1c, Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public 
Information or Reuse, M-CR-1d, Community Outreach Gathering, and M-CR-1e, Historic Preservation Plan 
and Protective Measures.  

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: Documentation 

Prior to demolition or the issuance of site permits, the project sponsor shall undertake Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS)-level documentation of the property. The documentation shall be 
funded by the project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards 
for history, architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), set forth by the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, part 61). Before 
beginning work on any aspect of the documentation, the professional overseeing the 
documentation shall meet with the preservation staff of the planning department for review and 
approval of a coordinated documentation plan. The documentation package created shall consist of 
the items listed below. 

• Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and 
dimension of the property. The planning department’s preservation staff will accept the original 
architectural drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, elevation). The 
preservation staff will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level of measured 
drawings. 

• HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and exterior of the subject 
property. Large format negatives are not required. The scope of the digital photographs shall be 
reviewed by planning department preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital 
photography shall be conducted according to current National Park Service Standards. The 
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photography shall be undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in 
HABS photography. 

• HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report per HABS Historical Report 
Guidelines. 

• Print-on-demand Book: The project sponsor shall make the content from the historical report, 
historical photographs, HABS photography, measured drawings, and field notes available to the 
public through a preexisting print-on-demand book service. This service will print and mail 
softcover books containing the aforementioned materials to members of the public who have 
paid a nominal fee. The sponsor shall not be required to pay ongoing printing fees once the book 
has been made available through the service.  

The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation for review and approval by a 
member of the planning department’s preservation staff before construction permits are issued. 
Documentation may be used in the interpretive display or signage described in Mitigation Measure 
M-CR-1b. The final approved documentation shall be provided to the planning department and 
offered to repositories including but not limited to the History Room of the San Francisco Public 
Library; the Environmental Design Library at the University of California, Berkeley; the Northwest 
Information Center; San Francisco Architectural Heritage; and the California Historical Society. The 
planning department will make electronic versions of the documentation available to the public at 
no charge. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Interpretation 

The project sponsor shall install and maintain an on-site interpretative display commemorating the 
Monumental Arch, Courtyard, and overall history of Temple Emanu-el. Interpretive display(s) shall 
develop a connection between the general public and the subject building’s history. The interpretive 
program may include interactive sound or video installations and/or more traditional interpretive 
materials such as commemorative markers and plaques, displays of photographs, including the 
interior and exterior of the building, and news articles. The high-quality interpretive displays shall be 
installed within the project site boundaries, made of durable, all-weather materials, and positioned 
to allow for high public visibility and interactivity. 

A general plan that will lay out the various components of the interpretive program shall be 
developed in consultation with an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards. A detailed final design showing the substance and appearance 
of the interpretive displays, as well as the maintenance plans, shall be approved by Planning 
Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or construction permit. The interpretive display 
installation shall be included in construction plans and shall be completed before final inspection by 
the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public 
Information or Reuse 

Prior to demolition of specific architectural features of the subject building, the project sponsor shall 
either use salvaged architectural materials on the site as part of the interpretive program or make 
such architectural materials from the site available to museums, archives, curation facilities, the 
public, and nonprofit organizations to preserve, interpret, and display the history of the historical 
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resource. The project sponsor shall provide representatives of these groups the opportunity to 
salvage materials for public information or reuse in other locations. No materials shall be salvaged 
or removed until HABS recordation and documentation are completed, and an inventory of key 
exterior and interior features and materials is completed by Secretary of the Interior–qualified 
professionals. The project sponsor shall hire a qualified preservation consultant to produce a 
salvage plan that shall identify the subject property’s character-defining features that are 
appropriate for salvage, recommendations for integrating those features into the interpretive 
program, or other locations or uses for salvaged material. The salvage plan will be reviewed and 
approved by the ERO. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1d: Community Outreach Gathering 

The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified community outreach facilitator to gather 
the community, plan and hold a commemorative event to celebrate the building’s significance to the 
community and function as a  synagogue and gathering space. At the event, the project sponsor 
shall allow participants to record their recollections by installing recording booths and scan 
participants’ personal photographs. The project sponsor shall host a website that allows 
participants to contribute the recollections and personal photographs remotely. The project 
sponsor shall make a good faith effort to publicize the gathering and conduct public outreach to 
identify a wide range of potential participants. Prior to undertaking this effort, the scope and 
methodology of the oral history project (consisting of the items listed above) shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), in consultation with preservation staff. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1e: Historic Preservation Plan and Protective Measures  

A historic preservation plan and protective measures shall be prepared and implemented to aid in 
preserving and protecting those historical resources that would be retained and rehabilitated as 
part of the project. The historic preservation plan shall be prepared by a qualified historic 
preservation architect who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards 
(Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, part 61). The preservation architect and project sponsor will 
develop these measures prior to construction and shall ensure that the contractor follows the plan. 
The preservation and protection plan, specifications, monitoring schedule, and other supporting 
documents shall also be incorporated into the building or site permit application plan sets, and all 
documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department’s preservation staff. 

Implementation of the historic preservation plan shall ensure that the proposed rehabilitation meet 
all applicable requirements of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards by establishing measures to 
protect retained building façades and character-defining features from construction equipment that 
could inadvertently damage the historic resource. Specifically, the preservation plan shall 
incorporate construction specifications that require the construction contractor(s) to use all feasible 
means to: avoid damage to the historic building, ensure appropriate security to minimize risks 
related to vandalism and fire, and implement protective measures to ensure that inadvertent 
impacts are avoided. The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of the historic 
building during construction activities on the project site. Should damage to the building occur, the 
building shall be remediated to its preconstruction condition and fixed during rehabilitation of the 
resource.  
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a through M-CR-1e would result in the recordation and 
documentation of the character-defining features of the building using the HABS documentation process 
and would ensure that this documentation is available to the public now and in the future. Working in 
tandem with the documentation requirements, the salvage of character-defining features that would be 
removed would help preserve these features. The community outreach gathering would ensure that 
members of the public are informed and included in efforts to commemorate the building’s significance and 
history. Finally, the historic preservation plan and protective measures would ensure the character-defining 
features that are retained are protected from construction equipment that could inadvertently damage 
them. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the project’s impact on historic resources 
to a less-than-significant level. 

 

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

In addition to assessing impacts to archeological resources that would meet the requirements for listing as a 
historical resource, impacts to unique archeological resources are also considered under CEQA, as described 
in section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and CEQA section 21083.2. If an archeological site does not meet 
the criteria for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Resources but does meet the definition of a 
unique archeological resource as outlined in CEQA section 21083.2, it is entitled to special protection under 
CEQA. A unique archeological resource implies an archeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be 
clearly demonstrated that – without merely adding to the current body of knowledge – there is a high 
probability that it meets one of the following criteria: 

• The archeological artifact, object, or site contains information needed to answer important scientific 
questions, and there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; 

• The archeological artifact, object, or site has a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest 
of its type or the best available example of its type; or 

• The archeological artifact, object, or site is directly associated with a scientifically recognized 
important prehistoric or historic event or person. 

A non-unique archeological resource indicates an archeological artifact, object, or site that does not meet 
the above criteria. Impacts to non-unique archeological resources and resources that do not qualify for 
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources receive no further consideration under CEQA. It 
should also be noted herein that a disturbed or secondarily deposited prehistoric midden is presumed to be 
significant for its information potential under CEQA, and it is legally significant unless or until it is 
demonstrated to the contrary. 

A preliminary archeological review was completed by the planning department for the proposed project.15 
According to the preliminary archeological review, the Citywide Prehistoric Resources Sensitivity Model 
identifies the project site as having high potential for surface and buried prehistoric resources. However, the 
construction of the existing building likely disturbed possible resources in the fill and at the top of the 
Colma/alluvium layer that underlays the project site. While the proposed project has low potential to disturb 

 
15  San Francisco Planning Department. Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review: 2 Lake Street (case no. 2020-007168ENV). 

May 19, 2021. 
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significant archeological resources given the disturbed nature of the site, with an excavation depth to 
approximately 30 feet bgs, the potential for unearthing such resources cannot be discounted. If archeological 
resources were disturbed at the project site, such an impact would be considered significant. To reduce 
impacts of significant archeological resources, Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Accidental Discovery, has been 
identified. This mitigation measure would require that the project sponsor distribute the planning 
department archeological resources “ALERT” sheet and immediately suspend any soil-disturbing activities 
should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Accidental Discovery 

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the 
proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) and (c). 

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, 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, 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 have received 
copies of the ALERT Sheet. 

Discovery Stop Work and Notification. Should any indication of an archeological resource be 
encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or 
project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional 
measures should be undertaken. 

Archeological consultant identification and evaluation. If the ERO determines that an 
archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the 
services of an archeological consultant from the Qualified Archeological Consultant List maintained 
by the planning department. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the 
discovery is an archeological resource as well as if it retains sufficient integrity and is of potential 
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological 
consultant shall identify, document, and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological 
consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this 
information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by 
the project sponsor. 

Discovery Treatment Determination. Measures might include preservation in situ of the 
archeological resource; an archeological monitoring program; an archeological testing program; 
and/or an archeological interpretation program. If an archeological interpretive, monitoring, and/or 
testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning Division 
guidelines for such programs and shall be implemented immediately. 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. 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant 
group an appropriate representative of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The 
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field 
investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate 
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any 
interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the Archeological Resources 
Report (ARR) shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

Archeological Data Recovery Plan. An archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 
accordance with an Archeological Data Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the following apply: 1) a 
resource has potential to be significant, 2) preservation in place is not feasible, and 3) the ERO 
determines that an archeological data recovery program is warranted. The project archeological 
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP. The 
archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the ERO for review 
and approval.  

The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant 
information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what 
scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes 
the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the 
historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data 
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive 
methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 
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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 human remains cannot be permanently preserved in place, the landowner shall consult with the 
project archeologist, project sponsor, ERO, and the MLD on feasible recovery and 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 associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed 
in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per PRC 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 reinterment or curation, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.  

Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith effort to arrive at an Agreement, 
consistent with the provisions of PRC 5097.98. However, if the landowner and the MLD are unable to 
reach an Agreement, the landowner, ERO, and project sponsor shall ensure that the remains and/or 
mortuary materials are stored securely and respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, 
with appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance, 
consistent with state law. 

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects 
discovered during any soil-disturbing activity, additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in the 
project’s Archeological treatment documents, and in any related agreement established between 
the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO. 

Archeological Public Interpretation Plan. The project archeological consultant shall submit an 
Archeological Public Interpretation Plan (APIP) if a significant archeological resource is discovered 
during a project. If the resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural resource, the APIP shall be 
prepared in consultation with and developed with the participation of Ohlone tribal representatives. 
The APIP 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. The APIP shall be sent to the ERO for review and 
approval. The APIP shall be implemented prior to completion of the project. 
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Archeological Resources Report. The project archeological consultant shall submit a confidential 
draft Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of 
any discovered archeological resource, describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken, and discusses 
curation arrangements. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the approved ARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy, and the 
ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the ARR to the NWIC. The environmental planning 
division of the planning department shall receive one (1) bound hardcopy of the ARR. Digital files 
that shall be submitted to the environmental division 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. The PDF ARR, GIS files, recordation forms, and/or 
nomination documentation should be submitted via USB or other stable storage device. If a 
descendant group was consulted during archeological treatment, a PDF of the ARR shall be provided 
to the representative of the descendant group. 

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 sponsor or 
archeologist shall provide a copy of the signed curatorial agreement to the ERO. 

Under this measure, in the event that archeological resources are discovered, preservation in place of the 
resource or implementation of a data recovery and/or public interpretation plan is required. Therefore, the 
significant information that the archeological resource(s) provides would either be preserved or 
documented. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, the proposed project’s impact on 
prehistoric or historic archeological resources would be less than significant. 

Impact CR-3: The proposed project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Archeological resources may include human burials. Human burials outside of formal cemeteries often occur 
in prehistoric or historic period archeological contexts. There are no human burials, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. However, human remains 
may be present in prehistoric archeological deposits, and also may potentially be found in isolation. In the 
event that human remains are encountered during construction, any inadvertent damage to human remains 
would be considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less than significant level, Mitigation 
Measure M-CR-2, Accidental Discovery, would be implemented. Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 details 
procedures for the appropriate treatment of human remains if encountered during construction. 

Furthermore, the treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects must 
comply with applicable state laws. This includes immediate notification to the county coroner (San Francisco 
Office of the Chief Medical Examiner) and, in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human 
remains are Native American, notification of the California Native American Heritage Commission, which 
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shall appoint a most likely descendent.16 With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 and for the 
above reasons, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to the potential 
disturbance of human remains. 

 

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact related to cultural resources. (Less than Significant) 

The geographic scope, or cumulative study area, for cumulative historic resources impacts includes the 
project site and other proposed or reasonably foreseeable projects adjacent to the project site where an 
active application is on file at the planning department. As shown in Figure 17, p. 24, the only cumulative 
project is located at 3700 California Street, approximately 750 feet southeast of the project site. Neither the 
project site nor the 3700 California Street project are located within historic districts, and therefore could not 
combine to result in a significant impact to a historic district. In additional, the proposed project and the 
3700 California Street project are located approximately 750 feet away, and therefore would be too far to 
combine to result in significant construction-related impacts to the existing Temple Emanu-El building or any 
other historic resources on or nearby either project site. As such, the project would have less than significant 
cumulative historical resource impacts. No mitigation measures are required. 

The cumulative context for archeological resources and human remains is generally site specific and limited 
to the immediate construction area. As shown in Figure 17, p. 24, the only cumulative project is located at 
3700 California Street, approximately 750 feet southeast of the project site. Although excavation depths for 
this cumulative project would reach approximately 75 feet bgs, and sensitive archeological deposits could be 
encountered during construction, this cumulative project is sufficiently far enough away from the proposed 
project such that cumulative archeological and human remains impacts are unlikely. For these reasons, the 
proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result in a 
cumulative impact on archeological resources or human remains. No mitigation measures are required. 

D.5.  Tribal Cultural Resources 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.5.  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

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

     

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

 X    

 
16  California Public Resources Code section 5097.98. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

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

X 

Impact TC-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources or that is a resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 

CEQA section 21074.2 requires the CEQA lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in section 21074, tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are 
listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of historic resources. 

Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1(d), on January 28, 2022, the planning department contacted Native 
American individuals and organizations for the San Francisco area, providing a description of the project and 
requesting comments on the identification, presence, and significance of tribal cultural resources in the 
project vicinity. During the comment period, no Native American tribal representatives contacted the 
planning department to request consultation. On this basis, there are no known tribal cultural resources on 
the project site. 

As discussed in Impact CR-2 in Section D.4, Cultural Resources, the project site has low sensitivity for 
prehistoric resources. In San Francisco, based on tribal consultation undertaken by the City and County of 
San Francisco in 2015, prehistoric archeological resources are also considered to be potential tribal cultural 
resources. Impact CR-2 determined that the proposed project’s excavation could result in a significant 
impact to prehistoric archeological resources should any be encountered. Therefore, the proposed project 
also has the potential to encounter tribal cultural resources during soil disturbing activities. Any inadvertent 
damage to tribal cultural resources would be considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure M-TC-1, 
Tribal Cultural Resources Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program has been 
identified to reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources encountered during construction activities to less-
than-significant levels.   

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

Preservation in Place. In the event of the discovery of an archeological resource of Native American 
origin, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal representative, 
shall consult to determine whether preservation in place would be feasible and effective. If it is 
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determined that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource would be both feasible and 
effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an Archeological Resource Preservation 
Plan (ARPP), which shall be implemented by the project sponsor during construction. The consultant 
shall submit a draft ARPP to the planning department for review and approval.  

Interpretive Program. If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal 
representatives and the project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural 
resources is not a sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive 
program of the tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. A tribal 
cultural resources interpretation plan produced in consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal 
representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the 
interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or 
displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or 
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive 
program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories 
with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other 
informational displays.  

This measure would require either preservation in-place of the tribal cultural resources if determined 
effective and feasible, or the project sponsor would coordinate with the affiliated Native American tribal 
representatives to prepare and implement an interpretive program, regarding tribal cultural resources. 
Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TC-1, the proposed project’s impact on tribal 
cultural resources would be less than significant. 

 

Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

As discussed above in Impact C-CR-1, impacts of the proposed project would be unlikely to combine with 
impacts of cumulative development to result in cumulative impacts to prehistoric archeological resources, 
which are also tribal cultural resources. Therefore, cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources would also 
be less than significant. 

D.6.  Transportation and Circulation 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.6.  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. Would the project: 

a) Involve construction that would require a substantially 
extended duration or intensive activity, and the effects 
would create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations; or 
interfere with emergency access or accessibility for people 
walking or bicycling; or substantially delay public transit? 

  X   

b) Create potentially hazardous conditions for people 
walking, bicycling, or driving or public transit operations? 

  X   
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

c) Interfere with accessibility of people walking or bicycling
to and from the project site, and adjoining areas, or result
in inadequate emergency access?

X 

d) Substantially delay public transit? X 

e) Cause substantial additional vehicle miles traveled or
substantially induce additional automobile travel by
increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas
(i.e., by adding new mixed-flow travel lanes) or by adding
new roadways to the network?

X 

f) Result in a loading deficit, and the secondary effects
would create potentially hazardous conditions for people
walking, bicycling, or driving; or substantially delay public
transit?

X 

g) Result in a substantial vehicular parking deficit, and the 
secondary effects would create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or
interfere with accessibility for people walking or bicycling
or inadequate access for emergency vehicles; or
substantially delay public transit?

X 

The proposed project would include expansion and renovation of the existing Congregation Emanu-El 
building. The proposed project is intended to accommodate existing uses on the project site and would not 
result in a change in use or change in congregation size or preschool enrollment; therefore, vehicle trips to 
the project site would not differ from existing conditions.  

The proposed project includes changes to all three of the project site’s street frontages. The Arguello 
Boulevard frontage is approximately 288 feet long and includes an existing 63-foot-long passenger loading 
zone, a 22-foot accessible parking space, 14 feet of red curb, and 190 feet of parallel parking. The project 
proposes to eliminate the accessible parking stall, increase the passenger loading from 63 to 100 linear feet 
(including the addition of a 20-foot-long accessible loading zone) and add a new 53-foot-long bulbout at the 
corner of Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street, leaving 153 feet of parallel parking on Arguello Boulevard. The 
Lake Street frontage is 240 feet long and includes 121 feet of passenger loading and 119 feet of parallel 
parking. The project proposes to decrease the passenger loading from 121 to 66 linear feet and add a new 99-
foot-long bulbout at the corner of Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard leaving 72 feet of parallel parking on 
Lake Street. The passenger loading zone on Lake Street currently used for preschool pickup and drop off on 
Lake Street would move east to the new main entry on Lake Street, and the on-street parallel parking would 
move west towards 2nd Avenue. Preschool pick-up and drop-off activities would occur in the Lake Street 
loading zone. Vehicles would queue in the Arguello Boulevard zone until a loading space is available on Lake 
Street. On 2nd Avenue, the existing approximately 22-foot-long red curb would be reduced to 20 feet, the 
existing 70 feet of perpendicular public street parking would be increased to approximately 72 feet, and the 
sidewalk fronting the project would be widened from 17 feet to 19 feet. Overall, the proposed streetscape 
changes would remove four parking spaces and 18 linear feet of white curb passenger loading from the 
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project site. However, as shown in Table 1, there would be no net change to the overall number of vehicles 
accommodated by the proposed white curb passenger loading zones, compared to existing conditions. 
There is no existing vehicular access to the interior of the project site and no off-street parking is provided. 
Therefore, the proposed streetscape changes would not affect site access or circulation. 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not involve construction that would require a substantially 
extended duration or intensive activity. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would be subject to the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets 
(the blue book). The blue book is prepared and regularly updated by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, under the authority derived from the San Francisco Transportation Code. It serves as 
a guide for contractors working in San Francisco streets. The blue book establishes rules and guidance so 
that construction work can be done safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrian, bicycle, 
transit, and vehicular traffic. 

During the anticipated single-phase 26-month construction period, the proposed project would require 
temporary partial closures of the public right-of-way to allow construction of the proposed streetscape 
improvements. These closures would be limited in duration and coordinated with the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency in compliance with blue book regulations. For sidewalks and bicycle lanes 
along the closed frontages, signage and protection for people walking and bicycling would be installed, as 
appropriate. The contractor would be required to maintain adequate bicycle and walking circulation at all 
times, and any closures would be coordinated with the city in order to minimize the impacts on local traffic. 
Compliance with blue book regulations would ensure that any potential construction impacts related to road 
closures would be reduced to less than significant. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than 
significant transportation-related construction impact, and no mitigation measures are required. 

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

The proposed project does not include any features that could increase hazardous conditions for people 
walking, biking, or driving in the project vicinity. The proposed project would also not change the adjacent 
travel lanes or transit operations for transit routes within the vicinity of the project site, or any of the existing 
bus stops in the area. The proposed project would add a new 53-foot-long bulbout at the corner of Arguello 
Boulevard and Lake Street, which would increase safety by reducing the length of crosswalks along both of 
these streets for pedestrians, improving visibility, and encouraging drivers to slow down. As previously 
described, there is no vehicular access to the interior of the site and none proposed; therefore, sight lines for 
vehicles traveling along Arguello Boulevard, Lake Street, and 2nd Avenue would not change. The proposed 
project would not change the number of vehicles accessing the project site and would not impair 
accessibility to the project area. The passenger loading zone on Lake Street currently used for preschool 
pickup and drop off on Lake Street would move east to the new main entry on Lake Street, and the on-street 
parallel parking would move west towards 2nd Avenue.  Preschool pick-up and drop-off activities would occur 
in the Lake Street loading zone. The proposed project would result in the removal of two loading spaces 
along Lake Street, but would add two loading spaces on Arguello Boulevard. Vehicles would queue in the 
Arguello Boulevard loading zone until a loading space is available on Lake Street, ensuring that vehicles do 
not queue within existing bicycle lanes or double park in existing travel lanes. None of the other project 
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features would create traffic hazards (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or increase the number 
or severity of conflicts between vehicles and the other ways people travel. For these reasons, the project 
would not increase hazardous conditions at the site and so would result in a less than significant impact 
related to potentially hazardous conditions and accessibility. No mitigation measures are required. 

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

The proposed project is intended to accommodate existing uses on the project site and would not result in a 
change in use or change in congregation size or preschool enrollment, and therefore vehicle trips to the 
project site would not differ from existing conditions. Streetscape improvements along Lake Street, Arguello 
Boulevard, and 2nd Avenue would improve pedestrian access to and adjacent to the site. There is no existing 
vehicular access to the interior of the project site and no off-street parking is provided. As described above, 
the passenger loading zone on Lake Street currently used for preschool pickup and drop off on Lake Street 
would move east to the new main entry on Lake Street, and the on-street parallel parking would move west 
towards 2nd Avenue. Preschool pick-up and drop-off activities would occur in the Lake Street loading zone.  
The proposed project would result in the removal of two loading spaces along Lake Street, but would add 
two loading spaces on Arguello Boulevard. Vehicles would queue in the Arguello Boulevard loading zone 
until a loading space is available on Lake Street, ensuring that vehicles do not queue within existing bicycle 
lanes or double park in existing travel lanes. The proposed streetscape changes would not affect site access 
or circulation for people walking, bicycling, or driving. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact related to emergency access. No mitigation measures are required. 

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

As previously described, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a change in 
congregation size or enrollment on the project site, thus vehicle trips to the project site would not differ from 
existing conditions. The proposed project would reconfigure the site’s passenger loadings zones and move 
its pre-school pick-up and drop-off activities to the new main entrance on Lake Street. Vehicles would queue 
in the Arguello Boulevard loading zone until a loading space is available on Lake Street, ensuring that 
vehicles do not queue within existing bicycle lanes or double park in existing travel lanes.  However, these 
changes would not result in delays of public transit since there are no transit routes that run along the 
project’s Lake Street or Arguello Boulevard frontage. Therefore, the proposed project would not delay public 
transit, and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  

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

The 2019 guidelines set forth screening criteria for types of projects that would typically not result in 
significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts. For retail uses (which serve as a proxy for religious 
institutional uses) this screening criterion is 12.6 miles (existing regional average daily VMT per retail 
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employee minus 15 percent) under existing conditions. The project site is in an area (traffic analysis zone 
328) where existing average daily VMT per retail employee is 8.33, which is 34 percent below the screening
criteria.17 Therefore, the proposed project meets this locational screening criterion and would have a less-
than-significant impact related to VMT.18 Furthermore, implementation of the proposed project would not
result in a change in congregation size or pre-school enrollment on the project site and therefore would not
increase VMT compared to existing conditions. No mitigation measures are required.

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

The proposed streetscape plan was developed through collaboration with the planning department’s Street 
Design Advisory Team, which is chaired by the San Francisco Planning Department and composed of 
members from the SFMTA, San Francisco Public Works, the SF Fire Department, and the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission. 

A total of approximately 184 feet of passenger loading zones are currently provided on the project site, 
including approximately 121 feet along Lake Street and 63 feet along Arguello Boulevard. As shown in Table 
1, the proposed project would include streetscape modifications that would increase the passenger loading 
zone along Arguello Boulevard from 63 feet to 100 feet, adding approximately two loading spaces, and 
decrease passenger loading along Lake Street from 121 feet to 66 feet, losing approximately two loading 
spaces. Overall, the proposed project would result in a net loss of 18 linear feet of passenger loading along 
the site’s frontage, with no net loss in the total number of vehicle spaces accommodated. With these 
changes, the passenger loading zone currently used for preschool pickup and drop off on Lake Street would 
move to the new main entry on Lake Street. On 2nd Avenue, the existing 22-foot-long red curb would be 
reduced to 20 feet, the existing 70 feet of perpendicular public street parking would be increased to 
approximately 72 feet, and the sidewalk fronting the project would be widened from 17 feet to 19 feet.  

As previously described, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a change in 
congregation size or enrollment on the project site; therefore, vehicle trips to the project site would not differ 
from existing conditions. Preschool pick-up and drop-off activities would occur in the Lake Street loading 
zone, which would have two fewer loading spaces on Lake Street, but have two additional loading spaces on 
Arguello Boulevard. As necessary, pick-up or drop-off vehicles would queue in the Arguello Boulevard 
loading zone, which is not currently used for pick-up or drop-off, until a loading space is available on Lake 
Street. For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a loading deficit and 
loading-related impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in a substantial vehicular parking deficit. (Less 
than Significant) 

The 2019 guidelines include screening criteria for projects to determine if a proposed project would result in 
a substantial parking deficit. If a project would result in a substantial parking deficit, a parking analysis 

17 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 2 Lake Street. 
January 21, 2022. 

18 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 2 Lake Street. 
January 21, 2022. 
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would be required to determine if the secondary effects of the parking deficit could create potentially 
hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving; or interfere with accessibility for people 
walking or bicycling or inadequate access for emergency vehicles; or substantially delay public transit. As 
described above, the project site is located within an area where existing VMT per capita is more than 15 
percent below the existing regional per capita average. Since the proposed project meets this locational 
screening criterion, a parking analysis is not required, and the project would have a less than significant 
impact related to parking deficits. No mitigation measures are required.  

 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact on transportation and circulation. (Less than Significant) 

Construction 
Generally, only projects that are within the project block or could affect truck routing could combine to result 
in cumulative construction impacts. Construction traffic from both the proposed project and the 3700 
California Street project would be expected to utilize Sacramento Street and California Street. As discussed 
under Impact TR-1, the proposed project would be subject to the blue book requirements during 
construction. The 3700 California Street project would also be subject to the same regulations, which would 
ensure that both projects would not result in any cumulative transportation impacts related to construction. 
Therefore, the project and reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a significant cumulative 
construction-related transportation impact, and more mitigation measures are required.  

Operation 
The proposed project would not generate any new vehicle trips because there would be no change to the 
size of the congregation or to preschool enrollment. In addition, the 3700 California Street project is 
estimated to generate nearly 5,000 fewer daily vehicle trips compared to existing conditions, including 370 
fewer vehicle trips during the PM peak hour and 320 fewer trips during the AM peak hour. Similarly, the 3700 
California Street project would generate approximately 762 fewer transit trips and 183 fewer bicycle/ 
motorcycle/for-hire vehicle trips while generating approximately 108 new walking trips.18F

19 Therefore, the 
proposed project, in combination with the 3700 California Street project, would not be expected to 
substantially delay public transit or result in potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, 
driving, or taking public transit. In addition, cumulative development would enhance the transportation 
network and promote accessibility for people walking and bicycling. 

VMT by its nature is largely a cumulative impact. As described above, the project would meet the existing 
VMT per employee screening criteria and therefore would not result in significant VMT impacts. Furthermore, 
under cumulative 2040 conditions, the project site is an area (traffic analysis zone 328) where projected year 
2040 VMT per employee is more than 15 percent below the future regional per employee average. 
Specifically, for retail uses (which most closely match religious institutional uses for the purpose of VMT 

 
19  The 3700 California Street Environmental Impact Report did not take a credit for existing walking trips, and therefore new walking trips are likely 

overstated and more similar to the reduction seen in vehicle, transit, and other trips. San Francisco Planning Department, 3700 California Street 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 2017-003559ENV, State Clearinghouse No. 2018092043, 2019, 
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/?search=2017-003559ENV. 
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analysis), the projected 2040 average daily VMT per retail employee is 8, which is 35 percent below the 2040 
projected regional average daily VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent of 12.4.20 

Under cumulative conditions, loading activities for cumulative development projects would occur in the 
vicinity of each respective site and would not combine with the proposed project’s loading demand. The 
3700 California Street project is located approximately 750 feet away from the project site and therefore 
would not be anticipated to use the loading areas adjacent to the project site or provide loading space for 
the proposed project. Therefore, cumulative development would not contribute to commercial vehicle or 
passenger loading demand on the project block. Therefore, cumulative loading impacts would be less than 
significant. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects would not 
result in any cumulative transportation impacts, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 
D.7.  Noise 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.7.  NOISE. Would the project result in: 

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

  X   

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

  X   

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

    X 

 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, Topic D.7(c) is not applicable to the proposed project. 

 

Impact NO-1: The proposed project would not generate a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed project in excess of standards 

 
20  San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 2 Lake Street. 

January 21, 2022. 
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established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 
(Less than Significant) 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized area, with ambient noise levels typical of those in San 
Francisco neighborhoods. Ambient noise in San Francisco is largely generated by traffic-related sources. As 
shown in Figure 4.5-2 of the San Francisco Housing Element 2022 Update EIR,21 many roadways in the project 
site vicinity generate traffic noise levels between 60 dBA22 Ldn

23 and 65 dBA Ldn. Noise levels less than 65 dBA 
Ldn are considered satisfactory with no special noise insulation requirements per the Land Use Compatibility 
Chart for Community Noise.24 

Land uses in the surrounding area that contribute to ambient noise include a mixture of retail and residential 
uses. However, the primary noise source in the area is related to transportation. Existing receptors 
surrounding the project site include single-family homes to the north and northwest along Presidio Terrace, 
existing office uses to the west, the existing St. John Presbyterian Church and residential uses to the south 
across Lake Street, and existing residences to the east across Arguello Boulevard.  

Construction Impacts 
Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police 
Code). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than 
impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, 
hoe rams, impact wrenches) must have manufacturer-recommended and city-approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Section 2908 of the noise ordinance prohibits construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line unless a special 
permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection. 
The proposed project would be required to comply with regulations set forth in the noise ordinance. 
Demolition, excavation, and construction would cause a temporary increase in noise levels in the project 
vicinity. Construction equipment would generate noise and possibly vibrations that could be considered an 
annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The construction period would last approximately 26 months. 
Construction noise levels would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type and 
duration of use, distance between noise source and affected receptor, and the presence (or absence) of 
barriers. Impacts would generally be limited to demolition and the periods during which new foundations 
and exterior structural and façade elements are constructed. Interior construction noise would be 
substantially reduced by exterior walls. However, there would be times when noise could interfere with 
indoor activities in nearby residences and other businesses near the project site.  

As noted previously, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the 
police code). The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the residential uses immediately adjacent 

 
21  San Francisco Planning Department. 2022 Housing Element Update Environmental Impact Report. 

22  dBA refers to the sound level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-
emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the response of the human ear and gives 
good correlation with subjective reactions to noise. 

23  Ldn refers to the equivalent 24-hour noise level with a 10 dB penalty added to sounds which occur between the hours of 10 PM and 7AM. dBA 
refers to a logarithmic scale for measuring noise expressed in decibels (dB). The A-weighting scale was developed and has been shown to 
provide a good correlation with the human response to sound. 

24  San Francisco General Plan. Environmental Protection Element, Policy 11.1. 
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to the northwest with the closest structure, 24 Presidio Terrace, at a distance of approximately 52 feet. These 
uses would experience temporary and intermittent noise associated with construction activities.  

The project would not use pile drivers or a hoe ram, but would use a jackhammer in the demolition phase 
and a concrete saw in the demolition and shoring phases. While the jackhammer and concrete saw may 
exceed the noise ordinance at a distance of 50 feet, given the limited duration of their use during the 
construction period, a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels would not occur. Additionally, 
construction noise would be buffered because the construction activities would primarily occur within the 
existing building. 

Noise impacts would be temporary in nature and would be limited to the 26-month period of construction. 
Moreover, the project demolition and construction activities would be required to comply with the noise 
ordinance requirements, which prohibit construction after 8:00 p.m. or before 7:00 a.m. Although 
construction noise could be annoying at times, it would not be expected to exceed noise levels commonly 
experienced in this urban environment and would not be considered significant; therefore, no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Operational Impacts 
The proposed project would include renovation and expansion of the existing building with no increase in 
the intensity of the existing religious institutional and preschool uses. While the proposed project would add 
square footage to the existing building, there would be no increase in congregation size or preschool 
enrollment and no expansion of programs. Therefore, there would be no increase in noise to surrounding 
uses related to project vehicle trips or programming (e.g., events, services). In addition, the project proposes 
to remove the existing small condensers located outdoors on the roof of the existing building and add a new 
mechanical air chiller within the existing roof well located on the fourth floor of the Temple House Wing. 
Because the new equipment would be located within a well which contains 10-foot-high walls on all sides 
and an open-to-sky roof, no noise level increases are expected at surrounding receptors from the proposed 
new chiller. Additionally, new air handling units, fans, and pumps utilized to facilitate space heating and 
cooling, would be located in dedicated, purpose-built plantrooms within the building located on the 
basement and first floor levels and are not expected to increase noise levels at surrounding receptors. No 
diesel pumps or generators are proposed or existing. All louvers on the exterior of the mechanical rooms 
would face away from surrounding receptors. Lastly, the project proposes to relocate the current preschool 
outdoor play area from the first-floor courtyard to the 4th floor of the renovated portion of the project site. 
While the play area would be relocated, the noise generated by kids playing as perceived by the surrounding 
receptors would be shielded on all sides by the fourth-floor classrooms and parapet walls. Furthermore, the 
operations associated with the proposed project would be subject to San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 
29 of the police code). Section 2909, Noise Limits, (b) Commercial and Industrial Property Noise Limits 
requires that project operations would not exceed a noise level more than eight dBA above the local ambient 
at any point outside of the property plane. Therefore, operational noise levels from the proposed project 
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.  

 

Impact NO-2: The proposed project would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels. (Less than Significant) 

The nearest off-site sensitive receptors are the existing historic single-family homes built in the early 1900s 
on Presidio Terrace to the west, approximately 55 feet away from the proposed project. Vibration impacts to 
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these buildings could potentially occur during the demolition, excavation, construction, and finishing stages 
depending on the equipment used. 

Groundborne vibration from construction activities can produce detectable vibration at nearby buildings, 
infrastructure, and sensitive receptors. Vibration intensity is expressed as PPV (peak particle velocity), the 
maximum speed at which the ground moves while it temporarily shakes. Because ground-shaking speeds 
are very slow, PPV is measured in inches per second (in/sec). Construction equipment vibration levels are 
calculated using the following equation: 

PPV (distance D) = PPV (reference at 25 feet) x (25/D)1.1 

The value of 1.1, which is variable depending on soil types, is based upon hard soils: dense compacted sand, 
dry consolidated clay, consolidated glacial till, some exposed rock (cannot dig with shovel, need pick to 
break up). The distance variable, D, is measured in feet. The construction vibration damage criteria for this 
project is 0.25 PPV (in/sec) due to the presence of adjacent historic structures.25 

Construction-related vibration primarily results from the use of impact equipment such as pile drivers (both 
impact and vibratory), hoe rams, vibratory rollers and jack hammers, although heavily loaded vehicles may 
also result in substantial groundborne vibration.  

Table 2, Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment, shows the reference vibration levels for the 
aforementioned pieces of equipment at a reference distance of 25 feet, consistent with the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual.26 Although a complete list of 
construction equipment has not yet been confirmed for the project, it is known with certainty that impact 
pile driving is not proposed. Therefore, as shown in Table 2, project construction equipment would generate 
vibration levels less than the 0.25 in/sec PPV damage criteria at 25 feet from the project site, and generate 
even lower vibration levels at 50 feet since groundborne vibration generally attenuates rapidly with distance 
from the source of the vibration. As stated above, the nearest off-site uses are single-family homes located a 
minimum of 52 feet from construction activities; therefore, vibration impacts on off-site residences would be 
less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  

Table 2 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 
Equipment Reference Level at 25 Feet PPV (in/sec) 

Impact Pile Driver 0.644 
Vibratory Roller 0.210 
Clam Shovel Drop 0.202 
Large Bulldozer, Hoe Ram, Caisson Drilling 0.089 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 
Jackhammer 0.035 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (Federal Transit Administration, September 2018).  
in/sec = inches per second 
PPV = peak particle velocity 

 
25  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2020. Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual. April. 

26  Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. Office of Planning and Environment. Report 
No. 0123. September. 
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Impact C-NO-1. The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative noise or vibration impact. (Less than Significant) 

As analyzed above, the project would have less than significant impacts on adjacent sensitive uses resulting 
from construction or operational noise or vibration. The nearest cumulative project is located at 3700 
California Street approximately 750 feet to the southeast. Due to the reduction of construction noise based 
on distance attenuation in addition to reduction provided by intervening structures, construction noise from 
the 3700 California Street project is not expected to contribute substantially to the existing noise 
environment within the immediate vicinity of the project site. Additionally, because the proposed project 
would not be incorporating any new equipment or uses that would generate substantial noise increases and 
increases in vibration levels during daily operations, there would be no cumulative operational noise and 
vibration impact. Lastly, because vibration impacts generated during construction attenuate rapidly with 
distance from the vibration source, and the distance to the nearest cumulative project is 750 away, 
cumulative construction vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not have the potential to combine with nearby projects to result in 
cumulative noise and vibration impacts. 

 
D.8.  Air Quality 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.8.  AIR QUALITY. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan? 

  X   

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional 
ambient air quality standard? 

  X   

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 X    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

  X   

 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (or air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the 
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma and Solano counties. The 
air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the air basin within federal and state air 
quality standards, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act, respectively. 
Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the air 
basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. The 
federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality 
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standards, generally. The most recent air quality plan, the 2017 clean air plan, was adopted by the air district 
on April 19, 2017. The clean air plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 clean air plan, in 
accordance with the requirements of the state Clean Air Act, to implement all feasible measures to reduce 
ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. 
The clean air plan contains the following primary goals:  

• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air quality 
standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants (TACs); and 

• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 
percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  

The clean air plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency with 
this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of air quality plans. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 
In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the following 
six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants because they are 
regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the basis for setting permissible 
levels. In general, the air basin experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal 
or state standards. The air basin is designated as either in attainment27 or unclassified for most criteria 
pollutants with the exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-
attainment for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air 
quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality 
impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, then the project’s 
impact on air quality would be considered significant.28 

Land use projects typically result in ozone precursor and particulate matter emissions because of increases 
in vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. For this reason, the air district has established significance thresholds for non-attainment criteria 
air pollutants, as shown in Table 3, Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds, p. 63.  

 
27  “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant. “Non-attainment” 

refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is 
not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status for a specified criteria air pollutant. 

28  Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. Available 
at: https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed February 5, 2021. 
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Table 3 Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 

Average Daily Emissions  
(lbs/day) 

Average Daily Emissions  
(lbs/day) 

Maximum Annual Emissions 
(tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive Dust Construction Dust Ordinance or 
other Best Management 
Practices 

Not Applicable 

Source:  California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-2 (Bay Area Air Quality Management District, May 2017). 

 
The significance thresholds for ROG and NOx are based on the stationary source limits in air district 
regulation 2, rule 2, which requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above the ROG and 
NOx emissions limit in Table 3 must offset those emissions. The significance thresholds for particulate matter 
are based on the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in nonattainment 
areas. The air district’s California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines29 and supporting 
materials30 provide additional evidence to support these thresholds. Projects that would result in criteria air 
pollutant emissions below these significance thresholds would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in non-attainment criteria air pollutants within the air basin.31 Due to the temporary nature of 
construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions. 

Fugitive Dust 
Additionally, fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have 
shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly control fugitive 
dust and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.32  
The air district has identified a number of best management practices to control fugitive dust emissions 
from construction activities.33 The city’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 176-08, 
effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control fugitive dust and the best management 
practices employed in compliance with the city’s construction dust control ordinance are an effective 
strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 
In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs 
collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that can cause chronic (i.e., of long duration) and acute 

 
29  Ibid.  

30  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of 
Significance, October 2009. Available at: https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/revised-draft-ceqa-thresholds-
justification-report-oct-2009.pdf?la=en. Accessed February 5, 2021.  

31  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017. 

32  Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006. This document is available online at 
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed February 5, 2020. 

33  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017. 
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(i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including carcinogenic effects. Human health 
effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of 
different types of TACs with varying degrees of toxicity; at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a 
hazard that is many times greater than another.  

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by the air 
district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control as well as the 
degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health exposure to toxic 
substances is estimated and considered together with information regarding the toxic potency of the 
substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.34  Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory diseases, and decreased lung development in children, 
and other endpoints such as hospitalization for cardiopulmonary disease.35 In addition to PM2.5, diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) is also of concern. The California Air Resources Board (California air board) 
identified diesel particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant in 1998, primarily based on evidence 
demonstrating cancer effects in humans.36 The estimated cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is 
much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC routinely measured in the region. 

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups are more 
sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, children’s day care 
centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be the most sensitive to poor air 
quality because the population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to 
respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their exposure time is greater than that for 
other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment 
guidance typically assumes that residences would be exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 7 days a 
week, for 30 years.37 Therefore, assessments of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the 
greatest adverse health outcomes of all population groups. 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco 
partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an inventory and 
assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. 
Areas with poor air quality, termed the air pollutant exposure zone were identified based on health-protective 
criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and 
locations with particularly vulnerable populations, as further described below.  

Excess Cancer Risk 
The air pollutant exposure zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk exceeds 100 incidents per million 
persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance 

 
34  In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air toxic compound from a 

proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then subject to a health risk assessment for the source 
in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to 
one or more TACs. 

35  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for 
Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008. 

36  California Air Resources Board, Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-
fueled Engines,” October 1998. 

37  California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, February, 2015. Pg. 4-44, 
8-6. 
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for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale 
level.38  The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the 
most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.39 

Fine Particulate Matter 
In April 2011, the EPA published Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards, “Particulate Matter Policy Assessment.” In this document, EPA staff strongly support a 
PM2.5 standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.40 The air pollutant exposure zone for San Francisco is 
based on the health-protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the EPA’s Policy Assessment for 
the Particulate Matter Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 
to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling 
programs.  

Proximity to Freeways 
According to the California Air Resources Board (air board), studies have shown an association between the 
proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, asthma exacerbations, 
and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses near freeways increases both exposure to air 
pollution and the potential for adverse health effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within 
a 500-foot buffer of any freeway are at an increased health risk from air pollution,41 parcels that are within 
500 feet of freeways are included in the air pollutant exposure zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations 
Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay Area, those zip codes (94102, 94103, 
94110, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area health vulnerability scores as a result of air 
pollution-related causes were afforded additional protection by lowering the standards for identifying 
parcels in the air pollutant exposure zone to: (1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons 
exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.42  

The above citywide health risk modeling is referenced in the Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill 
Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, article 38 (Ordinance No. 224-14, effective December 8, 2014) 
(article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by establishing an air 
pollutant exposure zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use 
development within the zone. 

The project site is not located within the air pollutant exposure zone; therefore, health code article 38 does 
not apply to the proposed project. In addition, projects within the air pollutant exposure zone require special 

 
38  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of 

Significance, October 2009, page 67. 

39  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page D-43. 

40  United States Environmental Protection Agency, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. April 2011. Available at: https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf. Accessed February 5, 2021. 

41  California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April 2005. Available online at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm. Accessed February 5, 2021 

42  San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco Citywide Health Risk Assessment: Technical 
Support Documentation. September 2020. 
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consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would add a substantial amount of emissions to 
areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. 

 

Impact AQ-1: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the air district’s 2017 clean air plan.43 The clean 
air plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the 
state ozone standards and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to 
neighboring air basins. In determining consistency with the clean air plan, this analysis considers whether 
the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the plan; (2) include applicable control measures from 
the plan; and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 

The primary goals of the clean air plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local 
scale; (2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the primary goals, 
the plan recommends 85 specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into 
various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile source measures, 
transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate measures. To the extent that 
the air district has regulatory authority over an emissions source generated by the project, the control 
measures may be requirements of the proposed project. Other measures in the plan not within the air 
district’s regulatory authority may be advisory or are otherwise not specifically applicable to land use 
development projects. 

The clean air plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode, and 
that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse 
gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban communities where goods 
and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable transportation options.  

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of clean air plan control measures are projects 
that would substantially increase automobile trips, preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or 
projects that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would result in 
the expansion of the existing building within the existing property boundary with no proposed increase in 
congregation size or preschool enrollment. No additional parking would be provided. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not generate new vehicle trips or increase VMT, and the transportation control 
measures would not apply. The measures most applicable to the proposed project are energy and climate 
control measures. The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs are discussed in Section D.9, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the city’s GHG reduction strategy. 

 
43  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Spare the Air Cool the Climate, Final 2017 Clean Air Plan, April 2017. Available at: 

https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-
pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed February 5, 2021.  
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For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with or obstruct implementation 
of the clean air plan; therefore, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be 
required. 

 

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction and operational activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of non-attainment criteria air pollutants within the air basin. 
(Less than Significant) 

Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction and long-
term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related and operational air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

Construction Air Quality Impacts 
Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate 
matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). Emissions of ozone 
precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion of fuel from on-road and off-
road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve painting, other types of 
architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project includes demolition, excavation, 
construction, architectural coating and finishing, paving, and other activities. During the project’s 
approximately 26 month construction period, construction activities would have the potential to result in 
emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as discussed below. 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-blown 
dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse 
health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such 
as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. The current health burden of particulate matter 
demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of 
particulate matter exposure.  

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control Ordinance 
(Ordinance No. 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated 
during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public 
and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the 
Department of Building Inspection.  

The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other 
construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb 
more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or 
not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection.  

For projects over 0.5 acre, such as the proposed project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires that the project 
sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health. The site-
specific dust control plan would require the implementation of additional dust control measures such as 
installation of dust curtains and windbreaks, independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provision 
of a public complaint hotline, and suspension of construction during high wind conditions. Compliance with 
the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-
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related air quality impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level and no mitigation would be 
required. 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from the use of 
off- and on-road vehicles and equipment and other construction activities. To assist lead agencies in 
determining whether short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to 
whether the project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 3, above, the 
air district developed screening criteria.44 If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then 
construction of the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that 
exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air 
pollutant emissions would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the 
screening levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield45 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for project 
design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in lower emissions. 

The proposed project would result in the expansion and renovation of the existing building. The size of the 
expansion would be below the criteria air pollutant construction screening size of 277,000 square feet of 
place of worship land uses as identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. The amount of soil 
exported from the project site (approximately 5,300 cubic yards) would be below the air district’s screening 
size of 10,000 cubic yards. Thus, quantification of construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not 
required and the proposed project’s construction activities would result in a less-than-significant impact and 
no mitigation would be required. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts  
Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and TACs primarily from an increase in 
motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in criteria air pollutants and TACs from 
combustion of natural gas, landscape maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. 
The following addresses air quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 

As discussed above, the air district has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires 
an analysis of project-generated criteria air pollutants. This includes operational screening criteria. If all the 
operational screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant does not 
need to perform a detailed air quality assessment. 

The proposed project would result in a total of approximately 17,130 additional square feet, including 14,490 
square feet of additional religious institutional space and approximately 2,640 square feet of additional 
preschool space, as well as 4,900 square feet of new rooftop open space. The proposed project would be 
below the criteria air pollutant operational screening size of 439,000 square feet of place of worship land 
uses as identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, quantification of project-generated 
operational criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project would not exceed any 
of the significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants and would result in less than significant impact with 
respect to criteria air pollutants. No mitigation would be required. 

 
44  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality  Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017. 

45  A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or industrial projects. 
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Impact AQ-3: The proposed project’s construction and operational activities would generate toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, that would expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

As discussed above, the project site is not within an air pollutant exposure zone; therefore, existing 
background health risks at the project site and vicinity are not substantial. The proposed project would 
generate TACs during construction from the use of diesel-powered construction equipment. The project 
would not introduce any new operational sources of TAC emissions because it would not increase vehicle 
trips (congregation and preschool enrollment would not increase) or add any new diesel-powered backup 
generators or other emitting stationary sources. The construction and operational health risks from the 
proposed project’s emissions are further analyzed below. 

Construction Emissions 
According to the California air board, off-road equipment, which includes construction equipment, was the 
third largest source of mobile particulate matter emissions in California in 2012, the latest year for which 
inventory data are available.46 However, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-
road equipment. Specifically, both the EPA and the California air board have set emissions standards for new 
off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between 
1996 and 2000, and Tier 4 interim and final emission standards for all new engines were phased in between 
2008 and 2015. Although the full benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the EPA 
estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more 
than 90 percent.47  

In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks because of 
their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines: 

Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most 
cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is 
typically within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors 
to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source DPM emissions are typically 
reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005). In addition, current 
models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with longer-
term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary 
and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing 
accurate estimates of health risk.48  

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to produce overestimated 
assessments of long-term health risks. 

 
46  California Air Resources Board, 2017, 2012 Base Year Emissions, Off-Road Sources, Available: 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/2017/emssumcat_query.php?F_YR=2012&F_DIV=-4&F_SEASON=A&SP=SIP105ADJ&F_AREA=CA#8. 
Accessed February 3, 2021.  

47  United States Environmental Protection Agency, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004. 

48  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 8-7. 
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Sensitive land uses near the project site include residential uses as close as approximately 52 feet 
surrounding the site in all directions, the Claire Lilienthal Elementary School Madison Campus 
(approximately 500 feet east of the project site), and a number of healthcare uses along California Street 
(approximately 700 feet southeast of the project site). 

Construction activities would occur over the approximate 26-month construction period. Although the 
project site is not located in an air pollutant exposure zone, project construction activities would result in 
short-term emissions of diesel particulate matter and other TACs during the project’s 26-month construction 
period. Since these emissions could be substantial, the project would be required to implement Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-3, Clean Off-road Construction Equipment, which would require the use of Tier 4 interim and 
Tier 4 final construction equipment.  

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3: Clean Off-Road Construction Equipment 

The project sponsor shall comply with the following: 

A. Engine Requirements 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total hours over 
the entire duration of construction activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 4 
Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards. 

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines (e.g., 
generators) shall be prohibited.  

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be left idling for more 
than two minutes, at any location, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state 
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe 
operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, Spanish, 
and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of 
the two minute idling limit. 

4. The project sponsor shall instruct construction workers and equipment operators on the 
maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and require that such workers and 
operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications. 

B. Waivers 

1. The planning department’s environmental review officer or designee (ERO) may waive the 
alternative source of power requirement of Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of 
power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor 
must submit documentation that the equipment used for on-site power generation meets 
the requirements of Subsection (A)(1). 

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of 
off-road equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment would not produce desired 



   
 
 

 
Case No. 2020-007168ENV 71 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 

 

emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; or there is a compelling emergency 
need to use off-road equipment that is not Tier 4 compliant. If the ERO grants the waiver, the 
contractor must use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, or another alternative 
that results in comparable reductions of diesel particulate matter. 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan: Before starting on-site construction activities, the 
contractor shall submit a construction emissions minimization plan (plan) to the ERO for review 
and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor will meet the 
requirements of section A. 

1. The plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a description of 
each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The description 
may include (as reasonably available at the time of plan submission), but is not limited to: 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model 
year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel 
usage and hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, the 
description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used. 

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the plan have been 
incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan shall include a certification 
statement that the project sponsor agrees to comply fully with the plan. 

3. The project sponsor shall make the plan available to the public for review on site during 
working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the construction site a legible and visible 
sign summarizing the plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the 
plan for the project at any time during working hours and shall explain how to request to 
inspect the plan. The project sponsor shall post at least one copy of the sign in a visible 
location on each side of the construction site facing a public right-of-way. 

D. Monitoring: After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit reports every six 
months to the ERO documenting compliance with the plan. After completion of construction 
activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction 
activities, including the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, and the 
specific information required in the plan. 

While emission reductions from limiting idling, educating workers, and properly maintaining equipment are 
difficult to quantify, other measures, specifically the requirement for use of equipment with Tier 4-compliant 
emissions, can reduce construction emissions by 93 to 96 percent compared to equipment with engines 
meeting Tier 1 or Tier 2 emission standards.49 Therefore, compliance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 would 
reduce construction period TAC emissions on nearby sensitive receptors to a less than significant level and, 
as such, would reduce the magnitude of this impact to a less than significant level.  

 
49  PM emissions benefits are estimated by comparing off-road PM emission standards for Tier 1 and Tier 2 with Tier 4 final emissions standards. 

Tier 1 PM emissions standards were established for equipment with 25- <50 horsepower and equipment with horsepower <175. Tier 1 emissions 
standards for these engines were compared against Tier 4 final emissions standards, resulting in a 96 percent reduction in PM. The EPA 
established PM standards for engines with horsepower between 50-<175 as part of the Tier 2 emission standards. For these engines Tier 2 
emissions standards were compared against Tier 4 final emissions standards, resulting in between 93-95 percent reduction in PM.  
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Operational Impacts  
As noted above, the proposed project would not generate new vehicle trips or include a diesel emergency 
generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not emit any new sources of TACs, which could affect 
nearby sensitive receptors. Impacts related to operational emissions would be less than significant. No 
mitigation measures are required. 

 

Impact AQ-4: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, 
composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing facilities, 
fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting facilities. During 
construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some odors. However, 
construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon project completion. Observation 
indicates that the project site is not substantially affected by sources of odors. Additionally, the proposed 
expansion and renovation of the existing religious institutional facility and associated preschool would not 
create a significant sources of new odors. As such, odor impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation would be required. 

 

Impact C-AQ-1. The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact on air quality. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions from 
past, present and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No 
single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality 
standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality 
impacts.

 50 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels below which new 
sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants. Therefore, cumulative criteria air pollutant analysis is presented in Impact AQ-2. The 
remainder of this cumulative air quality analysis address cumulative health risks and odors to sensitive 
receptors.  

As noted in Impact AQ-3, although the project site is not located in an air pollutant exposure zone, and 
therefore existing background health risks at the project site and vicinity are not substantial, project 
construction activities would result in short-term emissions of diesel particulate matter and other TACs 
during the project’s 26-month construction period. Since these emissions could be substantial, the project 
could potentially result in significant impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial air 
pollutants. In addition, the potential air quality impacts related to construction TAC emissions for the 3700 
California Street project could also contribute substantial TAC emissions that would combine with the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project in combination with cumulative development could 
result in a significant cumulative construction-related air quality impact. However, as described above, the 
project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3, Clean Off-road Construction 

 
50  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1. 
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Equipment, which would require the use of Tier 4 interim and Tier 4 final construction equipment. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3, the project’s incremental increase in localized toxic air 
contaminant emissions resulting from construction vehicles and equipment would not contribute 
substantially to cumulative toxic air contaminant emissions when combined with that from cumulative 
development. 

As discussed in Impact AQ-3, the proposed project would not add new vehicle trips or a backup diesel 
generator. As such, the project would not increase localized TAC emissions resulting from vehicle trips and 
would not contribute substantially to cumulative operational TAC emissions that could affect nearby 
sensitive land uses.  

The proposed project and cumulative development would generate some odors during construction, but 
odors would be temporary. Upon completion of construction activities cumulative development combined 
with the proposed project would not generate substantial odors. Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts 
would be considered less than significant. 

For the above reasons, cumulative air quality impacts would be considered less than significant. 

 
D.9.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.9.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X   

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

  X   

 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions 
cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single 
project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, 
the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will 
continue to contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. For this reason, 
the analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution to 
cumulatively significant GHG emissions and this section does not include an individual project-specific 
impact statement.  

On April 20, 2022, the air district adopted updated GHG thresholds.51 Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a 

 
51  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Thresholds and Guidelines Update. Available: https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-

climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines. Accessed: May 14, 2022. 
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proposed project’s GHG emissions, the updated thresholds for land use projects, such as the proposed 
project, maintains the air district’s previous GHG threshold that allow projects that are consistent with a GHG 
reduction strategy to conclude that the project’s GHG impact is less than significant. The updated thresholds 
also include an alternative performance-based threshold; if a project meets all of the following criteria, the 
project would result in a less than significant GHG impact:52 

• Project does not include natural gas and would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
energy use; 

• Project would result in VMT per capita that is 15 percent below the regional average and meet the 
CalGreen Tier 2 off-street electric vehicle requirement. 

San Francisco’s 2017 GHG Reduction Strategy Update53 presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, 
programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy in compliance 
with the air district’s guidelines and CEQA Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 41 
percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2019 compared to 1990 levels,54 which far exceeds the goal of 2020 
GHG emissions equaling those in 1990 set in Executive Order S-3-0555 and the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act.56 The city has also met and exceeded the 2030 target of 40 percent reduction below 1990 levels 
set in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 201657 and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan58 more 
than 10 years before the target date.  

 
52  A project need only demonstrate compliance with one of the thresholds (consistency with a GHG reduction strategy or performance criteria) to 

find that the project’s GHG emissions are less than significant.  

53  San Francisco Planning Department, 2017 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy Update, July 2017. Available: 
https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies. Accessed: May 14, 2022.  

54  San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s 2019 Carbon Footprint. Available: https://sfenvironment.org/carbonfootprint. 
Accessed: May 14, 2022. 

55  Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available: https://www.library.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf. Accessed: May 14, 2022. 

56  California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-
0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf. Accessed: May 14, 2022. 

57  California Legislative Information, Senate Bill 32, September 8, 2016. Available: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_0001-
0050/sb_32_bill_20160908_chaptered.htm. Accessed: May 14, 2022. 

58  Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2017. Clean Air Plan. September 2017. Available: http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-
quality-plans/current-plans. Accessed: May 14, 2022. 
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San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals, updated in July 2021 by ordinance 117-02,59 are consistent with, or 
more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under executive orders S-3-05,60 B-30-15,61 B-55-18,62 
the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2016.63 The updated GHG ordinance demonstrates the city’s 
commitment to continued GHG reductions by establishing targets for 2030, 2040, and 2050 and setting other 
critical sustainability goals. In particular, the updated ordinance sets a goal to reach net-zero sector-based 
GHG emissions by 2040 and sequester any residual emissions using nature-based solutions.64 Thus, the city’s 
GHG reduction goal is consistent with the state’s long-term goal of reaching carbon neutrality by 2045. The 
updated GHG ordinance requires the San Francisco Department of the Environment to prepare and submit 
to the mayor a climate action plan (CAP) by December 31, 2021. The CAP, which was released on December 8, 
2021, and will be updated every five years, carries forward the efforts of the city’s previous CAPs and charts a 
path toward meeting the GHG commitments of the Paris Agreement (e.g., limit global warming to 1.5 degrees 
Celsius) as well as the reduction targets adopted in the GHG ordinance.  

In summary, the CEQA Guidelines and air district- adopted GHG thresholds allow projects consistent with an 
adopted GHG reduction strategy to determine a less than significant GHG impact. San Francisco has a GHG 
reduction strategy that is consistent with near and long-term state and regional GHG reduction goals and is 
effective because the city has demonstrated its ability to meet state and regional GHG goals in advance of 
target dates. Therefore, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy would not 
result in GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the environment, and would not conflict with 
state, regional, or local GHG reduction plans and regulations. 

 

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

The proposed project would result in the expansion and renovation of the existing Congregation Emanu-El 
building but would not increase the intensity of uses on the site as there would be no increase in the 

 
59  San Francisco Board of Supervisors. Ordinance No. 117-21, File No. 210563. July 20, 2021. Available: https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/o0117-

21.pdf. Accessed: May 14, 2022. San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902(a) of the Environment Code and include the 
following goals: (1) by 2030, a reduction in sector-based GHG emissions of at least 61 percent below 1990 levels; (2) by 2030, a reduction in 
consumption-based GHG emissions equivalent to a 40 percent reduction compared to 1990 levels; (3) by 2040, achievement of net zero sector-
based GHG emissions by reducing such emissions by at least 90 percent compared to 1990 levels and sequestering any residual emissions; and 
(4) by 2050, a reduction in consumption-based GHG emissions equivalent to an 80 percent reduction compared to 1990 levels. 

60  Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a goal of an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2050. San Francisco’s goal of net zero sector-based 
emissions by 2040 requires a greater reduction of GHG emissions.  

61  Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. Available: https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/2015/04/29/news18938/. Accessed: 
May 14, 2022. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. San Francisco’s 2030 
sector based GHG reduction goal of 61 percent below 1990 levels requires a greater reduction of GHG emissions. 

62  Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-55-18, September 18, 2018. Available: https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/wp-
content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Order.pdf. Accessed: May 14, 2022. Executive Order B-55-18 establishes a statewide goal of 
achieving carbon neutrality as soon as possible, but no later than 2045, and achieving and maintaining net negative emissions thereafter. San 
Francisco’s goal of net zero sector-based emissions by 2040 is a similar goal but requires achievement of the target five years earlier.  

63  Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) by 
adding Section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions be reduced by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. San 
Francisco’s 2030 sector-based GHG reduction goal of 61 percent below 1990 levels requires a greater reduction of GHG emissions. 

64 Nature-based solutions are those that remove remaining emissions from the atmosphere by storing them in natural systems that support soil 
fertility or employing other carbon farming practices. 
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congregation size or preschool enrollment. As such, vehicle trips to and from the site would be the same as 
existing conditions. In addition, the project proposes no new stationary sources of GHG emissions (e.g., 
backup diesel generators). Therefore, there would be only nominal changes in energy use, water use, 
wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal, related primarily to upgrades to existing equipment 
(kitchen appliance upgrades, replacement of roof condensers with a new air-cooled chiller, minor 
landscaping changes). Thus, the proposed project would not contribute substantially to the cumulative 
effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during operation. Construction activities 
would however result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the 
GHG reduction strategy and demonstrated in the GHG checklist completed for the proposed project. 65  For 
example, the proposed project would comply with the city’s Commuter Benefits Ordinance and bicycle 
parking requirements, reducing the proposed project’s transportation-related emissions. These regulations 
reduce GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation 
modes with zero or lower GHG emissions on a per capita basis.  

The proposed project would also be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the San 
Francisco green building code, stormwater management ordinance, water efficient irrigation ordinance, 
existing commercial buildings energy performance ordinance, and light pollution reduction requirements 
which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project’s energy-related 
GHG emissions.66 Additionally, the project would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the 
green building code, including renewable energy generation or green roof installation, further reducing the 
project’s energy-related GHG emissions. 

The proposed project’s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the city’s 
recycling and composting ordinance and construction and demolition debris recovery ordinance. These 
regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. 
These regulations also promote reuse of materials, conserving their embodied energy67 and reducing the 
energy required to produce new materials.  

Compliance with the city’s street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon sequestration. 
Other regulations, including those requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic 
compounds.68 Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG 
reduction strategy. 

In addition, the proposed project would comply with other applicable regulations that would reduce the 
project’s GHG emissions related to energy use and waste disposal. As discussed above, these regulations 
have proved effective as San Francisco has reduced its GHG emissions by 41 percent below 1990 levels, 
which far exceed statewide and regional 2020 GHG reduction targets. Furthermore, the city’s GHG emission 

 
65  San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2 Lake Street, November 8, 2022. 

66  Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat water required for 
the project. 

67  Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building materials to the building site. 

68  While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased ground level ozone is an 
anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. Reducing volatile organic compound emissions 
would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming. 
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reductions in 2019 also met statewide and regional 2030 targets more than 10 years in advance of the target 
year. Therefore, because the proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG 
emissions, the proposed project would be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy and would 
not generate significant GHG emissions nor conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and 
regulations. 

Therefore, because the proposed project would be consistent with the city’s GHG reduction strategy as well 
as the air district’s performance criteria related to GHGs, it would also be consistent with the GHG reduction 
goals of executive orders S-3-05, B-30-15, B-55-18, California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2016, and the 
clean air plan, and would not conflict with these plans. As such, the proposed project impact would be less 
than significant with respect to GHG emissions, and no mitigation would be required. 

 
D.10.  Utilities and Services 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.10.  UTILITIES AND SERVICES. Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded, water, wastewater treatment, or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

  X   

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

  X   

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

  X   

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

  X   

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

  X   

 
Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded, water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, nor would it result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments. (Less than Significant) 
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The project site is served by the city’s combined sewer system, which collects and treats most of the 
wastewater and stormwater at one of the three SFPUC treatment facilities. Wastewater and stormwater 
generated by the project would be treated at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant to standards 
contained in the city’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit prior to discharge into the 
San Francisco Bay. The treatment and discharge standards are set and regulated by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (regional board). The Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant has the capacity to treat 
up to 43 million gallons per day (mgd) of dry weather wastewater flows and up to 65 mgd of wet weather 
combined wastewater and stormwater flows. In 2020, the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant treated an 
average dry-weather flow of 14.5 mgd.69  

The proposed project would not result in an increase in the congregation size or preschool enrollment and, 
therefore, would not result in new residential or employment-generating uses on the project site. The 
proposed project would not increase the amount of stormwater entering the combined sewer system 
because the project site is already entirely paved, and therefore would not increase impervious surface at 
the project site. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to comply with the city’s Stormwater 
Management Ordinance and the Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines, which 
would ensure that the proposed project includes appropriate stormwater management systems that retain 
runoff on site, promote stormwater reuse, and limit discharges from the site from entering the city’s 
combined stormwater sewer system. 

The project site has been developed since 1927 and is located within a developed area served by existing 
electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications. The existing building on the project site already has 
local connection to each of these utilities, and therefore would not require the construction of new power 
generation, natural gas, or telecommunications infrastructure. The Courtyard Wing would be expanded by 
approximately 17,260 square feet, which would accommodate new offices, community spaces, and 
classrooms and meeting spaces. The Courtyard Wing expansion would include space for new bathrooms, 
which could increase the amount of wastewater generated on-site. However, as previously described, the 
proposed project would not result in an increase in the congregation size or preschool enrollment. 
Therefore, the amount of wastewater generated on site would remain unchanged compared to existing 
conditions. As a result, the proposed project’s wastewater needs would be met by the existing combined 
sewer system and would not require expansion of existing wastewater facilities or construction of new 
facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

 

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not increase water demand and would not require 
expansion or construction of new water supply or treatment facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The SFPUC adopted the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (2020 plan) in June 2021.70 The 2020 plan 
estimates that current and projected water supplies will be sufficient to meet future demand for retail 
water71 customers through 2045 under wet- and normal-year conditions. In dry years, however, the SFPUC 

 
69  San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Housing Element 2022 Update, Draft Environmental Impact Report, Record No. 2019-

016230ENV, State Clearinghouse No. 2021060358, published April 20, 2022. 

70  SFPUC, 2020 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, adopted June 11, 2021. This document is available at 
https://sfpuc.org/about-us/policies-plans/urban-water-management-plan. 

71  “Retail” demand represents water the SFPUC provides to individual customers within San Francisco. “Wholesale” demand represents water the 
SFPUC provides to other water agencies supplying other jurisdictions. 
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would implement water use and supply reductions through its Water Shortage Contingency Plan and a 
corresponding Retail Water Shortage Allocation Plan.72 

In December 2018, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted amendments to the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, which establishes water 
quality objectives to maintain the health of our rivers and the Bay-Delta ecosystem (the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment).73 The state water board has indicated that it intends to implement the Bay-Delta Plan 
Amendment by the year 2022, assuming all required approvals are obtained by that time. Implementation of 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would result in a substantial reduction in the SFPUC's water supplies from 
the Tuolumne River watershed during dry years, requiring rationing to a greater degree in San Francisco than 
previously anticipated to address supply shortages. 

Implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is uncertain for several reasons and whether, when, and 
the form in which the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment would be implemented, and how those amendments 
could affect SFPUC’s water supply is currently unknown. In acknowledgment of these uncertainties, the 2020 
plan presents future supply scenarios both with and without the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, as follows: 

1. Without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment wherein the water supply and demand 
assumptions contained in Section 8.4 of the 2020 plan would be applicable  

2. With implementation of a voluntary agreement between the SFPUC and the state water board that 
would include a combination of flow and non-flow measures that are designed to benefit fisheries at 
a lower water cost, particularly during multiple dry years, than would occur under the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment  

3. With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment as adopted wherein the water supply and 
demand assumptions contained in Section 8.3 of the 2020 plan would be applicable 

Water supply shortfalls during dry years would be lowest without implementation and highest with 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Shortfalls under the proposed voluntary agreement 
would be between those with and without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment.74 

Under these three scenarios, the SFPUC would have adequate water to meet demand in San Francisco 
through 2045 in wet and normal years.75 Without implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, water 

 
72  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2020 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, Appendix K – Water 

Shortage Contingency Plan, adopted June 11, 2021. This document is available at https://sfpuc.org/about-us/policies-plans/urban-water-
management-plan. 

73  State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 2018-0059, Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary and Final Substitute Environmental Document, December 12, 2018, available at 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/docs/2018wqcp.pdf. 

74  On March 26, 2019, the SFPUC adopted Resolution No. 19-0057 to support its participation in the voluntary agreement negotiation process. To 
date, those negotiations are ongoing under the California Natural Resources Agency. The SFPUC submitted a proposed project description that 
could be the basis for a voluntary agreement to the state water board on March 1, 2019. As the proposed voluntary agreement has yet to be 
accepted by the state water board as an alternative to the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, the shortages that would occur with its implementation 
are not known with certainty; however, if accepted, the voluntary agreement would result in dry year shortfalls of a lesser magnitude than under 
the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. 

75  Based on historic records of hydrology and reservoir inflow from 1920 to 2017, current delivery and flow obligations, and fully implemented 
infrastructure under the 2018 Phased Water System Improvement Program Variant, normal or wet years occurred 85 out of 97 years. This 
translates into roughly nine normal or wet years out of every 10 years. Conversely, system-wide rationing is required roughly one out of every 10 
years. This frequency is expected to increase as climate change intensifies. 
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supplies would be available to meet demand in all years except for a 4.0 mgd (5.3 percent) shortfall in years 
four and five of a multiple-year drought based on 2045 demand. 

With implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment, shortfalls would range from 11.2 mgd (15.9 percent) 
in a single dry year to 19.2 mgd (27.2 percent) in years two through five of a multiple-year drought based on 
2025 demand levels, and from 20.5 mgd (25.4 percent) in a single dry year to 28.5 mgd (35.4 percent) in years 
four and five of a multiple-year drought based on 2045 demand. 

The proposed project does not require a water supply assessment under the California Water Code. Under 
sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water suppliers like the SFPUC must 
prepare water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
section 15155.76 The proposed project would result in a 17,130-gross-square-foot expansion of existing uses, 
including 14,490 gross square feet of new additional religious institutional space and approximately 2,590 
gross square feet of additional preschool space, as well as 4,900 gross square feet of new rooftop open 
space, with no increase in the size of the existing congregation or pre-school enrollment. As such, it does not 
qualify as a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1), and a water supply 
assessment is not required and has not been prepared for the project. The following discussion considers the 
potential water supply impacts for projects such as the proposed project that do not qualify as “water 
demand” projects. 

No single development project alone in San Francisco would require the development of new or expanded 
water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, such as imposing a higher level of rationing 
across the city in the event of a supply shortage in dry years. Therefore, a separate project-only analysis is 
not provided for this topic. The following analysis instead considers whether the proposed project, in 
combination with both existing development and projected growth through 2045, would require new or 
expanded water supply facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant impacts on 
the environment that were not identified in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report. It also 
considers whether a high level of rationing would be required that could have significant cumulative 
impacts. It is only under this cumulative context that development in San Francisco could have the potential 
to require new or expanded water supply facilities or require the SFPUC to take other actions, which in turn 
could result in significant physical environmental impacts related to water supply. If significant cumulative 
impacts could result, then the analysis considers whether the project would make a considerable 
contribution to the cumulative impact. 

Based on guidance from the California Department of Water Resources and a citywide demand analysis, the 
SFPUC has established 50,000 gallons per day as the maximum water demand for projects that do not meet 

 
76  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means: 

(A) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 

(B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

(C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area. 

(D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to 
house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 

(F) a mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), (a)(1)(E), and 
(a)(1)(G) of this section. 

(G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 
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the definitions provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1).77 The development proposed by the project 
would represent approximately 3.4 percent of the 500,000 square feet of commercial space provided in 
section 15155(1)(A) and (B), respectively. In addition, the proposed project does not include an expansion of 
use and would not increase the congregation size or preschool enrollment; therefore, no increase in water 
demand is anticipated. The proposed project would also incorporate water-efficient fixtures as required by 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and the city’s Green Building Ordinance. It is therefore 
reasonable to assume that the proposed project would result in an average daily demand of substantially 
less than 50,000 gallons per day of water. 

Assuming the project would demand no more than 50,000 gallons of water per day, its water demand would 
represent a small fraction of the total projected demand, ranging at most from 0.07 to 0.06 percent between 
2025 and 2045. As such, the project’s water demand would not require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. 

Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years unless the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment is implemented. 
As indicated above, the proposed project’s maximum demand would represent less than 0.06 percent of the 
total demand in 2045 when the retail supply shortfall projected to occur with implementation of the Bay-
Delta Plan Amendment would be up to 35.4 percent in a multiple-year drought. The SFPUC has indicated it is 
accelerating its efforts to develop additional water supplies and explore other projects that would improve 
overall water supply resilience through an alternative water supply program. The SFPUC has taken action to 
fund the study of additional water supply projects, but it has not determined the feasibility of the possible 
projects and has determined that the identified potential projects would take anywhere from 10 to 30 years 
or more to implement. The potential impacts that could result from the construction and/or operation of any 
such water supply facility projects cannot be identified at this time. In any event, under such a worst-case 
scenario, the demand for the SFPUC to develop new or expanded dry-year water supplies would exist 
regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed. 

Given the long lead times associated with developing additional water supplies, in the event the Bay-Delta 
Plan Amendment were to take effect sometime after 2022 and result in a dry-year shortfall, the expected 
action of the SFPUC for the next 10 to 30 years (or more) would be limited to requiring increased rationing. As 
discussed in the SFPUC memorandum, the SFPUC has established a process through its Retail Water 
Shortage Allocation Plan for actions it would take under circumstances requiring rationing. The level of 
rationing that would be required of the proposed project is unknown at this time. Both direct and indirect 
environmental impacts could result from high levels of rationing. However, the small increase in potable 
water demand attributable to the project compared to citywide demand would not substantially affect the 
levels of dry-year rationing that would otherwise be required throughout the city. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not make a considerable contribution to a cumulative environmental impact caused by 
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan Amendment. Project impacts related to water supply would be less 
than significant. 

 

 
77  Memorandum, from Steven R. Ritchie, Assistant General Manager, Water Enterprise, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to Lisa Gibson, 

Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department – Environmental Planning, May 31, 2019. 



   
 
 

 
Case No. 2020-007168ENV 82 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 

 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply with 
statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 

In September 2015, the city entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for disposal of all 
solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County, through 
September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first. At the current rate of 
disposal, the landfill has operating capacity until 2041. The city’s contract with the Recology Hay Road 
Landfill will extend until 2031 or when the city has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs 
first. At that point, the city would either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative 
landfill site.  

San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires mixed construction and demolition debris to be transported by a 
Registered Transporter and taken to a Registered Facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert 
from landfill at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris. San Francisco’s 
Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance No. 100-09 requires all properties and persons in the city to 
separate their recyclables, compostables, and landfill trash.  

As previously described, the proposed project would not result in an increase in the congregation size or 
preschool enrollment. Therefore, the proposed project would not increase total city waste generation 
compared to existing conditions. Additionally, the proposed project would be required to comply with San 
Francisco Ordinance Nos. 27-06 and 100-09. Although no increase is expected, due to the existing and 
anticipated increase of solid waste recycling in the city and the agreement with Recology for disposal of solid 
waste at the Hay Road Landfill, any increase in solid waste resulting from the proposed project would be 
accommodated by the existing landfill. Thus, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts 
related to solid waste and no mitigation would be required. 

 

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in significant cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems. (Less than Significant) 

As described above, existing service management plans for water, wastewater, and solid waste disposal 
account for anticipated citywide growth. Furthermore, all projects in San Francisco would be required to 
comply with the same regulations described above which reduce stormwater, potable water, and waste 
generation. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative development projects, 
would not result in a significant cumulative utilities and service systems impact, and no mitigation would be 
required. 
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D.11.  Biological Resources 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.11.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    X 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

    X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    X 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

    X 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

  X   

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

    X 

 
The project site is currently developed with the approximately 88,690-gross-square-foot Congregation 
Emanu-El building and is completely covered by impervious surfaces. The project site does not contain 
federally protected wetlands as defined by section 404 of the Clean Water Act, riparian habitat, or other 
sensitive natural communities. In addition, the project site is not located within an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, a natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan areas. The proposed project is not located within 300 feet of an urban bird refuge78 and 
would not include any rooftop features that would be hazardous to birds (e.g., free-standing glass walls, 
wind barriers, skywalks, balconies, or greenhouses). Therefore, Topics D.11(a), D.11(b), D.11(c), D.11(d), and 
D.11(f) are not applicable to the proposed project.  

 
78  San Francisco Planning Department. 2014. Urban Bird Refuge Map. Available at: https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2018-

08/Urban%20Bird%20Refuge.pdf. Accessed May 2022. 
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Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would include the removal of two existing interior courtyard trees, three street trees on 
Lake Street, and three existing trees on Second Avenue; however, the city’s Urban Forestry Ordinance, public 
works code section 801 et seq., requires a permit from public works to remove any protected trees.79 All new 
trees would be planted in accordance with city requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
conflict with the city’s local tree ordinance, and the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation 
measures are required.  

The proposed project would also be required to comply with the California Fish and Game Code and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which protect special-status bird species. Existing street trees could 
support native nesting birds that are protected under the California Fish and Game Code or the MBTA. 
However, compliance with the requirements of the Fish and Game Code and the MBTA would ensure that 
there would be no loss of active nests or bird mortality. The requirements include one or more of the 
following for construction that takes place during the bird nesting season (January 15–August 15): 

• Preconstruction surveys will be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 15 days prior to the 
start of work during the nesting season to determine if any birds are nesting in or in the vicinity of 
any vegetation that is to be removed for the construction to be undertaken. 

• Any nests that are identified will be avoided, and the qualified biologist will establish a construction-
free buffer zone, which is to be maintained until the nestlings have fledged. 

Because the project would be subject to and would comply with federal and state migratory and nesting bird 
regulations, the project would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, and related impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in significant cumulative impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant) 

All projects within San Francisco are required to comply with the Urban Forestry Ordinance, which would 
ensure that any cumulative impact resulting from conflicts with the city ordinance protecting trees would be 
less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  

 

 
79  San Francisco Public Works Code. 1995. Article 16: Urban Forestry Ordinance. Available 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_publicworks/0-0-0-4066. Accessed May 2022. Accessed May 2022. 
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D.12.  Geology and Soils 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.12.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

  X   

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X   

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X   

iv) Landslides?   X   

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?   X   

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

  X   

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

  X   

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

    X 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

 X    

 
The proposed project would connect to San Francisco’s sewer and stormwater collection and treatment 
system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic D.12(e) is not applicable to the 
project. 

This section describes the geology, soils, and seismicity characteristics of the project area as they relate to 
the proposed project, and relies on the information and findings provided in a geotechnical investigation that 
was conducted for the project site and proposed project.80 The geotechnical investigation included field 
exploration and borings, a review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an 

 
80  Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Engineers & Scientists. Geotechnical Investigation, Congregation Emanu-El, 2 Lake Street, San Francisco, California, 

February 5, 2021.  
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engineering analysis of the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, and 
project-specific design and construction recommendations. 

The project site slopes downward from north to south and from east to west from approximately 222 feet to 
202 feet above mean sea level. According to the geotechnical investigation, the project site is anticipated to 
be underlain by an approximately 2-foot layer of fill, beneath which are layers of Dune Sand and Alluvium of 
the Colma Formation that extend to approximately 30 feet bgs. Finally, a layer of residual bedrock is located 
approximately 30 to 50 feet bgs. 

The proposed project would result in excavation of 5,300 cubic yards of soil to a maximum depth of 
approximately 30 feet to accommodate the expanded basement level. The Courtyard Wing would be 
constructed on spread footings, with underpinning at the Lake Street entry and exterior walls along Lake 
Street and Arguello Boulevard. Excavation and foundation work within the Temple House Wing would be 
limited to the interface between the Temple House and Courtyard Wing structures.  

 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving fault rupture, strong seismic ground 
shaking, seismically induced ground failure, including liquefaction, or landslides, and would not be 
located on unstable soil that could result in lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 
(Less than Significant) 

Fault Rupture 
There are no known active faults intersecting the project site and the site is not located within a State of 
California Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest active fault is the San Andreas fault, which is located 
approximately 5 miles west of the project site. Therefore, the potential of surface rupture occurring from 
active faulting at the site is low. As such, the proposed project would not exacerbate the potential for surface 
rupture and therefore would have no impact on fault ruptures and no mitigation would be required. 

Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 
The San Francisco Bay Area is an active seismic region. Earthquakes in the region result from strain energy 
constantly accumulating because of the northwestward movement of the Pacific Plate relative to the North 
American Plate. Historically, the Bay Area has experienced large, destructive earthquakes in 1838, 1868, 1906, 
and 1989. The faults considered most likely to produce large earthquakes in the area include the San 
Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward, and Calaveras faults. The San Gregorio fault is located approximately 8.6 
miles west of the site. The Hayward and Calaveras faults are located approximately 13 and 25 miles northeast 
of the site, respectively.  

In the future, the project site will undoubtedly experience severe ground shaking during moderate and large 
magnitude earthquakes produced along the San Andreas fault, which is located approximately 5 miles west 
of the project site, or other active Bay Area fault zones. Using information from recent earthquakes, 
improved mapping of active faults, ground motion prediction modeling, and a new model for estimating 
earthquake probabilities, a panel of experts convened by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) have 
concluded there is a 72 percent chance for at least one earthquake of Magnitude 6.7 or larger in the San 
Francisco Bay Area before 2043. The Hayward fault, which is located approximately 13 miles northeast of the 
project site, has the highest likelihood of an earthquake greater than or equal to magnitude 6.7 in the Bay 
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Area, estimated at 33 percent, while the likelihood on the San Andreas and Calaveras faults is estimated at 
approximately 22 and 26 percent, respectively.81 

One of the primary geotechnical concerns for the proposed construction is the likely presence of sandy fill 
below the sidewalks around the building, which is susceptible to differential compaction during seismic 
shaking. Dynamic densification occurs during moderate and large earthquakes when soft or loose, natural or 
fill soils densify and settle, often unevenly across a site. Based on the results of the analysis of these sand 
layers, it is estimated that total settlement of less than 0.5 inches could occur at the ground surface within 
these sand layers due to severe ground shaking caused by a major earthquake. As explained in the 
geotechnical investigation, the upper 8 inches of soil under the sidewalk should be conditioned and 
compacted to achieve a firm, unyielding subgrade. 

Overall, the geotechnical investigation concludes the site would be suitable for the proposed expansion 
provided the recommendations presented in the report are followed during design and construction. The 
geotechnical investigation recommends that new foundations associated with the project should extend 
through the fill layers and be supported by the native Dune sand or Alluvium. In addition, the geotechnical 
investigation recommends that new loads associated with the proposed project should bear on either the 
new foundations or existing foundations that have been supplemented. Additionally, the proposed project 
would be required to comply with the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24) and the San Francisco Building Code, described in more detail below, which ensures 
the safety of all new construction in the state and city, respectively. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not have the potential to exacerbate seismic-related ground shaking, and as a result, would have a less-than-
significant impact on strong seismic ground shaking. No mitigation would be required. 

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 
Liquefaction and lateral spreading of soils can occur when ground shaking causes saturated soils to lose 
strength due to an increase in pore pressure. The geotechnical investigation indicates that the soil below the 
groundwater level at the site has sufficient density and fines content to resist liquefaction during a seismic 
event on a nearby fault. Therefore, the potential for liquefaction to occur was determined to be very low. 

Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has formed 
within an underlying liquefied layer. Because the potential for liquefaction at the site is low and there is a 
lack of historical evidence of lateral spreading in the vicinity, the geotechnical investigation also concludes 
the potential for lateral spreading is likewise low. Nevertheless, the proposed project would be required to 
comply with the California Building Code and the San Francisco Building Code, which would ensure that the 
proposed project would not exacerbate the potential for hazards related to liquefaction or lateral spreading. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.  

Landslides 
No surficial evidence of historical landslides was observed on the project site during the geotechnical 
investigation. In addition, historical landslides were not observed on any published maps of the project site. 
Nevertheless, as previously discussed, the proposed project would be required to comply with the California 
Building Code and the San Francisco Building Code, which would ensure that the proposed project would 

 
81  Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Engineers & Scientists., Op. cit. 
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not exacerbate the potential for landslide hazards. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation would be required.  

 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil. (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is fully developed and entirely occupied by the existing building. The proposed project 
would require the excavation of approximately 5,300 cubic yards of soil to a depth of approximately 14 to 30 
feet for extension of the existing basement. As a result, the site could be affected by windborne and 
waterborne erosion during construction activities in the courtyard area where soil would be exposed during 
excavation. Sloping terrain is more susceptible to soil erosion than flat terrain. Therefore, due to the sloping 
nature of the project site, soil erosion could occur.  

The project sponsor and its contractor would be required to comply with section 146, Construction Site 
Runoff Control, of the public works code which requires all construction sites to implement best 
management practices (BMPs) to minimize surface runoff erosion and sedimentation.82 Pursuant to section 
146.7, if construction activities disturb 5,000 square feet or more of ground surface, the project sponsor must 
develop an erosion and sediment control plan. The erosion and sediment control plan must be submitted to 
public utilities commission staff for review and approval prior to commencing construction-related activities. 
The erosion and sediment control plan would identify BMPs to control discharge of sediment and other 
pollutants from entering the city’s combined sewer system during construction. The project would be 
subject to these requirements. Compliance with section 146 of the public works code would ensure that the 
proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or soil erosion. Therefore, impacts related to 
loss of topsoil or substantial soil erosion during construction would be less than significant and no 
mitigation would be required. 

 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project. (Less than Significant) 

As described in the geotechnical investigation, the soil that would be exposed at the bottom of the 
excavation would be predominantly very dense with varying amounts of clay and sand. The geotechnical 
investigation determined that both of these soils would be capable of supporting new foundation loads on 
shallow foundations, consisting of mat or spread footings. In addition, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with state and local building codes. Adherence to these requirements would further 
ensure that the project sponsor adequately addresses any potential impacts related to unstable soils as part 
of the design-level geotechnical investigation that would be prepared for the proposed project. Therefore, 
any potential impacts related to unstable soils would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
would be required.  

 

 
82  SFPUC. 2018. San Francisco Construction Site Runoff Control Program. Available online at https://sfpuc.org/programs/pretreatment-

program/construction-site-runoff. Accessed June 23, 2022. 
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Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property by being 
located on expansive soils. (Less than Significant) 

Expansive soils expand and contract in response to changes in soil moisture, most notably when nearby 
surface soils change from saturated to a low-moisture content condition and back again. The expansion 
potential of the project site soil, as measured by its plasticity index, has not yet been determined. 
Nonetheless, state and local building codes require a confirmation of the presence of expansive soils at the 
project site and, if applicable, implementation of measures to address this issue as part of the design-level 
geotechnical investigation prepared for the proposed project. Therefore, potential impacts related to 
expansive soils would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

 

Impact GE-5: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique geologic feature 
of the site. (No Impact)  

The project site slopes downward from north to south and from east to west from approximately 222 feet to 
202 feet above mean sea level and is currently developed with the existing building that covers the entirety 
of the site. There are no unique geologic features at the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have no impact on any unique geological features of the site and no mitigation would be required. 

 

Impact GE-6: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of mammals, plants, and invertebrates, as well 
as their imprints. Such fossil remains, as well as the geological formations that contain them, are also 
considered a paleontological resource. Together, they represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and 
educational resource. To identify impacts on paleontological resources, the paleontological sensitivity of 
geologic units present within the project site were identified. Paleontological sensitivity is an indicator of the 
likelihood of a geologic unit to yield fossils.83 The fossil-yielding potential of geologic units in a particular 
area depends on the geologic age and origin of the units, as well as on the processes they have undergone, 
both geologic and anthropogenic.84 The potential to affect fossils varies with the depth and type of 
disturbance, geologic units on the project site, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 

As previously described, the project site is underlain by the Colma formation, which generally extends to the 
maximum excavation depth of 30 feet. This geological unit has a moderate sensitivity and potential to yield 
significant fossils. As such, there is potential for project construction activities to extend into the Colma 
formation and disturb significant paleontological resources; the effect of the proposed project on 
paleontological resources would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-6, Inadvertent 
Discovery of Paleontological Resources during Construction, would be required to reduce the project’s 
potential impact on paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

 
83  Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological 

Resources. Available: http://vertpaleo.org/Membership/Member-Ethics/SVP _Impact_Mitigation_ Guidelines.aspx. Accessed December 2020. 

84  Anthropogenic means caused by human activity. 
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Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources during 
Construction 

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 engage a qualified paleontologist meeting the standards specified by the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) to train all project construction workers 
regarding how to recognize paleontological resources and on the contents of the paleontological 
resources alert sheet, as provided by the department. The paleontological resources alert sheet shall 
be prominently displayed at the construction site during ground-disturbing activities for reference 
regarding potential paleontological resources. In addition, the paleontologist shall inform the 
project sponsor, 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 paleontologist shall complete 
the standard form/affidavit confirming the timing of the worker awareness training and submit it to 
the 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 five business days of conducting the training. 

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 (Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology 2010) and best practices in paleontology mitigation (Murphey et al. 2019). The 
paleontologist shall consult the ERO. 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, 
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 
calendar days of the discovery. If in consultation with the ERO the qualified paleontologist 
determines that a paleontological resource is of scientific importance, the qualified paleontologist 
shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted and prepare a paleontological 
mitigation program. The mitigation program shall include measures to fully document the resource 
of scientific importance. The qualified paleontologist shall submit the mitigation program to the 
ERO for review and approval within ten 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 
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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. 

Under this measure, a paleontological consultant would train all project construction workers regarding how 
to recognize paleontological resources and on the contents of the paleontological resources alert sheet. In 
the event that significant paleontological resources are discovered, avoidance or implementation of a fossil 
recovery program is required. Therefore, the significant information that the paleontological resource(s) 
provides would either be preserved or documented as required by Mitigation Measure M-GE-6, Inadvertent 
Discovery of Paleontological Resources during Construction, and would ensure that impacts to 
paleontological resources would be reduced to less than significant. 

 

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in significant cumulative impacts on geology, soils, or paleontological resources. (Less than 
Significant) 

Geology and soils impacts are generally site-specific and localized. Cumulative development projects could 
require various levels of excavation or cut-and-fill, which could affect local geologic conditions, similar to the 
proposed project. As noted above, the San Francisco Building Code regulates construction in the City and 
County of San Francisco, and all development projects would be required to comply with its requirements to 
ensure maximum feasible seismic safety and minimize geologic impacts. Site-specific measures would also 
be implemented, as site conditions warrant, to reduce any potential impacts from unstable soils, ground 
shaking, liquefaction, or lateral spreading. The cumulative development project at 3700 California Street 
identified in Figure 17, p. 24, which is located approximately 750 feet southeast of the project site, would be 
subject to the same seismic safety standards and building permit review procedures applicable to the 
proposed project, and are not located immediately adjacent to the project site. Impacts of this cumulative 
project would be unlikely to combine with impacts of the proposed project to result in cumulative impacts to 
paleontological resources. Therefore, cumulative geology and soils impacts would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation would be required.  

 



   
 
 

 
Case No. 2020-007168ENV 92 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 

 

D.13.  Hydrology and Water Quality 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.13.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or groundwater quality? 

  X   

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

  X   

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner that would:  

     

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite;   X   

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 

  X   

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff; or 

  X   

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?   X   

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation?  

    X 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?  

  X   

 
According to SFPUC 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood 
hazard area,85 or an area identified as being subject to potential inundation in the event of a tsunami along 
the San Francisco coast or a dam or levee failure.86 Therefore, the proposed project would not create a risk 
related to a release of pollutants due to inundation in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone and Topic 
D.13(d) is not applicable to the proposed project and is not discussed below. 

 

 
85  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, 2019. Available online at: https://sfplanninggis.org/floodmap/. 

Accessed April 2022. 

86  City and County of San Francisco, Community Safety Element of the San Francisco General Plan, 2012, Map 5 (Tsunami Hazard Zones San 
Francisco) and Map 6 (Potential Inundation Areas Due to Reservoir Failure), 
https://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf. Accessed April 2022. 
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Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. (Less than 
Significant) 

Construction activities such as excavation would expose soil and could result in erosion and excess sediment 
being carried in stormwater runoff to the combined stormwater/sewer system. In addition, stormwater 
runoff from temporary onsite use and storage of vehicles, fuels, waste, and other hazardous materials could 
carry pollutants to the combined stormwater/sewer system if proper handling methods are not employed. 
Project-related wastewater and stormwater would flow to the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system and 
would be treated to standards contained in the city’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit for the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay. 
The NPDES standards are set and regulated by the regional board. Therefore, because the proposed project’s 
wastewater and stormwater would be treated at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant to state 
standards, the proposed project would not conflict with regional board requirements. The proposed project 
would also be required to comply with sections 146 and 147 of the public works code, which include 
requirements for the discharge of sediment and other pollutants from construction sites and to reduce the 
volumes of stormwater entering the combined stormwater/sewer system. Finally, in the event that 
construction dewatering is needed, the proposed project would be required to obtain a Batch Wastewater 
Discharge Permit (BWDP) from the SFPUC prior to any dewatering activities. The BWDP permit would contain 
appropriate discharge standards and may also require the installation of meters to measure the volume of 
discharge. These measures would ensure protection of water quality during construction of the proposed 
project. The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. This impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

 

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is located in the Lobos San Francisco groundwater basin.87 This basin is not used as a potable 
water source and there are no plans for development of this basin for groundwater production. The project 
site has been developed since at least 1927 and is entirely covered in impervious surfaces. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project, which would consist of renovations and expansion of the existing 
building, would not result in a significant decrease in groundwater recharge that would result in a net deficit 
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. 

As discussed in Section D.12, Geology and Soils, groundwater was encountered at depths of approximately 
18 feet below the 2nd Avenue sidewalk and 15.5 feet below the Lake Street sidewalk. As described in Section 
A, Project Description, the proposed project would require excavation to depths of approximately 14 to 30 
feet, and therefore groundwater could be encountered during construction or excavation and dewatering 
could be required. Any construction dewater would be temporary and limited to the construction period, 
and therefore would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge.  

 
87  State of California Department of Water Resources, DWR Mapping Tool, https://sgma.water.ca.gov/webgis/index.jsp?appid=gasmaster&rz=true, 

Accessed April 2022. 
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Project operation would not extract groundwater. Therefore, groundwater resources would not be 
substantially depleted, and the proposed project would not otherwise substantially interfere with 
groundwater recharge or impede sustainable groundwater management. The proposed project would have 
a less-than-significant impact on groundwater supplies or management, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

 

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition 
of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on 
or off site; that would create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 
that would impede or redirect flood flows. (Less than Significant) 

No streams or rivers exist at the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related 
to alteration of drainage patterns by altering the course of a stream in a manner that would cause erosion, 
flooding, or siltation on site or off site. The project site is fully developed and entirely occupied by the 
existing building. The proposed project would require the excavation of approximately 5,300 cubic yards of 
soil to depths of approximately 14 to 30 feet. As previously discussed, implementation of the proposed 
project would not result in an increase in impervious surfaces on the project site, as it is currently entirely 
covered in impervious surfaces. In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with the 
city’s Stormwater Management Ordinance and therefore would not substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff such that substantial flooding, erosion, or siltation would occur on or off site. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the contribution of runoff water that would cause substantial erosion or 
flooding or exceed the capacity of the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system. This impact would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 

As previously discussed, the proposed project’s wastewater and stormwater would be treated at the 
Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant to state standards prior to discharge into the bay, and therefore 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan. The 
proposed project would not decrease groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater 
recharge, nor would it substantially alter the drainage pattern of the site or area.  

For these reasons, the project would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicting or obstructing 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater plan. No mitigation measures are 
required. 

 

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact on hydrology and water quality. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project and all reasonably foreseeable projects within San Francisco would be required to 
comply with the city’s stormwater management ordinance and guidelines, dewatering and drainage control 
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requirements, and all stormwater and wastewater would be treated to the standards in the city’s NPDES 
permit. These requirements would ensure that both runoff water quality and runoff volumes are managed in 
a way that does not adversely affect water quality, create flooding, or exceed infrastructure capacity, both on 
an individual basis and cumulatively since these regulations inherently consider cumulative effects. Because 
other cumulative development would be required to comply with drainage, dewatering, and water quality 
regulations, similar to the proposed project, peak stormwater runoff rates and volumes for the design storm 
would gradually decrease over time with new development, thus no significant cumulative effects would 
occur. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to increased run-off and water quality would be less than 
significant.  

With regards to groundwater, the Lobos Groundwater Basin is not a potable water source. Further, upon 
completion of construction activities, the project would have no impact on groundwater levels. For these 
reasons, the project would not combine with cumulative development projects to result in cumulative 
groundwater impacts.  

Overall, the proposed project would not combine with cumulative development to result in cumulative 
impacts to hydrology and water quality. No mitigation would be required. 

 
D.14.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

D.14.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

  X   

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

  X   

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

  X   

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    X 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    X 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
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Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

  X   

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires? 

    X 

 
The project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled by the California 
Department of Toxic Substance Control pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5; is not located within 
an airport land use plan area or within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport which would result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in 
the area; and is not located within or adjacent to a wildland area. Therefore Topics D.14(d), D.14(e), and 
D.14(g) are not applicable to the proposed project.  

 

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

Hazardous materials may be stored on site during construction of the proposed project. These hazardous 
materials include fuel for construction equipment, paints, solvents, and other types of construction 
materials that may contain hazardous ingredients. Transportation of hazardous materials to and from the 
project site would occur on designated hazardous materials routes, by licensed hazardous materials 
handlers, as required, and would be subject to regulation by the California Highway Patrol and the California 
Department of Transportation. Compliance with these regulations would reduce any risk from the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials to a less-than-significant level and no mitigation would be 
required. 

The proposed project’s institutional uses would likely result in the use of common types of hazardous 
materials, such as cleaning products and disinfectants. These products are labeled to inform users of their 
potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. Most of these materials are 
consumed through use, resulting in relatively little waste. For these reasons, hazardous materials used 
during project operation would not pose any substantial public health or safety hazards through their 
routine transport, use, or disposal. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be 
required. 

 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the proposed project would include partial demolition, excavation and the construction 
of additions to an existing building. Construction activities would require the use and transport of limited 
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quantities of hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, solvents, paints, and other common construction 
materials. Some building materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if 
disturbed during an accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building 
materials could include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light ballasts 
that contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights 
containing mercury vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health 
risk to existing building occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a 
building, these materials would also require special disposal procedures. Each of these types of potential 
hazards encountered during the construction process are described further below.  

Asbestos-Containing Materials 
The project site is occupied by a building that was originally constructed between 1925 and 1927. The 
proposed project would include demolition of portions of the existing building. Based on the date of 
construction of the building, asbestos-containing materials may still be present in building materials that 
could become airborne as a result of demolition disturbance. 

The California Department of Toxic Substance Control considers asbestos hazardous, and removal of 
asbestos-containing materials is required prior to demolition or construction activities that could result in 
disturbance of these materials. Asbestos-containing materials must be removed in accordance with local and 
state regulations, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district), the California Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (occupational safety and health administration), and California 
Department of Health Services requirements.  

Specifically, section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code requires that local agencies not issue 
demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification 
requirements under applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. 
The California legislature vests the air district with the authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including 
asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and the air district is to be notified 10 days in 
advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work. Any asbestos-containing material disturbance at 
the project site would be subject to the requirements of air district Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous 
Materials—Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing. The local office of the occupational safety 
and health administration must also be notified of asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos 
abatement contractors must follow state regulations contained in Title 8 of California Code of Regulations 
section 1529 and sections 341.6 through 341.14, where there is asbestos related work involving 100 gross 
square feet or more of asbestos-containing material. The owner of the property where abatement is to occur 
must have a Hazardous Waste Generator Number assigned by and registered with the Office of the California 
Department of Health Services. The contractor and hauler of the material are required to file a Hazardous 
Waste Manifest that details the hauling of the material from the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to 
California law, the building department would not issue the required permit until the applicant has complied 
with the requirements described above. 

These regulations and procedures already established as part of the building permit review process would 
ensure that any potential impacts due to asbestos-containing materials would be less than significant and no 
mitigation would be required. 
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Lead-Based Paint  
Similar to asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint could be present at the site, based on the age of 
the building. Work that could result in disturbance of lead paint must comply with section 3426 of the San 
Francisco Building Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. 
Where there is any work that may disturb or remove lead paint on the exterior of any building built prior to 
1979, section 3426 requires specific notification and work standards, and identifies prohibited work methods 
and penalties. (The reader may be familiar with notices commonly placed on residential and other buildings 
in San Francisco that are undergoing re-painting. These notices are generally affixed to a drape that covers all 
or portions of a building and are a required part of the section 3426 notification procedure.) 

Section 3426 applies to the exterior of all buildings or steel structures on which original construction was 
completed prior to 1979 (which are assumed to have lead-based paint on their surfaces, unless 
demonstrated otherwise through laboratory analysis), and to the interior of residential buildings, hotels, and 
child care centers. The ordinance contains performance standards, including establishment of containment 
barriers, at least as effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development Guidelines (the most recent Guidelines for Evaluation and 
Control of Lead-Based Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be used in 
disturbances or removal of lead-based paint. Any person performing work subject to the ordinance shall, to 
the maximum extent possible, protect the ground from contamination during exterior work; protect floors 
and other horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and make all reasonable efforts to 
prevent migration of lead paint contaminants beyond containment barriers during the course of the work. 
Clean-up standards require the removal of visible work debris, including the use of a High Efficiency 
Particulate Air Filter (HEPA) vacuum following interior work. 

The ordinance also includes notification requirements and requirements for signs. Prior to the 
commencement of work, the responsible party must provide written notice to the director of the building 
department, of the address and location of the project; the scope of work, including specific location within 
the site; methods and tools to be used; the approximate age of the structure; anticipated job start and 
completion dates for the work; whether the building is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or 
rental property; the dates by which the responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent 
property notification requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager number of the 
party who will perform the work. Further notice requirements include a Posted Sign notifying the public of 
restricted access to the work area, a Notice to Residential Occupants, Availability of Pamphlet related to 
protection from lead in the home, and Notice of Early Commencement of Work (by Owner, Requested by 
Tenant), and Notice of Lead Contaminated Dust or Soil, if applicable. Section 3426 contains provisions 
regarding inspection and sampling for compliance by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, 
as well as enforcement, and describes penalties for non-compliance with the requirements of the ordinance. 

The proposed demolition would also be subject to the occupational safety and health administration’s Lead 
in Construction Standard (8 CCR section 1532.1). This standard requires development and implementation of 
a lead compliance plan when materials containing lead would be disturbed during construction. The plan 
must describe activities that could emit lead, methods that will be used to comply with the standard, safe 
work practices, and a plan to protect workers from exposure to lead during construction activities. The 
occupational safety and health administration would require 24-hour notification if more than 100 square 
feet of materials containing lead would be disturbed.  
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Implementation of procedures required by section 3426 of the building code and the Lead in Construction 
Standard would ensure that potential impacts of demolition or renovation of structures with lead-based 
paint would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

Based on mandatory compliance with existing regulatory requirements described above, the proposed 
project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or environment from contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater, asbestos, or lead-based paint, and the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact with respect to these hazards. 

Other Hazardous Building Materials 
Other potential hazardous building materials such as PCB-containing electrical equipment or fluorescent 
lights could pose health threats for construction workers if not properly disposed of and create a significant 
impact in case of worker exposure or a release to the environment. These materials are regulated and would 
be managed, handled, transported, and disposed of according to federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. Consequently, potential impacts of the proposed project related to exposure to hazardous 
building materials would be less than significant.  

In addition, project construction would be required to comply with federal and state OSHA regulations and 
Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulation, section 1910. Compliance with these regulations would ensure the 
proposed project would not result in significant impacts from the potential release of hazardous building 
materials during construction.  

 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school. (Less than Significant) 

The closest school to the project site is the Madison Campus of the Claire Lilienthal Elementary school, 
located at 3950 Sacramento Street, which is approximately 500 feet east of the project site. However, as 
described in Impact HZ-1, hazardous materials used during project operation would not pose any substantial 
public health or safety hazards through their routine transport, use, or disposal. Additionally, as noted in 
Impact HZ-2, hazardous building materials, such as asbestos and lead, would be remediated in accordance 
with regulatory requirements. These regulations, discussed in Impact HZ-2, would ensure that the proposed 
project would not emit hazardous emissions, and would not handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

 

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant) 

San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the building and fire codes. Final building 
plans are reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as well as the building department), to ensure 
conformance with these provisions. In this way, potential fire hazards, including those associated with 
hydrant water pressures and emergency access, would be addressed during the permit review process. 
Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not impair 
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implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires.  

The proposed project, located within a city block, would not impair implementation of an emergency 
response or evacuation plan adopted by the city as project construction and operation is not anticipated to 
close roadways or impede access to emergency vehicles or emergency evacuation routes. Any potential 
roadway closures related to construction, if needed, would comply with the San Francisco Regulations for 
Working in San Francisco Streets requirements and require coordination with the SFMTA. Implementation of 
the proposed project would not result in any new vehicle trips and therefore would not add to congested 
traffic conditions in the immediate area in the event of an emergency evacuation. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan and this impact would be less than significant. 

 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

The geographic context for an analysis of cumulative impacts related to handling of hazardous materials is 
generally confined to the project site and the nearby surrounding area. The nearby cumulative development 
project (3700 California) would be subject to the same fire safety and hazardous materials cleanup 
ordinances applicable to the proposed project. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine 
with cumulative development in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to 
hazards and hazardous materials. Cumulative hazardous materials impacts would be less than significant 
and no mitigation would be required. 

 
D.15.  Energy 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
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with 
Mitigation 
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Less than 
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No 
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D.15.  ENERGY. Would the project: 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

  X   

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

  X   

 
Impact EN-1: The proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources during construction or operation. (Less than Significant) 

In California, energy consumption in buildings is regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 
Title 24 includes standards that regulate energy consumption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and 
lighting of residential and non-residential buildings. In San Francisco, documentation demonstrating 
compliance with Title 24 standards is required to be submitted with a building permit application. 
Compliance with Title 24 standards is enforced by the building department. The proposed project, which 
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would be located on a developed site, would include the expansion and renovation of the existing 
Congregation Emanu-El building. The proposed project would be required to comply with the standards of 
Title 24 and the requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code.  

Non-renewable energy consumption would occur during the proposed project construction and operational 
phases. Construction energy consumption would be primarily in the form of indirect energy inherent in the 
production of materials used for construction (e.g., the energy necessary to manufacture a steel beam from 
raw materials) and the fuel used by construction equipment. Construction-related energy consumption is 
roughly proportional to the size of the new building proposed. 

Operational-related energy consumption would include electricity and natural gas, as well as fuel used by 
congregation members, preschool parents/guardians, and employees as expressed through VMT. Electricity 
and natural gas would be used for building space heating and lighting, as well as for operation of equipment 
and machines. 

Energy conservation design features that meet state and local goals for energy efficiency and renewable 
energy have been incorporated into the project design to reduce wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy during project construction and operation, as demonstrated in the GHG checklist 
completed for the proposed project. 88 As stated above, the proposed project would be required to comply 
with the standards of Title 24 and the requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code, thus 
minimizing the amount of fuel, water, and energy used. As identified above, as the congregation already 
exists and the preschool enrollment is not increasing, the proposed project would not generate any new 
vehicle trips. In addition, compliance with the city’s Commuter Benefits Ordinance and bicycle parking 
requirements would minimize the amount of transportation fuel consumed. Given the project’s features and 
location, it would not result in wasteful use of fuel from vehicle trips. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not use energy resources in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner, nor would the proposed 
project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 

 

Impact EN-2: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed in Impact EN-1 above, the proposed project would not use energy resources in a wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary manner, nor would the proposed project conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. This impact would be less than significant 
and no mitigation would be required. 

 

Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would not result 
in significant cumulative impacts related to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources or conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. (Less than Significant) 

 
88  San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2 Lake Street, November 8, 2022. 
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The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with energy is the service territory 
of the energy utility that serves the project site, PG&E, while the geographic context for the analysis of 
cumulative impacts associated with fuel use is the city. The proposed project would result in a total 
expansion of approximately 17,130 square feet, including 14,490 square feet of new religious institutional 
space and approximately 2,640 square feet of new preschool space, as well as 4,900 square feet of new 
rooftop open space. Like the proposed project, all new development in the city would be required to comply 
with the standards of Title 24 and the San Francisco Green Building Code, thereby minimizing the amount of 
fuel, water, and energy used. Per capita VMT in the city is relatively low compared with the regional average; 
therefore, cumulative development, including the project, would not result in wasteful use of fuel from 
transportation. As such, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative development, would have 
less-than-significant cumulative energy impacts and no mitigation would be required. 

 
D.16.  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
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D.16.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project: 

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

 X    

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.) 

 X    

c) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

 X    

NOTE: Authority cited: Public Resources Code sections 21083 and 21083.05, 21083.09. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Public Resources Code 
sections 21073, 21074, 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2,21082.3, 21084.2, 21084.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 
21151; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka 
Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 
Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 

 
As discussed in Section D.11, Biological Resources, the proposed project would not substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal. As discussed in Section D.4, Cultural Resources, implementation of the 
proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 



   
 
 

 
Case No. 2020-007168ENV 103 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 

 

architectural resource, an archeological resource, or a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human 
remains, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a through M-CR-1e, M-CR-2, and M-TC-1. As 
discussed in Section D.12, Geology and Soils, Mitigation Measure M-GE-6 would ensure that impacts related 
to unique paleontological resources or sites would be less than significant. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would not result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or 
prehistory. 

As discussed in Section D.8, Air Quality, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3 would ensure that 
impacts related to construction-period air pollutant emissions would be less than significant and would not 
result in adverse health effects to people living in the area. With implementation of M-AQ-3, the proposed 
project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. As 
discussed in Section D, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, the proposed project would not make a 
considerable contribution to any other cumulative environmental impacts. 
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E. Public Notice and Comment 
On September 22, 2021, the planning department mailed a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental 
Review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, and neighborhood 
groups. Overall, concerns and issues raised by the public in response to the notice were taken into 
consideration and incorporated in the environmental review as appropriate. 

The planning department received comments expressing concerns about: 

• Reduction of on-street parking spaces and traffic congestion; 

• Addition of a commercial loading zone along 2nd Avenue and new sidewalk bulbout on Lake 
Street/Arguello Boulevard; 

• Air quality and noise impacts from construction; and 

• Noise impacts related to larger courtyard and classroom space. 

Impacts related to transportation, including parking and loading, are discussed in Section D.6, 
Transportation and Circulation. Impacts related to construction- and operation-period emissions are 
discussed in Section D.8, Air Quality. Impacts related to construction- and operation-period noise are 
discussed in Section D.7, Noise.  
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F. Determination 
On the basis of this Initial Study: 

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

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

☐ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

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

☐ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have 
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no 
further environmental documentation is required. 

 

         
   ___________________________________ 

 
Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
 for 
Rich Hillis 

DATE_______________   Director of Planning 
  

November 16, 2022
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Temple Emanu-El 
2 Lake Street 

San Francisco, California 

HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION - PART 1 

INTRODUCTION 
Completed in 1927, Temple Emanu-El is located at 2 Lake Street (199 Arguello Boulevard, Parcel 
1355/011), in the Presidio Heights neighborhood of San Francisco. The subject lot is on the block 
bounded by West Pacific Avenue and the Presidio to the north, Arguello Boulevard to the east, Lake 
Street to the south, and Fifth Avenue to the west. The property is in zoning district RM-1, Residential-
Mixed, Low Density, and identified as “B – Unknown / Age Eligible” by the Planning Department.1  

Temple Emanu-El was surveyed in the Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage’s 1978 
survey and received an “A – Highest Importance” rating. It was also surveyed in the Department of City 
Planning’s 1976 survey and rated 5, the highest rating for architecture. The property had been identified 
in the Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco for its association with 
the LGBTQ history: funeral services for Harvey Milk, gay rights leader, and member of the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors, were held here by an openly gay rabbi. The chapel (Rinder Chapel) at Temple 
Emanu-El was identified in the San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design (1935-1970), 
Historic Context Statement as a work of the master architect Michael Goodman.2   

This report evaluates the property’s potential eligibility to be listed individually or as a district contributor 
in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  

METHODOLOGY 
Due to the shelter in place order, TreanorHL did not conduct a site visit or in-person research at the 
library or archives for this report. The subject building and its surrounding were studied through 
previously taken photographs and Google Maps street views to evaluate the existing conditions and 
character-defining features. In order to evaluate the historic significance of the property, additional 
online research was completed including consultation of available building permits obtained from the 
Department of Building Inspection, the San Francisco Public Library History Room Online Collections, 
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, the San Francisco Chronicle and local newspapers, the San Francisco 
Planning Department archives, and various online repositories.  

This report includes:  

 Building and Property Description

1 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Information Map – 2 Lake Street, 
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/?dept=planning (accessed March 29, 2020).  
2 Ibid. 



Project Name: Temple Emanu-El HRE 
Project #: HP0887.2001.00 

June 25, 2021

 treanorhl.com 2 

 History of Congregation Emanu-El
 Construction History of Temple Emanu-El
 Historic Context
 Owner/Occupant History
 Architects & Builder
 Significance Evaluation
 Bibliography
 Appendix containing Sanborn maps and existing floor plans

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with the LGBTQ 
history in the city. The official Jewish memorial for Harvey Milk was held at Temple Emanu-El on 
November 29, 1978. Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav, the only openly gay rabbi in San 
Francisco, delivered the eulogy at the Temple. Rabbi Robert Kirschner delivered his prominent “AIDS 
sermon” in 1985 at Temple Emanu-El—one of the earliest official declarations from the nation’s religious 
movements or its leading clergymen. The period of significance under Criterion 1 is 1978, the year of 
Harvey Milk’s official Jewish memorial, and 1985, the year Rabbi Kirschner delivered his AIDS sermon. 

Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 2 for its association 
with Cantor Reuben Rinder who was an important figure in Jewish music history. The period of 
significance is from 1913 when Rinder began his job at Emanu-El to his death in 1966.  

Temple Emanu-El also appears to be individually eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3 as a 
good example of the Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival religious building in San Francisco; 
as the work of master architects Bakewell & Brown, Sylvain Schnaittacher, and Michael Goodman; and as 
the work of master builders MacDonald & Kahn Construction Company. The period of significance is the 
year of construction, 1926-1927.  

The building retains sufficient physical integrity to convey its significance as an individual resource. 

Temple Emanu-El does not appear eligible as a contributor to the adjacent California Register-eligible 
Presidio Terrace Historic District and the nearby California Register-eligible Presidio Heights Historic 
District. 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

Temple Emanu-El, located at 2 Lake Street, occupies an L-shaped site facing Lake Street to the south 
and Arguello Boulevard to the east. A short, west elevation faces Second Avenue, and at the rear is 
Presidio Terrace. The building comprises three parts: the hip-roofed Temple House to the west, the 
domed sanctuary to the north, and an open courtyard, at the intersection, connecting the complex. The 
architecture of the entire property includes elements of the Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial 
Revival styles. The primary street-facing façades, east (Arguello Boulevard) and south (Lake Street) offer 
varied elevations with numerous openings and height changes. The building is clad in stucco and has 
varying roof forms, all clad in red clay tiles.   

The south, Lake street elevation features several parts. Consistent in all are buttresses which divide the 
elevation into bays, an arched, intermediate story, and deeply recessed, multi-lite windows. The western-
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most part, at the intersection with Second Avenue, is one-bay wide and slightly set back. The next, six-
bay section enclosing the Temple House, goes from four stories at the west to three, consistent with the 
sloping street. The top story of the central four bays feature windows grouped in threes, while the end 
bays have single windows at this level. The remainder of the elevation is lower, dominated by a central, 
grand arched opening flanked by lower two-bay sections.  

Figure 1. Aerial view of the subject property, marked by red arrow (Google Earth, imagery date March 2018). 

Figure 2. The south and east elevations of Temple Emanu-El, looking northwest from Arguello Boulevard (Mark 
Cavagnero Associates Architects). 
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The monumental arch, topped by a hipped roof, is the tallest element on the south façade and originally 
formed the building’s main entrance. The arch is comprised of two elements, one on the surface of the 
façade and one recessed, each accented by a decorative band. The arch encloses a flight of stairs 
accessing the courtyard. At the top of these stairs, faceted columns flank the courtyard opening, which is 
protected by an ornate metal gate.  
 
The east, Arguello Boulevard façade features a two-story section at the courtyard (southern end), and to 
the north, the larger volume of the sanctuary. The lower, five bay section to the south features two solid 
bays with recessed arches and windows, and three open arches leading to the courtyard. The elevation 
steps up to the domed sanctuary.  
 
The clay tile clad dome dominates the north end of the property. Prominent buttresses separate the 
arched multi-lite windows at the domes’ drum. The dome rests on an octagonal base. A gabled 
projection, edged with buttresses, rises from the ground to just below the octagonal base. Set within the 
gable is a large arched window, with fish-scale panes. Below this window, in the arched opening, are 
casement windows each flanked by a buttress. At the lowest, street level, four deeply recessed windows 
penetrate the façade. A single bay, with a window at street level and at the second floor, flank the 
projecting gable mass. The northern-most bay along Arguello Boulevard has a single large multi-lite 
arched window at the street level, while the upper level features two deeply recessed casement windows 
flanked by buttresses.  
 
The west façade, facing Second Avenue, is four-to-six stories, with a six-story tower one bay north of 
Lake Street. South of the tower is a lower, single, four-story bay. North of the tower, the building steps 
down to five stories. Buttresses divide the upper three levels into identical bays at the five-story portion. 
Each bay features a single arched multi-lite window at the upper level, a multi-lite window at the fourth 
level and two narrow multi-lite windows at the third level. The second level features a four-lite window to 
the north, two pairs of multi-lite windows grouped in two and a single multi-lite window to the south. A 
deeply recessed door at the north side of the façade accesses the building at the parking level. Windows 
at the parking level appear to match those of the level above.  

 

 
Figure 3. The south elevation of Temple Emanu-El (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 
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Figure 4. The east elevation of Temple Emanu-El (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 

 

 
Figure 5. Looking south from Arguello Boulevard and Washington Street (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 

 

 
Figure 6. The south and west elevations of Temple House, looking northeast from Lake Street and Second Avenue 

(Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 
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A brick-paved open courtyard surrounded with an arcade on three sides unites the sanctuary and the 
Temple House wings of Temple Emanu-El. The round arches of the arcade are supported by double 
columns. The octagonal concrete fountain with a blue and green mosaic-clad shallow pool is located at 
the center. A raised marble platform with mosaics accesses the monumental arched entrance of the main 
sanctuary.  
 
The interior of the sanctuary wing is comprised of smaller administrative offices and service spaces in 
addition to the Main Sanctuary. The Temple House wing along Lake Street is comprised of the Guild 
Hall, Martin Meyer Auditorium, Rinder Chapel, classrooms, offices, and service spaces.  
 
A large entry vestibule with a barrel-vaulted ceiling and marble floor leads from the courtyard into the 
Main Sanctuary. The ceiling features an intricate stenciled pattern. Marble columns with ornate capitals 
flank the exterior entry door. Identical columns support arches at the east and west ends of the vestibule 
space.  
 
The immense sanctuary space is capped by a vaulted ceiling which supports four intricate, but massive 
chandeliers. The north end of the sanctuary features curving steps leading to the bimah. More steps lead 
to the Ark, which sits beneath a pyramidal canopy, or baldacchino. Beneath the vault of the canopy is 
the Everlasting Light. The Ark is flanked by a pair of menorahs. The wall under the canopy features 
openings with decorative screens. Marble columns separate the openings and support the arched detail 
at the top of the screens.  
 
A mezzanine level lines the east, south and west sides of the space and provides additional seating. 
Supported by a series of marble columns and stucco-clad arches, each mezzanine is set within a large 
double height alcove with a barrel vault. Substantial stucco-clad brackets, with a fish scale pattern, 
support the mezzanine overhang. The railings are cast stone with square openings. A large multi-lite 
window is featured in each alcove. The east and west include stained glass in the multi-lite arched panels 
set within the larger three-part opening. Four stained-glass casement windows are located below. At the 
south, the arched window does not have stained glass, but features arched multi-lite panels identical to 
the other arched windows. Arched openings with decorative screens flank each side of the large window.  
 
Martin Meyer Sanctuary is the main gathering space in the Temple House. The large double-height room 
features an almost full-height stage on the west wall, reached by a series of raised platforms and wood 
steps. Faceted pilasters accent the screened openings flanking the stage. The north wall is punctuated 
by large multi-lite arched windows at the floor level and multi-lite windows, grouped in four, above. All 
windows are framed with faceted pilasters. Triple pilasters create heavy brackets that align with the 
larger members of the beamed ceiling. A mezzanine at the east end of the room features a cast stone 
railing with intricate detailing. Wide sliding doors sit directly below the mezzanine.  
 
Rinder Chapel is rectangular in plan, located along the Lake Street wall of the Temple House. The 
elongated space is further emphasized by its stucco-clad barrel vault ceiling. The slightly raised semi-
circular altar at the west end is capped by a semi-dome with decorative corbelling. Simple wood panels 
clad the long side walls. Notable features of the chapel include stained-glass windows, chandeliers, and 
the hand-carved ark and pulpit.  
 
Other smaller gathering spaces and private areas are located within the Temple House and feature 
finishes with less ornamentation, but of a high quality. 
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Figure 7. The courtyard, looking south (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 

 
 

 
Figure 8. The courtyard, looking north (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 
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Figures 9 and 10. The entry vestibule to the Main Sanctuary, left, and looking north in the main sanctuary, right 

courtyard, looking north (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 
 

 
Figure 11.The main sanctuary of Temple Emanu-El (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 

 

 
Figure 12. The south mezzanine (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 
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Figures 13 and 14. Martin Meyer Auditorium (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 

 

 
Figure 15. Rinder Chapel (Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects). 

 

CONGREGATION EMANU-EL: Brief history, significant events, and renowned clergy 

Congregation Emanu-El was officially established in 1850; it is the oldest congregation on the West 
Coast. Like many other California settlers, San Francisco’s first Jews came as gold miners and merchants 
in the mid-19th century, making San Francisco one of the few cities in America that Jews actually helped 
to found.3 
 

 
3 “Temple Emanu-El, San Francisco,” Henry & Daniel Stolzman, Lawrence A. Hoffman, Faith, spirit, and identity: Synagogue 
architecture in America (Mulgrave, Vic.: Images, 2004), 149-152. 
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Dedicated on September 14, 1854, the first Temple Emanu-El was on Broadway.4 The freestanding Neo-
Gothic building did not distinguish the city’s young Jewish community from its non-Jewish population.5 
Later, a site was purchased on Sutter Street and a new temple was erected here. The Temple Emanu-El 
building at 450 Sutter Street was considered one of the finest structures in San Francisco—or in the 
United States according to a few newspaper articles. Designed by August Laber, who originally designed 
the old City Hall, it was constructed in 1866 at a cost of $135,000. This synagogue was designed in a mix 
of Russian Byzantine and Gothic architectural styles and featured two towers topped with golden globes. 
The building was destroyed in the earthquake and fire of 1906. It was demolished and rebuilt without 
the towers and rededicated on September 1, 1907. Congregation Emanu-El purchased the corner lot at 
Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard in 1922 to construct a new synagogue. The congregation left the 
Sutter Street temple on January 31, 1925 and pending the erection of the new group of buildings, held 
services in the First Unitarian Church until the new synagogue was completed.6 
 

   
Figures 16 and 17. Looking at Temple Emanuel at 450 Sutter Street, ca. 1870 (left, OpenSFHistory / 
wnp37.00739.jpg) and view of the north façade, ca. 1867 (right, OpenSFHistory / wnp37.00606.jpg). 

 
Temple Emanu-El at 2 Lake Street was dedicated in 1926. The congregations’ members, leaders, and 
clergy have made impacts on San Francisco’s religious, civic, business, and social life through time.7    
 
Congregation Emanu-El has over 2,000 households today, many of whom have been involved with the 
congregation since its founding.8 Among the renowned San Francisco families who have been 
associated with Emanu-El are the Strauss, Haas, Goldman, Fleishhacker, Zellerbach, and Swig families. 
The civic activities of the pioneer families have ranged from public health to public television, including 

 
4 “New Temple Emanu-El is hallowed to human needs,” San Francisco Chronicle, April 17, 1926. 
5 Stolzman and Hoffman, Faith, spirit, and identity, 149-152. 
6 “Sutter temple site purchase boost values,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 20, 1923; “New Temple Emanu-El is hallowed to 
human needs,” San Francisco Chronicle, April 17, 1926. 
7 The following paragraphs are summarized largely from Fred Rosenbaum’s Visions of Reform which covers the history of the 
congregation in detail. The relevant page numbers are in the footnotes. 
8 Congregation Emanu-El website, https://www.emanuelsf.org/about-us/history/ (accessed March 29, 2020). 
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the local institutions of higher learning at UC Berkeley, Mills College, and Stanford University. Their 
generous support of the arts—the opera, the symphony, the theater, the ballet, and the museums—has 
helped make San Francisco a remarkable cultural center.9 
 
Among the events that influenced the community, Rabbi Robert Kirschner’s “AIDS sermon” in 1985 and 
his civil rights march in 1987 can be counted among the most significant.10 Rabbi Kirschner addressed 
perhaps the most sensitive subject of the time in America, the AIDS epidemic during a Kol Nidre sermon 
in 1985—a year before President Reagan and well before official declarations from the nation’s religious 
movements or its leading clergymen. Additionally, the rabbi urged Emanu-El members not only to be 
sympathetic to the victims of the disease, but also to support a concrete project of comfort and 
healing.11  
 
A year before, in the spring of 1984, Kirschner delivered a sermon which injured the gay community. 
Immediately after that, he received a letter from Michael Rankin, San Francisco’s largely gay synagogue 
Sha’ar Zahav’s president. The letter described the gay community’s struggle with the fatal epidemic. 
Kirschner called and met with Rankin at once. After much study and reflection, the rabbi gave another 
sermon in August and recanted his earlier harsh judgement.12  
 
Rabbi Kirschner gave the inspiring Kol Nidre sermon in 1985 which received an extraordinary response. 
The temple collected a substantial donation for AIDS relief. The sermon was published in the periodical 
Reform Judaism, and one month later, the Union of American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC) passed a 
strongly worded resolution urging an extensive program of education, more government funds for 
research, and an end to discrimination against AIDS victims. The interdenominational Northern California 
Boards of Rabbis endorsed the UAHC resolution early in 1986. Over the next few years, the received 
contributions were used to establish outpatient services for those with AIDS and to assist several 
hospices. In 1987, Emanu-El and Sha’ar Zahav won the UAHC’s social action award for their AIDS relief 
work. The “AIDS sermon,” as it came to be known, gave the gay community hope—as Raskin recently 
said, “We felt for the first time that we weren’t alone in this.”13  
 
Temple Emanu-El has also been identified in the Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History 
in San Francisco for its association with the LGBTQ history at an earlier date.14 The official Jewish 
memorial for Harvey Milk was held at Temple Emanu-El on November 29, 1978, right after Milk’s lying in 
state at San Francisco City Hall. Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav, the only openly gay 
rabbi in San Francisco, delivered the eulogy at the Temple.15 Bennett later said that “It wasn’t simply 
because I was the first openly gay rabbi, it was because I was considered Harvey’s rabbi.”16 

 
9 Fred Rosenbaum, Visions of Reform: Congregation Emanu-El and the Jews of San Francisco, 1849-1999 (Berkeley, CA: Judah L. 
Magnes Museum, 2000), 224. 
10 Conversation with Terry Kraus, former director of member services and resident historian at Temple Emanu-El, May 6, 2020. 
11 Rosenbaum, 305. 
12 Ibid., 306. 
13 Ibid., 307-310. 
14 Donna J. Graves and Shayne E. Watson, Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco (March 2016), 
235. 
15 Lillian Faderman, Harvey Milk: His lives and death (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2018), 221; “Rabbi Allen Bennett,” LGBTQ 
Religious Archives Network, https://lgbtqreligiousarchives.org/profiles/allen-bennett (accessed April 15, 2020); “Thousands gather 
at City Hall to mourn,” San Francisco Chronicle, November 30, 1978. 
16 Rebecca Spence, “Harvey Milk, in life and on film, typified proud Jew as outsider,” The Forward, 
https://forward.com/news/14715/harvey-milk-in-life-and-on-film-typified-the-pro-02973/ (accessed April 9, 2020). 
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Another significant event that influence the community was Rabbi Robert Kirschner’s civil rights march. In 
early 1987, Kirschner answered the call of the Reverend Cecil Williams to march in protest in Georgia. 
The civil rights marchers convinced the rabbi to address an issue of black-Jewish relations. Kirschner met 
Reverend Amos Brown—the pastor of San Francisco’s Third Baptist Church which is one of the oldest 
black churches in the West—and the two clergymen decided to work together after they returned home. 
The rabbi and minister arranged for a joint worship service to be held every year on Martin Luther King 
Day. They also initiated an afterschool tutorial program, known as “Back on Track,” aimed at improving 
the lives of African American children in the inner city.17  
 
The history of Emanu-El is filled with powerful leaders—the rabbis, cantors, board presidents, and 
executive directors—among whom Rabbi Alvin Fine and Cantor Reuben Rinder stand out for inspiring 
the congregation and the community the most.18  
 
A native of Portland, Oregon, Rabbi Alvin Fine assumed his duties at Emanu-El in the summer of 1948, 
and for the next 16 years dominated Jewish life in the Bay Area. He was one of the Bay Area’s best 
known and most highly regarded clergymen. A humanitarian and ardent advocate for civil rights, he was 
also a charter member of the city's Human Rights Commission. The rabbi brought among others, Maya 
Angelou to speak to the congregation in the early days of the civil rights movement.19 Fine spoke out 
against Senator Joseph McCarthy's anti-communist witch hunts, urged passage of civil rights bills, 
vigorously opposed prayer in public schools and served as regional board chair for the American Civil 
Liberties Union (ACLU).20 The rabbi felt the heat of controversy every day of his tenure at Emanu-El; 
however, he was also admired for his integrity and intelligence even by those with whom he disagreed.21  
 
Cantor Reuben Rinder had started his job at Emanu-El in 1913.22 His exceptionally long tenure—more 
than half a century of service—accounted in large part for his being asked to perform rabbinical 
functions. Even though he officially retired in 1959, he remained active in the community almost until his 
death in 1966. According to Rosenbaum, 

…Cantor Rinder came into his own as a force in the world of Jewish music in the 1920. He was 
himself a composer and a performer, but his greatness lay in his impact on others. His penetrating 
mind discerned musical genius; his warm personality nurtured it; his generous friends financed it. 
Until his death in 1966, Rinder the catalyst matched prodigies with patrons. No individual in the 
twentieth century did more to enrich the music of the synagogue.23 

 
Cantor Rinder was instrumental in bringing Ernest Bloch, the prominent Swiss-born American composer, 
to San Francisco. Bloch lived in the city from 1925 to 1930 and taught at and acted as the director of the 
San Francisco Conservatory of Music. In 1930, Rinder commissioned Bloch to compose a Sabbath 
service for the synagogue. Unveiled in Italy in 1934, Avodath Hakodesh or Sacred Service was performed 
at Emanu-El in 1938. The service was to become one of his most celebrated and enduring works, not 

 
17 Rosenbaum, 310-312. 
18 Conversation with Terry Kraus, former director of member services and resident historian at Temple Emanu-El, May 6, 2020. 
19 J. L. Pimsleur, “Rabbi Alvin Fine,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 28, 1999. 
20 Leslie Katz, “Alvin Fine, former Emanu-El rabbi, backed civil liberties,” The Jewish News of Northern California, January 29, 
1999, https://www.jweekly.com/1999/01/29/alvin-fine-former-emanu-el-rabbi-backed-civil-liberties/ (accessed May 8, 2020). 
21 Rosenbaum, 215. 
22 Unless noted, the following paragraphs about Cantor Reuben Rinder were summarized from Rosenbaum, 159-181. 
23 Rosenbaum, 159. 
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only from Jewish and liturgical perspectives, but also as a universal and transcendent artistic statement.24 
Avodath Hakodesh is among the world’s most frequently performed modern Jewish services.  
 
In 1948, Rinder commissioned a second classic Sabbath service, that of the highly prolific and versatile 
French composer Darius Milhaud. Composed in two months, this work was appreciated for its subtle 
beauty and original composition. Rinder commissioned two more works, both by Israeli composers. Marc 
Lavry, who had become the musical director of the Israeli Broadcasting Station and written the first Israeli 
opera, composed the new service which premiered on March 11, 1954—marking the temple’s 105th 
anniversary. However, this service was not as well received as Bloch’s or Milhaud’s. The final commission 
of Rinder’s career was that of Paul Ben-Haim in 1962, who had written the first symphony composed in 
the Jewish state and a number of highly regarded choral works. Rather than an entire service, Rinder 
asked Ben-Haim to compose a closing anthem: Three Psalms, presented at the temple on May 17, 1963, 
is considered among his finest work.   
 
Rinder was especially interested in musicians with the potential for greatness. He discovered many gifted 
children during his long career: two of the internationally known child prodigies being the violinists 
Yehudi Menuhin and Isaac Stern. Both musicians stayed close to Rinder in later life. Cantor Rinder also 
supported many adult musicians, especially Jewish refugees from Germany, during his career. 
 

CONSTRUCTION HISTORY 

The L-shaped parcel on which Temple Emanu-El stands today was illustrated as five separate lots on the 
1910 block map. Three years later, the Sanborn map shows a rectangular vacant parcel at the northwest 
corner of Arguello Boulevard and Lake Street, and three residential buildings along Lake Street: a single-
family home and two multi-family buildings. By 1913, the Presidio Terrace to the north was almost fully 
developed.25  
 
The northwest corner of Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard (previously known as First Avenue) was sold 
by Georges Le Roy to the Congregation Emanu-El in 1922.26 The corner parcels, including three small 
buildings on the property adjoining the lot, were purchased for $140,000.27 Architects Sylvain 
Schnaittacher and Bakewell & Brown were commissioned in February 1923 to design the new temple; 
Bernard R. Maybeck and G. Albert Lansburgh were selected as consulting architects.28 The chairman of 
the building committee, industrialist Louis Bloch, was charged with outlining the basic requirements for 
the new structure. He suggested the new sanctuary to seat at least 1,800; a religious school with 25 
classrooms, a library, and an assembly hall for 700 equipped with a kitchen, stage, and projection both; 
and a “community house” for athletic activities.29 The idea of a community house, which was later 
referred to as the Temple House, did not appeal to everyone but Rabbi Louis I. Newman fought hard for 
this vision. The board finally authorized the building program for a five-story Temple House, including 
not only classrooms, offices, and a library, but a gymnasium, and theater as well.30  
 

 
24 “Ernst Bloch,” Milken Archive, https://www.milkenarchive.org/artists/view/ernest-bloch (accessed May 11, 2020). 
25 The San Francisco Original Handy Block Book (San Francisco, Cali.: The Hicks-Judd Company, March 1910), vol.5, page 655; 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, vol. 5, sheet 431 (1913). 
26 San Francisco Chronicle, November 11, 1922. 
27 Rosenbaum, 133-134. 
28 “Architects chosen to design new temple,” San Francisco Chronicle, February 24, 1923. 
29 Rosenbaum, 134. 
30 Ibid., 140-141. 
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The plans were approved in January 1924 at the annual meeting of the Temple Emanu-El congregation. 
The San Francisco Chronicle article announcing the approval stated that the proposed synagogue would 
“represent the ultra-classicism of the old eastern temples of Jewish worship” but it would be “modern in 
every detail and adapted to the many needs of the large congregation.”31 The general contractor was 
MacDonald and Kahn. The ground was broken in August 1924. The cost of construction for the group of 
buildings was revealed as $1,250,000. The Moore Shipbuilding Corporation of Oakland supplied 1,250 
tons of steel used in the construction. 32  
 

 
Figure 18. The proposed temple (San Francisco Chronicle, July 31, 1924). 

 
The cornerstone of the new Temple Emanu-El was laid on February 22, 1925, with the Bay Area rabbis 
and more than 1,500 members of the congregation in attendance, using the trowel which laid the 
cornerstone of the Sutter Street temple in 1864. The cornerstone box included copies of San Francisco 
newspapers; pictures of the Broadway synagogue of 1850; the Sutter Street temple before 1906, in 
ruins, and after its reconstruction; coins from one cent to one dollar, stamps from one cent to one dollar, 
and an airmail stamp; a copy of the Temple Chronicle; and brief statements of the temple-associated 
clubs.33 
 
The congregation left the old Temple Emanu-El on Sutter Street on January 31, 1925 and pending the 
erection of the new group of buildings, held services in the First Unitarian Church.34 The old temple was 
demolished during late 1925 and early 1926.35  
 
While the construction of the new temple was nearing completion, the plans for the Temple House was 
submitted to the City’s building inspector in January 1926.36 
 
The new temple was dedicated on April 16, 1926 with nearly 2,000 people in attendance. The temple 
was delivered to the congregation “free of all indebtedness.”37 The first public services at the temple 

 
31 “Plans for new synagogue in S.F. approved,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 26, 1924. 
32 “Work on new synagogue to begin Monday,” San Francisco Chronicle, July 31, 1924. 
33 “Rabbis lay new temple corner stone,” San Francisco Chronicle, February 23, 1925. 
34 “New Temple Emanu-El is hallowed to human needs,” San Francisco Chronicle, April 17, 1926. 
35 San Francisco Chronicle, December 19, 1925. 
36 “Emanu-El members will enlarge temple,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 9, 1926. 
37 “New Temple Emanu-El is hallowed to human needs,” San Francisco Chronicle, April 17, 1926. 
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were held on April 24 and 25, 1926.38 The newly completed temple appeared in the San Francisco 
Chronicle on May 2, 1926 as a full-page pictorial feature.39  
 
The Temple House, in large measure the work of Schnaittacher—who did not live to see its 
completion—was dedicated in January 1927.40 Later that  year, the American Institute of Architects 
selected Temple Emanu-El as the finest piece of architecture in Northern California. The Awards 
Committee honored it as, “a glorious building… beautifully planned and modeled… realizing to the 
highest degree the expression of its religious character.”41 
 

 
Figure 19. The temple during construction in 1925 (San Francisco Chronicle, February 23, 1925). 

 

 
Figure 20. Temple Emanu-El in 1927 (San Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library). 

 

 
38 San Francisco Chronicle, April 24, 1926. 
39 “The new Temple Emanu-El,” San Francisco Chronicle, May 2, 1926. 
40 Rosenbaum, 149. 
41 “Jewish temple wins architectural award,” San Francisco Chronicle, September 1, 1927; “History,” Congregation Emanu-El 
Website, https://www.emanuelsf.org/about-us/history/ (accessed April 5, 2020); Rosenbaum, 149. 
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Figure 21. Temple Emanu-El ca. 1950 (San Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library). 

 

    
Figures 22 and 23. The courtyard in 1960 (OpenSFHistory / wnp27.3416 and wnp27.3421). 

 
In 1940, a small, tranquil chapel was completed by means of a large gift from the Guggenhime family. 
The chapel was created by converting classrooms along the Lake Street side of the Temple House. Later 
dedicated to the memory of the temple’s valued cantor Reuben Rinder, architect Michael Goodman 
created an intimate but elegant space for quiet contemplation. The vaulted ceiling, hand-carved ark and 
pulpit, colorful stained-glass windows, and intricately designed chandeliers (which cast the shadow of a 
menorah on the carpet) are among the significant features of the Rinder Chapel.42 
 
The original gymnasium was converted into a social hall, called Guild Hall, in the late 1950s to 
accommodate the changing needs of the congregation. The locker rooms of the gymnasium were 
converted to restrooms.43 
 

 
42 Rosenbaum, 202. 
43 Stolzman and Hoffman, Faith, spirit, and identity, 151; Rosenbaum, 239; existing floor plans from Mark Cavagnero Associates 
Architects, received June 1, 2020. 
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In 1960, the new Jacob Voorsanger Memorial Library was installed, and interior alterations and 
improvements were carried out at the Temple House throughout the decade.44 
 
In 1973, two massive stained-glass windows for the sanctuary were completed, replacing the 
deteriorating original amber glass. Gifted by Walter and Elise Haas and Madeleine Haas Russell, and 
created by Mark Adams in two years, two radiant, nonrepresentational interpretations, “Water” and 
“Fire,” are located at the east and west balconies. This was noted as the most impressive project of the 
postwar period.45 Mark Adams was a student of the famous abstract painter Hans Hoffman and a master 
of the art of tapestry design and stained glass.46 A few years later in 1976, an intricate mosaic for the 
south wall of the courtyard was installed.47 
 
At the end of 1988, an extensive renovation of the main sanctuary was begun by the local architectural 
firm Robinson, Mills, and Williams and general contractors Plant Builders. The domed ceiling was 
repaired (loose asbestos replaced with a non-toxic material); a new cork floor, new seat coverings, and 
an improved sound system were installed; the stained-glass windows were repaired; and weather-
proofing and seismic retrofitting were completed. The restored sanctuary was dedicated in September 
1989.48  
 
Meanwhile, a master plan to reconfigure and refurbish the Temple House was initiated in 1989. A 
complete makeover of the school (to make the classrooms, library, and early childhood facilities more 
inviting) and a remodel of Guild Hall (to make it an attractive event venue) were undertaken. The 
centerpiece of this master plan was the renovation of the Martin Meyer Auditorium. Originally designed 
as a 900-person theater with a sloping floor, a well-equipped stage, and dressing rooms, the space had 
been underused. It was divided and redesigned as a second 400-person sanctuary with a multi-purpose 
pre-function area to the east. This new mid-sized sanctuary could also function as a multipurpose room 
with natural light.49  
 
The renovation of the Temple House, also by Robinson, Mills, and Williams, was as much of an 
architectural achievement as the restored sanctuary and arguably an even greater factor in the 
institution’s vitality during the rest of the decade. The renamed Martin Meyer Sanctuary proved 
invaluable as the venue of countless innovative programs and religious services. The Temple House was 
rededicated in March 1992.50 With its refurbished school, its rehabilitated social hall, and especially its 
renovated midsized sanctuary, the facility spoke of a new emphasis for the congregation in the 1990s: 
warm and intimate, participatory and pluralistic.51 
 
The restoration work of the 1980s won the award for Excellence in Architectural Conservation from the 
Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage.52  
 

 
44 Rosembaum, 239-240; Department of Building Inspection. 
45 Ibid., 272. 
46 Ibid. 
47 Rosenbaum, 273. 
48 Ibid., 341-342. 
49 Ibid., 140-141 and 343-344; existing floor plans from Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects, received June 1, 2020. 
50 Rosenbaum, 349. 
51 Ibid., 373. 
52 Ibid., 344. 
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Entry awnings were added at the Arguello Boulevard entrance of the Temple and the Lake Street 
entrance of the Temple House ca. 2007.53 In 2016, a seismic strengthening project was carried out. 
 
Permit Chronology54  

August 1924 A permit application to construct a concrete building for Congregation Emanu-
El on a rectangular parcel at 2 Lake Street. Permit Application No. 130244. 

 
June 1956 Permit application for removing form boards and debris, removing and 

replacing baseboards in one closet, and drilling concrete to apply pesticide. 
Permit Application No. 186655. 

 
March 1961 General alterations to the administrative offices of the temple: new concrete 

slabs to be placed in existing opening; new partitions, finishing, millwork, light 
fixtures, electric land phone outlets, radiators. Work to be supervised by 
architects Hertzka & Knowles and general contractors Rothschild, Raffin & 
Weirick. Permit Application No. 247277. 

 
August 1962 Interior alterations: plumbing in board room toilet was removed; an existing 

vault was removed, and new light fixtures, outlets, and new wood paneling were 
installed in an office. Architects: Hertzka & Knowles. Permit Application No. 
264542. 

 
May 1966 Interior alterations and improvements including general rehabilitation of 

classrooms and remodeling of men’s restroom in basement. Permit Application 
No. 329750. 

 
June 1969 Interior alterations: door openings were repaired for new elevator at each 

landing. Permit Application No. 371417. 
 
October 1977 Fourteen windows were replaced with aluminum-sash, plaster at fifteen 

additional window openings were repaired. Permit Application No. 7711182. 
 
August 1987 Fire alarm system installation, new door openings for emergency existing, grade 

level exiting at basement and basement mezzanine. Permit Application No. 
08710938. 

 
December 1988 Interior alterations: demolition and removal of existing marble partitions, marble 

walls, lavatories, toilets and piping at men’s and women’s restrooms; removal of 
cork flooring in the auditorium. Architect: Robinson, Mills & Williams. Permit 
Application No. 8820369. 

 
July 1989 One new exit egress was constructed, and the existing ornamental gates were 

modified. Architect: Robinson, Mills & Williams. Permit Application No. 
08913218. 

 
53 Existing floor plans from Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects, received June 1, 2020. 
54 All available permits from San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.  
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January 1990 Permit application for renovation of the existing building including seismic 

upgrade, new mechanical systems and electrical service, new elevator, and 
renovated architectural finishes. Architect: Robinson, Mills & Williams. Permit 
Application No. 09002116. 

 
May 1990 Interior alterations at the office and assembly. Architect: Robinson, Mills & 

Williams. Permit Application No. 09008613. 
 
August 1990 Temporary classrooms were built within the existing Meyer Auditorium to be 

demolished in December. Permit Application No. 09015828. 
 
March 1991 Kitchen improvements. Permit Application No. 09104499. 
 
July 1991 The existing wooden ramps were replaced with new brick and stone finished 

ramps. The existing rear stairs were revised to include a new landing. Architect: 
Robinson, Mills & Williams. Permit Application No. 09112523. 

 
December1992 Interior alteration: door installation at second floor. Architect: Robinson, Mills & 

Williams. Permit Application No. 09221001. 
 
January 1994 A new steel security door and sidelight was installed at entry lobby. Permit 

Application No. 09400542. 
 
January 1994 Miscellaneous construction: path of travel, sanitary facilities, and signage. 

Architect: Robinson, Mills & Williams. Permit Application No. 09400748. 
 
July 2002 Window replacements in-kind; exterior repainting; cast stone, bronze ornament, 

exterior wall sconce, and roof drain repairs. Permit Application No. 
200207111189. 

 
February 2008 Relocation and consolidation of archive and artwork storage from balcony level 

to basement level; partition to rabbi offices, upgrade stairs from ground floor to 
basement; remove restroom fixtures and partitions at basement. Permit 
Application No. 200802215280. 

 
Mar – Nov 2011 Fire safety improvements. Permit Application No. 201102240863, 

201104063578, 201111098596. 
 
June 2013 Interior alterations: new interior partitions, electrical outlets and associated 

finishes were to fourth floor offices. Permit Application No. 201306210239. 
 
January 2016 Seismic strengthening: steel channels and expansion anchors were added to 

existing concrete walls; steel braces were installed between steel channels. 
Permit Application No. 201512165294. 

 
July 2016 Roof repairs. Permit Application No. 201607273464. 
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Figure 24. The 1910 block map, the property highlighted in red. 

 
 

 
Figure 25. The 1913 Sanborn map, the property highlighted in red. 
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Figure 26. The 1938 aerial photograph, the property outlined in red. 

 
 

 
Figure 27. The 1948 aerial photograph, the property outlined in red. 
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Figure 28. The 1950 Sanborn map, the property highlighted in red. 

 

 
Figure 29. The mi-1990s Sanborn map, the property highlighted in red. 

 

 



  Project Name: Temple Emanu-El HRE 
   Project #: HP0887.2001.00 
   June 25, 2021 

 

 treanorhl.com  23 

HISTORIC CONTEXT 

This section covers the development of the Presidio neighborhood, the synagogue typology in the 
United States, and the architectural styles associated with Temple Emanu-El. 
 
The Presidio Heights Neighborhood55 
Temple Emanu-El is located at the northwest corner of the Presidio Heights neighborhood which is 
generally defined by the Presidio to the north, Presidio Avenue to the east, Geary Boulevard to the 
south, and Arguello Boulevard to the west. It lies between the Presidio, Inner Richmond, Western 
Addition, and Pacific Heights.56 
 
The Presidio was established at the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in 1776. The surrounding 
area remained virtually unsettled until after the Gold Rush when the city started to expand westward in 
the late 19th century. The area west of the City of San Francisco became known as the “outside lands” 
because of its location beyond the City’s jurisdiction. Following the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 
this area came under the ownership of the federal government. Squatters began to establish 
homesteads in the area and challenged the government’s ownership of the land. Soon, San Francisco 
also began to vie for ownership of the lands and only after lengthy litigation did the City receive rights to 
the land in 1866.57 To promote orderly development of San Francisco’s “outside lands,” legislation 
passed in 1866 and 1868 providing the means to settle land disputes and setting aside land for public 
use. Little development in the area occurred outside of the Presidio until the 1870s. The “Official Map of 
the Outside Lands” published in 1870 illustrated the development goals for the area, with the street grid 
extended from downtown into Presidio Heights and on into the Richmond District.58  
 
Even with the street grid extended to the ocean, development of the area remained slow. Lack of 
transportation options to and from the neighborhoods outside the city further slowed the pace of 
development. By the late 1870s several street railway franchises were granted permission to establish 
routes on Geary Boulevard and California Street allowing for easier access to the area. At first 
passengers were transported by horse drawn wagons. Steam trains later replaced these and, finally by 
the early 1900s, electric streetcars moved people to and from the area with ease. With the opening of 
the Municipal Railway line in 1912 along Geary Boulevard, transportation to the downtown area was 
dependable and convenient for those who wanted to live in the “outside lands.”59 These routes ran east-
west. As the popularity of Golden Gate Park grew, cross-district lines soon began to run north-south. To 
further increase development in the area infrastructure was improved – streets were graded and paved, 
and fire protection was put in place. Additionally, water, gas and sewer lines were installed in the 
developing neighborhoods. Soon speculative developments began to line the main transportation 
corridors.60   

 
55 Largely taken and edited from Carey & Co., 3725 Washington Street Draft Historic Resource Evaluation, January 9, 2015. 
56 San Francisco Planning Department, Neighborhood Groups Organizations website, http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1654, accessed April 5, 2020. 
57 Lorri Ungaretti, “The Changing Physical Landscape of the Sunset District: The Late 1800s Through the Mid-1900s,” Encyclopedia 
of San Francisco, http://www.sfhistoryencyclopedia.com/articles/c/chanSunsetDistr.html (accessed February 25, 2012). 
58 Christopher Verplanck, “Social and Architectural History of the Richmond District,” San Francisco Apartment Magazine, 
(December 2000), http://www.sfaa.org/0012verplanck.html (accessed February 25, 2012); National Park Service, Presidio of San 
Francisco website, “Under Three Flags,” http://www.nps.gov/goga/planyourvisit/upload/3flags_7-03.pdf (accessed February 25, 
2012). 
59 Sally Byrne Woodbridge and John Marshall Woodbridge, San Francisco Architecture (Berkeley, CA: Woodbridge Publications, 
1991), 207. 
60 Verplanck, “Social and Architectural History of the Richmond District.”  
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After the 1906 earthquake and fire, which destroyed much of downtown, displaced San Franciscans fled 
the center of the city to the empty land at the city’s western edge. Parcels of land outside the city were 
subdivided and soon houses began to spring up throughout the area. With construction of new 
residential units occurring at a rapid pace, much of the district was built out by the late 1920s.61  
 
With convenient transportation to the Presidio Heights neighborhood and the increasing use of the 
automobile, the area became a popular and fashionable place to live. Many prominent architects were 
commissioned to design single-family residences in the growing neighborhoods on the western side of 
the city. Today the neighborhood remains residential and has an eclectic mix of architectural styles 
primarily from the first half of the 20th century. 
 
Synagogue architecture in the United States62 
In one of the first chapters of the book Faith, spirit, and identity: Synagogue architecture in America, 
Rabbi Lawrence A. Hoffman writes about the history of synagogue architecture in the United States and 
how it developed over time. He organizes the types according to immigration waves and how design 
features responded to the Jews’ quest for a synagogue as a place of public prayer.  
 
The first Jewish immigration wave to the United States began with Sephardic-Jews. Sephardic 
synagogues include New York’s Shearith Israel (1730) and Touro Synagogue in Newport, Rhode Island 
(1762); however, not much is known about the early American Sephardic worship. 
 
The second wave of Jewish immigrants came in the 19th century from Central Europe (Ashkenazi Jews), 
swelling the population in America. Since America had been founded on truly religious principles, and 
Jews who came here were expected to demonstrate some kind of authentic religious commitment; they 
built magnificent cathedral-like synagogues that exemplified an inherent chasm between the 
transcendent holy God and ordinary mortal worshippers. Built in 1929, Temple Emanu-El of New York is 
among the finest examples: massive external doors protecting the sacred interior, a small foyer (since the 
temple is not a greeting space), a magnificent cathedral-like sanctuary space with high ceilings, and 
childhood education and service spaces tucked away in the basement or upper floors. This cathedral-
synagogue style was enhanced by the financial windfall of the 1860s and continued until World War II. 
These synagogues were essentially confined to worship spaces; they were not a statement of the 
community. In the beginning, they maintained cemeteries and a few day schools but soon even 
cemetery service was replaced by professional funeral homes.  
 

 
61 Ibid. 
62 Summarized from Rabbi Lawrence A. Hoffman, “Synagogues and American spirituality,” in Faith, spirit, and identity: Synagogue 
architecture in America, Henry & Daniel Stolzman, (Mulgrave, Vic.: Images, 2004), 73-93. 
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Figures 30 and 31. Temple Emanu-El in New York, exterior from ca. 1930-1935 (left, from New York Historical 

Society digital collections) and a recent view of the interior (right, from Beyer Blinder Belle website). 
 
The third wave of immigration was not to the United States, but this time was within the country, from 
urban centers to the suburbs. Until the 1950s, worship was primary in the American synagogues—
whether they were large urban temples or smaller structures in America’s hinterland. In the 1950s, 
childhood education took precedence whereas the religious services were marginalized. Synagogues 
began to provide school wings, large social halls, and catering facilities, all of which resulted in a 
moderate-sized sanctuary. For the post-war generation, the cathedral-like spirituality was obsolete. The 
need for an architectural style distinctive to American Judaism was discussed by the post-war generation 
who headed for the suburbs where synagogues would function quite differently. 
 
According to Rabbi Hoffman, suburban religion was America’s symbolic statement of its fight against 
Godless communism—churches and synagogues “went up like gasoline stations on every corner.” The 
suburban synagogues redefined Jewish religion as learning and social action. This new kind of 
synagogue featured different zones of activity. The sanctuary was still aesthetically central, but of 
diminished functional importance. Worship played a minor role relative to childhood education, 
committee meetings, and social programming. The main sanctuaries were virtually abandoned except 
for High Holy Day worship. The problem of an unfilled sanctuary was partially solved in the 1960s when 
synagogues became bar/bat mitzvah halls: it could motivate children to attend religious school, and 
guests invited to attend the ritual would fill empty sanctuaries. 
 
In the post-war era, two trends are evident. The first one is the development of small chapels outside the 
main sanctuary which is virtually abandoned, except for the “state” occasions like bar/bat mitzvah 
services, weddings, and High Holy Day worship. The second trend is having new or renovated 
sanctuaries that reflect intimacy, natural light, simple design, and no social distance between clergy and 
participants (so that both may actively pray together) such as Frank Lloyd Wright’s Beth Sholom 
Synagogue (1954) in Elkins Park, Pennsylvania, Philip Johnson’s Kneses Tifereth Israel (1956) in Port 
Chester, New York, and Minoru Yamasaki’s North Shore Congregation Israel (1964) of Glencoe, Illinois. 
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Figures 32 and 33. Exterior view of Kneses Tifereth Israel by Philip Johnson in Port Chester, New York (left, from 
Synagogue Architecture in America by Stolzman), and the sanctuary of Beth Sholom Synagogue by Frank Lloyd 

Wright in Elkins Park, Pennsylvania (right, from National Trust for Historic Preservation). 
 
Constructed in 1926, Temple Emanu-El in San Francisco is an example of the cathedral-synagogue style 
with its impressive Byzantine Revival sanctuary at a prominent intersection in San Francisco. However, 
the temple’s design also illustrates an early model of the movement in American synagogue design 
toward synagogues that serve as community centers. The courtyard led to classrooms, a library, a 
chapel, a gymnasium (later converted to a social hall), and an art gallery. Rabbi Meyer, the rabbi at the 
time of its construction, had argued that “any church or synagogue deaf to the possibility of social and 
community service is doomed…one thing is certain, that just a house-of-prayer idea for weekly services 
and religious school instruction is apt to be barren.”63  
 
Architectural Styles 

Temple Emanu-El is dominated by its massive central dome which was influenced by the Byzantine 
Revival architectural style. The style was typically used in churches and religious buildings starting in the 
second half of the 19th century and borrowed notable features of Byzantine architecture including 
multiple domes, round-arched windows, and ample decoration. The architecture of the Byzantine Empire 
developed from early Christian and late Roman tradition in the fourth century and lasted until the fall of 
Constantinople in 1453. The style is generally characterized by large pendentive-supported domes, 
round arches and elaborate columns, richness in decorative elements, and color. The most famous 
example is the Hagia Sophia in Istanbul, constructed in 532–537.64 
 
The building’s design also displays Spanish Colonial Revival architectural features in its detailing and 
material use. The Spanish Colonial Revival is an eclectic style loosely based on Spanish Colonial 
architecture; most common from about 1915 to the present. Buildings in this style are usually 
characterized with unadorned stucco or plastered walls; wall tiles; a covered porch or arcade; commonly, 
a patio; wrought-iron balconies or balconettes; often, a low- to moderate-pitched, mission-tiled, hipped 
and/or gable roof; multi-curved mission parapets with decorative tilework along the outer face; round 
arches over the most prominent windows; often, rectangular spandrel panel Spanish Colonial Revival 
windows with lintels, sometimes crowned with an enriched cornice; window grilles; ornate, low-relief 

 
63 Stolzman and Hoffman, Faith, spirit, and identity, 151. 
64 Cyril Harris, ed., Dictionary of Architecture and Construction (New York: Dover Publications, 1977), 81; Cyril Harris, ed., 
Illustrated Dictionary of Historic Architecture (New York: McGraw Hill, 2006), 159-160. 
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window surrounds; heavy wood doors, often elaborately paneled or carved; frequently, rounded arches 
over the exterior doors; French doors providing easy access to a patio, balcony, or outdoor terrace.65 
 
At Temple Emanu-El, Art Deco-influenced ornamentation is also found in the courtyard and interior 
spaces.66 Popular from 1925 to 1950, the Art Deco style was used on commercial, industrial, 
governmental, and institutional buildings as well as  schools, theaters, apartments and residences in San 
Francisco. The style is noted for its use of rich materials and profuse ornament of zigzags, rays and 
chevrons.67 
 
Rinder Chapel inside the Temple House was identified in the San Francisco Modern Architecture and 
Landscape Design (1935-1970), Historic Context Statement as a work of the master architect Michael 
Goodman.68 Completed in 1940, the chapel can be identified as an Art Moderne space—a Modern 
architectural style prevalent in San Francisco from the mid-1930s to at least 1950. The chapel’s interior 
exemplifies some character-defining features of the style such as curved surfaces (i.e. the barrel vault 
ceiling with curved overhangs), smooth wall surfaces, curved openings, and general absence of 
ornamentation.69  
 

OWNER HISTORY 

The subject parcel has been owned by the Congregation Emanu-El since 1922.70 
 

ARCHITECTS & BUILDER & ARTISTS 

Master architects Bakewell & Brown and Sylvain Schnaittacher were commissioned in 1923 to design 
Temple Emanu-El.71 Bakewell & Brown finished the building after Schnaittacher’s death in 1926. 
Schnaittacher was especially responsible for the Temple House building and the cloistered courtyard.72 
The firm MacDonald and Kahn was the general contractor for the group of buildings.73 
 
Michael Goodman, another master architect, worked on the Rinder Chapel later in 1938-1940.74 
 
Artist Mark Adams created two stained-glass windows at the east and west balconies of the sanctuary in 
1973. Artist Bruce Porter worked on some interior features of Temple Emanu-El.75  
 

 
65 Harris, Dictionary of Architecture and Construction, 916. 
66 Stolzman and Hoffman, Faith, spirit, and identity, 149-152. 
67 San Francisco Planning, San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 18, Residential and Commercial Architectural Periods and Styles 
in San Francisco (January 2003), 11. 
68 San Francisco Property Information Map.  
69 Mary Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 1935-1970, Historic Context Statement (January 12, 
2011), 164-165. 
70 San Francisco Chronicle, November 11, 1922, page 10; “Sutter Street Temple Bought by Syndicate,” San Francisco Chronicle, 
January 18, 1923.  
71 “Architects chosen to design new temple,” San Francisco Chronicle, February 24, 1923. 
72 Anne Bloomfield, Paige Motor Car Company Building, National Register of Historic Places Inventory – Nomination Form, August 
3, 1982; Rosenbaum, 147. 
73 “Work on new synagogue to begin Monday,” San Francisco Chronicle, July 31, 1924. 
74 UC Berkeley Environmental Design Archives, “Goodman, Michael,” https://archives.ced.berkeley.edu/collections/goodman-
michael (Accessed April 1, 2020). 
75 San Francisco Property Information Map. 
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Bakewell & Brown76 
The architectural firm of Bakewell & Brown was formed in 1905 by John Bakewell, Jr. and Arthur Brown, 
Jr. in San Francisco, California. Bakewell & Brown had been students together at the Ecole des Beaux-
Arts in Paris from 1897-1901. Arthur Brown, Jr. (1874-1957) acted as the design partner in the firm, while 
John Bakewell, Jr. (1872-1963) handled the administrative and financial tasks. 
 
The firm thrived in its early years, largely as a result of the opportunities afforded architects in the 
rebuilding efforts after the 1906 San Francisco earthquake and fire. Early architectural projects include 
Berkeley City Hall (1907), the interiors of the City of Paris department store (1908), and several 
residences in Oakland. In 1912, Bakewell & Brown won a major competition for the design of San 
Francisco City Hall. Completed in 1915, San Francisco City Hall remains the masterwork of Bakewell & 
Brown. 
 
Many significant commissions followed the San Francisco City Hall competition. In 1913, the firm was 
hired as the design architect and master planner for Stanford University campus, positions they held until 
1942. The firm designed the Green Library for Stanford University (1919), the Pacific Gas & Electric office 
building in San Francisco (1922-1926), Pasadena City Hall (1923-1928), and the California School of Fine 
Arts (1924-1928, now the San Francisco Art Institute). The firm of Bakewell & Brown dissolved in 1927, 
After the dissolution, Brown established his own firm, Arthur Brown, Jr. and Associates, while Bakewell 
formed Bakewell & Weihe with longtime employee Ernest Weihe. However, the two former partners 
continued to collaborate on many later projects, most notably several buildings on the Stanford 
University campus. 
 
Sylvain Schnaittacher 
A native San Franciscan, Sylvain Schnaittacher (1874-1926) was educated at the Mark Hopkins Institute of 
Art (now the San Francisco Art Institute), and received practical training in the office of A. Page Brown 
between 1891 and 1896 as the architect was working on the Perry Building. After Brown's death, he 
worked for and became partner with Frank Van Trees, did a few industrial buildings south of Market 
Street, traveled in Europe (1900-1901), and then settled down to his own practice. He designed the 
Paige Motor Car Company Building, the Argonaut Club, the Beresford Country Club, Mt. Zion Nurses' 
Home on Sutter, and many residences and apartment houses. Schnaittacher served as the director of the 
San Francisco chapter of the American Institute of Architects (1906-1922), its president (1918-1920), and 
later as the regional director for the national organization (1923-1926). He also served on the California 
State Board of Architecture from 1910 to 1926. He was a member of various clubs including the 
Argonaut Club, the Olympic Club, as well as a member of the advisory board on city planning of the San 
Francisco Chamber of Commerce.77 
 
MacDonald and Kahn  
MacDonald and Kahn Construction Company was established by Alan MacDonald and Felix Kahn ca. 
1907. Both Alan MacDonald and Felix Kahn were engineers; Kahn co-owned a consulting firm 
specializing in reinforced concrete with offices in Detroit, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Portland, and 

 
76 Taken largely from Online Archive of California, “Finding Aid to the Bakewell & Brown Photograph Collection, 1897-1933,” 
https://oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/kt429025g8/admin/ (accessed March 20, 2020); Online Archive of California, “Finding Aid 
to the Arthur Brown, Jr. Papers, 1859-1990,” https://oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/kt5k4026zk/ (accessed March 20, 2020). 
77 Bloomfield, Paige Motor Car Company Building; “S. Schnaittacher, noted architect, taken by death,” San Francisco Chronicle, 
February 12, 1926. 
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Seattle.78 MacDonald and Kahn provided design, engineering and construction services, and specialized 
in steel-reinforced concrete, which was used for the city’s large structures constructed after the 1906 
earthquake.79 The firm generally performed both architectural an engineering designs of the buildings 
they built, probably relying on their staff architects or draftsmen for the architectural designs. When 
outside architects were involved, the firm mainly performed the engineering design.80 By the late 1920s, 
MacDonald & Kahn was one of the largest engineering firms in California: they constructed many 
important buildings in San Francisco including the Mark Hopkins Hotel (1926), Union Square Garage 
(1942), and the Sailors Union of the Pacific building (1950). They also worked on many industrial 
buildings, sewers, and water systems in the Bay Area. During 1931-1935, they became one of the “Six 
Companies” to build Hoover Dam as one of the larger stakeholders in the venture.81 
 
Michael Goodman 
Born in Lithuania, Michael Goodman (1903-1991) attended the University of California, Berkeley School 
of Architecture. He started teaching here in 1927 and remained until his retirement in 1972.82  
In 1925, he joined the office of Miller & Pflueger where he was credited with influencing Pflueger 
towards Modern designs—starting with the Telephone Building at 140 New Montgomery Street in San 
Francisco. Additionally, Goodman designed the Stock Exchange Luncheon Club (now the City Club) at 
155 Sansome and the Roosevelt Junior High School at Arguello and Geary, both in San Francisco. 
Goodman’s work at Miller & Pflueger also developed his interest in interior design.83 Later in his solo 
practice, Goodman designed private homes and institutional buildings in the Streamline Moderne and 
the International styles.84 His UC Berkeley projects include alterations to the Faculty Club and Hearst 
Memorial Mining Building; the Calvin Laboratory; the Brick Muller Room addition in Memorial Stadium; 
and the Farm Bureau Building alterations for the University Extension Division.85 He was also 
commissioned for various civic projects throughout the Bay Area, such as the East Bay Municipal Utilities 
District Office and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Woolen Process Laboratory in Albany, 
California.86 He received the San Francisco Art Association Gold Medal in 1925, the American Graphic 
Artists Society Award in 1930, he was made a Fellow of the American Institute of Architects in 1945, and 
received the Berkeley Citation in 1970 for outstanding service to the University of California.87 Goodman 
continued to paint for most of his life, and many of his paintings were purchased by the Library of 
Congress and the Smithsonian Institution.88 Michael Goodman is noted as a master architect in the San 
Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 1935-1970, Historic Context Statement. 89 
 
 
 

 
78 William Kostura, 1835-1849 Van Ness Avenue, Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record, March 2010. 
79 Louise Nelson Dyble, Paying the toll: Local power, regional politics, and the Golden Gate Bridge (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania, 2009), 50. 
80 Kostura, 1835-1849 Van Ness Avenue. 
81 Dyble, Paying the toll, 50; Carey & Co., North Point Facility Outfall System Rehabilitation Project Draft Technical Report, May 18, 
2015. 
82 UC Berkeley Environmental Design Archives, “Goodman, Michael,” https://archives.ced.berkeley.edu/collections/goodman-
michael (Accessed April 1, 2020). 
83 Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 87 and 220-221. 
84 Ibid., 87. 
85 UC Berkeley Environmental Design Archives, “Goodman, Michael.” 
86 Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 220-221. 
87 UC Berkeley Environmental Design Archives, “Goodman, Michael.” 
88 “Obituaries, Michael A. Goodman,” San Francisco Chronicle, April 17, 1991. 
89 Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 233. 
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Mark Adams 
A prominent San Francisco artist, Mark Adams was born in Fort Plain, NY in 1925. He attended the 
School of Fine Arts at Syracuse University, and later studied with Hans Hofmann in New York and Jean 
Lurçat in France. He excelled in a variety of artistic media including tapestry, stained glass, oil painting, 
mosaic, drawings, printmaking, and watercolor. His artworks have been exhibited nationally and are in 
prominent public and private collections. Adams was known for his still life pictures, the big stained-glass 
windows, and tapestries he was commissioned to create for religious, public, and commercial buildings 
in the Bay Area. In addition to Temple Emanu-El, Adams designed stained-glass windows for Grace 
Cathedral and St. Thomas More Catholic Church in San Francisco, the Lafayette-Orinda United 
Presbyterian Church, and Temple Isaiah in Lafayette. He did tapestries for the San Francisco International 
Airport, the Marina branch of the San Francisco Public Library, and the Dallas Fairmont Hotel. Adams 
died in 2006 after a brief illness and his memorial service was held at Temple Emanu-El.90 
 
Bruce Porter 
A native San Franciscan, E. Bruce Porter (1865-1953) appeared in vastly different fields as a painter, 
poet, stained glass designer, garden designer, muralist, fund-raiser, and socialite.91 He was also one of 
the leaders of California’s Arts and Crafts movement and an apostle of modern art. Porter was best 
known as the designer of the Filoli gardens, the Robert Louis Stevenson memorial fountain in 
Portsmouth Square (1897), and two Arts and Crafts-style stained-glass windows at the Swedenborgian 
Church on Lyon Street. He also designed the gardens for Crocker’s New Place in Hillsborough (1910-
1911), now the Burlingame Country Club, though little of the original gardens exist. His stained-glass 
windows are in many Bay Area and California buildings. His well-known murals include the ones at Pacific 
Union Club and the First Unitarian Church in San Francisco.92   
 
In the late 19th century, Porter absorbed the Swedenborgian beliefs focusing on the superiority of nature 
which put the Swedenborgians at the forefront of the architectural and garden design revolutions that 
originated during this time.93 For the Filoli gardens, his plans enhanced the natural landscape and used 
“the magnificent view of the mountains to the west and along the long sweeping view to the north as a 
dramatic background to the gardens.”94  
 
In her article “Bruce Porter: San Francisco Society’s Artful Player,” historian Christine Scriabine concludes 
by stating that Porter was a tantalizing figure: “His achievements in the fine arts—his poetry and his 
paintings—have not stood the test of time. While more highly regarded, his stained-glass windows are 
not of the first order.” However, his achievements as a garden designer was not questionable; his 
gardens’ beauty and quality of naturalness can now be seen as modern.95   
 

 

 

 
90 “Mark Adams,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 26, 2006; Jesse Hamlin, “Mark Adams—S.F. artist known for tapestries,” San 
Francisco Chronicle, January 28, 2006. 
91 Christine Scriabine, “Bruce Porter: San Francisco Society’s Artful Player,” California History, Vol. 85, No. 3 (2008), 48-72.  
92 Scriabine, “Bruce Porter: San Francisco Society’s Artful Player.”  
93 “Artist Bruce Porter dead at 88,” San Francisco Chronicle, November 26, 1953; Scriabine, “Bruce Porter: San Francisco Society’s 
Artful Player.” 
94 “Further reading about Filoli’s architects: Bruce Porter (1865-1953),” Filoli Website, https://filoli.org/visit/the-house/ (accessed 
April 7, 2020). 
95 Scriabine, “Bruce Porter: San Francisco Society’s Artful Player.”  
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CALIFORNIA REGISTER SIGNIFICANCE EVALUATION 

Regulatory Framework 
The California Office of Historic Preservation’s Technical Assistance Series #6 California Register and 
National Register: A Comparison, outlines the differences between the federal and state processes. The 
criteria to be used when establishing the significance of a property for listing on the California Register 
of Historical Resources (CRHR) are very similar, with emphasis on local and state significance. They are: 

1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United 
States; or 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; 
or 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4. It has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history of the 
local area, California, or the nation.96 

 
The CRHR requires the establishment of historic significance before integrity is considered. California’s 
integrity threshold is slightly lower than the federal level. As a result, some resources that are historically 
significant but do not meet National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) integrity standards may be 
eligible for listing on the CRHR.97 
 
California’s list of special considerations is shorter and more lenient than the NRHP. It includes some 
allowances for moved buildings, structures, or objects, as well as lower requirements for proving the 
significance of resources that are less than 50 years old and a more elaborate discussion of the eligibility 
of reconstructed buildings.98  
 
In addition to separate evaluations for eligibility for the CRHR, the state automatically lists on the CRHR 
resources that are listed or determined eligible for the NRHP through a complete evaluation process.99 
 
Integrity 
Second, for a property to qualify under the CRHR’s Criteria for Evaluation, it must also retain “historic 
integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance.”100 While a property’s significance relates 
to its role within a specific historic context, its integrity refers to “a property’s physical features and how 
they relate to its significance.”101 To determine if a property retains the physical characteristics 

 
96 California Office of Historic Preservation, California Register and National Register: A Comparison, Technical Assistance Series 6, 
(Sacramento, 2001), 1. 
97 Ibid. 
98 Ibid., 2. 
99 All State Historical Landmarks from number 770 onward are also automatically listed on the California Register. California Office 
of Historic Preservation, California Register of Historical Resources: The Listing Process, Technical Assistance Series 5 (Sacramento, 
n.d.), 1. 
100 United States Department of the Interior, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, National Register Bulletin, 
No. 15 (Washington, D.C., 1997), 3. 
101 Ibid., 44. 
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corresponding to its historic context, the NRHP has identified seven aspects of integrity, which the CRHR 
closely follows: 102 

Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the 
historic event occurred. 

Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and 
style of a property. 

Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. 

Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular 
period of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 

Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people 
during any given period in history or prehistory. 

Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period 
of time. 

Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic 
property.103 

 
Since integrity is based on a property’s significance within a specific historic context, an evaluation of a 
property’s integrity can only occur after historic significance has been established. 
 
Evaluation – Individual Significance  

Criterion 1 – Association with significant events 
Completed in 1927, the temple is not associated with the development of Presidio Heights in an 
individually significant way. The neighborhood had already been established as a residential district by 
the late 1920s; therefore, the construction of Temple Emanu-El did not play any significant role in the 
development patterns of the neighborhood. 
 
Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with the LGBTQ 
history in the city. The property had already been identified in the Citywide Historic Context Statement 
for LGBTQ History in San Francisco for its association the LGBTQ history. The official Jewish memorial 
for Harvey Milk was held at Temple Emanu-El on November 29, 1978, right after the memorial at City 
Hall. Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav, the only openly gay rabbi in San Francisco, 
delivered the eulogy at the Temple. Although not mentioned in the context statement, Rabbi Robert 
Kirschner delivered his prominent “AIDS sermon” in 1985 at Temple Emanu-El—one of the earliest 
official declarations from the nation’s religious movements or its leading clergymen. The sermon was 
endorsed by larger Jewish organizations and publications. A substantial donation for AIDS relief was 
collected which was directed to establish outpatient services and assist hospices over the next few years. 
The period of significance under Criterion 1 is 1978, the year of Harvey Milk’s official Jewish memorial, 
and 1985, the year Rabbi Kirschner delivered his AIDS sermon. 
 
 
 

 
102 Ibid., 1. 
103 Ibid., 44-45. 
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Criterion 2 – Persons 
Temple Emanu-El has been associated with powerful leaders throughout its history, including the rabbis, 
cantors, board presidents, and executive directors. Among these, Rabbi Alvin Fine and Cantor Reuben 
Rinder stand out for inspiring the congregation and the community the most. A recognized civil rights 
advocate and one of the Bay Area’s highly regarded clergymen, Rabbi Fine served at Temple Emanu-El 
for 16 years. Even though Fine inspired his community in different ways, he did not significantly influence 
an important religious institution or movement, or was not important in the larger social, economic, or 
political history of San Francisco or California. Cantor Rinder was known for his impact in the world of 
Jewish music by discovering talents, nurturing established musicians and commissioning new ceremonial 
music. He was an important figure in Jewish music history as he commissioned internationally important 
new liturgical music and mentored notable musicians. Therefore, the property appears individually 
eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 2 for its association with Cantor Reuben Rinder. The 
period of significance is from 1913 when Rinder began his job at Emanu-El to his death in 1966, since he 
remained active after his official retirement in 1959. 
 
Criterion 3 – Architecture and Construction  
Temple Emanu-El appears individually significant as a prominent example of a religious building 
designed in the Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural styles in San Francisco. The 
property embodies distinctive characteristics of the styles as evidenced by its tile-clad central dome, 
monumental arches and buttresses, multi-lite arched windows, stucco-clad walls, and arcaded courtyard. 
The exterior and some interior spaces possess high artistic value. The temple building is also a good 
example of the cathedral-synagogue type of the early 20th century in the United States. 
 
Temple Emanu-El also appears individually significant as a work of master architects Bakewell & Brown 
and Sylvain Schnaittacher, and master builders MacDonald & Kahn Construction Company. Established 
by John Bakewell, Jr. and Arthur Brown, Jr. in 1905, Bakewell & Brown is known for their monumental 
buildings in San Francisco and California including San Francisco City Hall, Pasadena City Hall, and the 
California School of Fine Arts (now the San Francisco Art Institute). Another master architect and native 
San Franciscan, Schnaittacher designed numerous commercial, institutional, and residential buildings in 
San Francisco. Active in the first half of the 20th century, MacDonald & Kahn specialized in reinforced 
concrete and constructed many notable buildings and infrastructure projects in San Francisco. Master 
architect Michael Goodman designed the Art Moderne style Rinder Chapel within the Temple House. 
Completed in 1940, this small worship space was converted from classrooms to a chapel.    
 
Therefore, Temple Emanu-El appears eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3 for its Byzantine 
Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style and its association with the master architects and 
master builder. The period of significance is the year of construction 1926-1927. 
 
Criterion 4 – Information Potential  
Archival research provided no indication that the subject property has the potential to yield information 
important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation. The subject property 
does not appear eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
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Integrity  

After the historic significance has been established, a property’s integrity must also be assessed. To 
determine if a property retains the physical characteristics corresponding to its historic context, the 
NRHP and the CRHR have identified seven aspects of integrity (explained above), as follows: 
 
1. Location 
The property remains at its original site and retains the integrity of location. 
 
2. Design 
Even though Temple Emanu-El has been subject to numerous alterations and renovations since its 
completion in 1926-1927, these changes do not affect the major character-defining features of the 
property. The classrooms along the Lake Street side of the Temple House were converted to the Rinder 
Chapel in 1940; the original gymnasium was converted into a social hall in the late 1950s; and two 
stained-glass windows replaced the original amber glass at the sanctuary in 1973. In the 1980s and the 
1990s, the main sanctuary was extensively renovated, and the Temple House was reconfigured and 
refurbished.  Despite the remodels and renovations, Temple Emanu-El still clearly communicates its 
Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural styles on the exterior. The property retains 
the majority of its original design elements, including but not limited to its massive form, dome and 
hipped roofs, prominent buttresses, arched openings, and decorative features. The significant interior 
spaces, such as the Main Sanctuary, Martin Meyer Auditorium, and Rinder Chapel, also maintain most of 
their characteristic features. Overall, Temple Emanu-El retains its integrity of design.  
 
3. Setting 
The property retains a high degree of integrity of setting since it is largely surrounded by buildings that 
were present at the time of its construction. The immediately adjacent Presidio Terrace development 
and the overall residential character of the surrounding neighborhood remains. Although the Little 
Sisters of Poor complex to the west was replaced in the early 1980s with a contemporary building, the 
subject property itself essentially retains its integrity of setting. 
 
4. Materials  
The subject property maintains integrity of materials. Most of the character-defining materials remain at 
Temple Emanu-El, including the smooth stucco cladding, red clay roof tiles, metal gates, brick paving of 
the courtyard, as well as the marble, cast stone, and mosaic features of the interior.  
 
5. Workmanship 
Historic workmanship is still evident in the Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival style traits of 
Temple Emanu-El. The overall property maintains its integrity of workmanship. 
 
6. Feeling 
The overall feeling of Temple Emanu-El remains. With design, material, and workmanship integrity in 
place, the property clearly expresses its Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival aesthetic from 
the 1920s. The property also still communicates the historic feeling of a monumental religious institution 
within an urban setting.  
 
 
 
 



  Project Name: Temple Emanu-El HRE 
   Project #: HP0887.2001.00 
   June 25, 2021 

 

 treanorhl.com  35 

7. Association 
The subject property retains a high degree of integrity of association, as it has been continuously linked 
to Congregation Emanu-El and is still being used for worship and community events. The character-
defining features that convey the subject property’s historic character have also remained mostly intact. 
 

Overall, Temple Emanu-El retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance. The property retains a 
high degree of integrity of location and setting since it has not been moved and is largely surrounded by 
buildings that were present at the time of its construction. The residential character of the surrounding 
neighborhood remains. Further, the structure maintains integrity of design, materials and workmanship. 
Even though the buildings have been subject to numerous alterations and renovations since the 1920s, 
these changes do not affect the major character-defining features of the property. As such, the building 
retains sufficient physical integrity to convey its architectural significance. It retains a high degree of 
integrity of feeling and association, as the building is clearly linked to Congregation Emanu-El and is still 
being used for worship and community events. Overall, the property has high integrity and retains much 
of the original building fabric.  
 
Character-Defining Features 

Exterior 
 Massive form and prominent corner location 
 Three-part site design consisting of the sanctuary to the north, the Temple House to the west, 

and the courtyard at the corner 
 Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural features 
 Red clay tile-clad roofs 
 Massive dome with prominent buttresses and multi-lite arched windows 
 Smooth stucco-clad wall surfaces 
 Varied street elevations with openings and height changes 
 The grand arched opening on the south façade (the original main entrance) with a monumental 

arch, a hipped roof, decorative bands, faceted columns and an ornate metal gate 
 The south façade of the Temple House with buttresses and deeply recessed rectangular 

windows  
 The east façade with recessed arches, windows, and decorative bands along rooflines 
 Two large arched windows with fish-scale panes, set within gabled projections on the east and 

west façades of the Main Sanctuary  
 The six-story tower on the west façade  
 The brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides (round arches supported by double 

columns) 
 The octagonal concrete fountain at the courtyard 
 The raised marble platform with mosaics at the north, leading to the main entrance of the 

sanctuary 
 
Interior, Main Sanctuary 

 The large entry vestibule to the Main Sanctuary with barrel-vaulted ceiling, marble floor, and 
marble columns with ornate capitals  

 The immense Main Sanctuary space a vaulted ceiling 
 The mezzanines on three sides, supported by a series of marble columns and stucco-clad arches 
 Decorative cast stone railings at the mezzanine 
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 Stucco-clad brackets with a fish scale pattern under the mezzanine overhang 
 Large three-part stained-glass arched windows on the east and west walls 
 The arched window with multi-lite panels on the south wall 
 Elevated bimah accessed by curved steps 
 Arched openings with decorative screens on the north wall, separated by marble columns 
 
Interior, Martin Meyer Auditorium 
 The large double-height room 
 The elevated full-height stage on the west wall 
 Windows framed with faceted pilasters 
 Beamed ceiling 
 Triple pilaster forming heavy brackets under large members of the ceiling 
 Mezzanine with decorative cast stone railing on the east wall 

 
Interior, Rinder Chapel 
 Stucco-clad barrel vault ceiling with slight overhang 
 Semi-circular altar capped by a semi-dome with decorative corbelling 
 Simple wood-clad walls 
 Stained glass windows 
 Intricate chandeliers 

 
Evaluation – Historic Districts  

Two California Register-eligible historic districts have been identified in the immediate area around 
Temple Emanu-El: the Presidio Terrace Historic District is located to the north, adjacent to the subject 
building, and the Presidio Heights Historic District is to the east across Arguello Boulevard. The National 
Register-listed Presidio of San Francisco Historic District is farther north, and the California Register-
eligible Jordan Park Historic District is farther south; therefore, they are not covered in this section.  
 

 
Figure 34. The identified historic districts around Temple Emanu-El (marked by a star). Edited from San Francisco 

Property Information Map. 



  Project Name: Temple Emanu-El HRE 
   Project #: HP0887.2001.00 
   June 25, 2021 

 

 treanorhl.com  37 

Presidio Terrace Historic District 104 
The Presidio Terrace residential development was found eligible as an historic district under Criterion 1 
as one of the earliest cohesive and exclusively residential tracts in San Francisco. It is characterized by 
high-style, custom-designed homes by a variety of master architects and builders, and as the first 
residential tract in the state to incorporate certain utility and infrastructure amenities. The period of 
significance of the district spans the period of construction from 1905 to 1915. The boundaries 
encompass the entirety of the circular street named Presidio Terrace located west of Arguello Boulevard 
near Washington Street. 
 
The character-defining features of the Presidio Terrace Historic District include: 

 High-style, custom-designed single-family homes, 
 Lush park-like landscaping, and, 
 Cohesive application of infrastructure such as street lay out, curbs, sidewalks, entry gates, etc. 

 
Temple Emanu-El does not appear to contribute to the Presidio Terrace Historic District since this 
residential track with clear-cut boundaries was already well-established by 1915—before the Temple was 
constructed.  
 
Presidio Heights Historic District 105 
The Presidio Heights historic District is roughly bounded by Pacific Avenue and the Presidio to the north, 
Presidio Avenue to the east, Clay Street to the south, and Arguello Boulevard to the west. The district is 
almost exclusively residential and primarily characterized by large, frequently formal dwellings, typically 
two- to three-stories in height over a raised basement. The period of significance is circa 1890 to 1930, 
although the vast majority of properties were constructed between 1905 and 1925. The building stock is 
characterized by Shingle (or First Bay Region), Arts & Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor 
Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean Revival design influences with a few scattered examples of 
late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne) architecture. Although a variety of cladding materials and rooflines 
are present, the district exhibits an overall cohesive and consistent pattern of massing and setbacks, as 
well as an overall superior level of architectural detailing and materials. Collectively, the district also 
embraces a significant concentration of residences designed by master architects in San Francisco. 
 
The character-defining features of the Presidio Heights Historic District include: 

 Large, frequently formal dwellings, typically two- to three-stories in height above a raised 
basement, 

 Frequent use of front and side setbacks with associated garden and/or site walls, 
 Overall superior level of architectural details and the use of high-quality materials, 
 Gable and hip roof forms are most common, 
 Wood-sash windows (double-hung and casement), 
 Wood shingle, brick or stucco cladding materials. 

 
Temple Emanu-El does not appear to contribute to the Presidio Heights Historic District. Even though 
the subject property was constructed within the period of significance, this almost solely residential 
historic district is characterized with its large, formal dwellings.    

 
104 Summarized from San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 27 Presidio Terrace, September 7, 
2017. 
105 Summarized from San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 3591 Jackson Street (Case No. 
2013.1662E), January 23, 2014. 
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CONCLUSION 

Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with the LGBTQ 
history in the city. The official Jewish memorial for Harvey Milk was held at Temple Emanu-El on 
November 29, 1978. Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav, the only openly gay rabbi in San 
Francisco, delivered the eulogy at the Temple. Rabbi Robert Kirschner delivered his prominent “AIDS 
sermon” in 1985 at Temple Emanu-El—one of the earliest official declarations from the nation’s religious 
movements or its leading clergymen. The period of significance under Criterion 1 is 1978, the year of 
Harvey Milk’s official Jewish memorial, and 1985, the year Rabbi Kirschner delivered his AIDS sermon. 
 
Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 2 for its association 
with Cantor Reuben Rinder who was an important figure in Jewish music history. The period of 
significance is from 1913 when Rinder began his job at Emanu-El to his death in 1966.  
 
Temple Emanu-El also appears to be individually eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3 as a 
good example of the Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival religious building in San Francisco; 
as the work of master architects Bakewell & Brown, Sylvain Schnaittacher, and Michael Goodman; and as 
the work of master builders MacDonald & Kahn Construction Company. The period of significance is the 
year of construction, 1926-1927.  
 
The building retains sufficient physical integrity to convey its significance as an individual resource. 
 
Temple Emanu-El does not appear eligible as a contributor to the adjacent California Register-eligible 
Presidio Terrace Historic District and the nearby California Register-eligible Presidio Heights Historic 
District. 
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PART I Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
 

Record No.: 2020-007168ENV 

Project Address: 2 LAKE ST 

Zoning: RM-1 RESIDENTIAL- MIXED, LOW DENSITY Zoning District 

 40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 1355/011  

Staff Contact: Monica Giacomucci, Senior Preservation Planner,  

Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org, 628-652-7414 

 

 

PART I: Historic Resource Evaluation 

PROJECT SPONSOR SUBMITTAL 

To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted a: 

 

☐ Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination Form (HRD) 

☒ Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)  

Prepared by: TreanorHL, Historic Resource Evaluation – Part I (June, 2020)      

 

Staff consensus with Consultant’s HRE report:        ☒ Agree         ☐  Disagree       

 

Additional Comments:  Planning Staff concurs with the Historic Resource Evaluation provided by 

TreanorNHL but has consolidated the consultant’s multiple periods of significance into one comprehensive 

period of significance. Planning Staff also do not find that the property is eligible for individual listing under 

Criterion 2 for its association with Cantor Reuben Rinder. The consultant did not include a project 

evaluation.     

 

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

Neighborhood: Presidio Heights 

Date of Construction:  1927 

Construction Type: Reinforced concrete 

Architect:  Bakewell & Brown, Sylvain Schnaittacher, and 

Michael Goodman 

Builder:  MacDonald & Kahn Construction Company 

Stories: 6 

Roof Form: Compound (dome, hipped, gable) 

Cladding: Stucco 

Primary Façade: Arguello Boulevard 

Visible Facades: West (2nd Avenue), South (Lake Street), 

East (Arguello Blvd.), North (parallel to Presidio Terrace)

  

mailto:Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org
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EXISTING PROPERTY PHOTOS 
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All photographs sourced from Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by TreanorHL (June, 2020). See Historic Resource Evaluation for additional photos and credits. 

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY 

☐  Category A – Known Historic Resource, per:             

☒  Category B – Age Eligible/Historic Status Unknown  

☐  Category C – Not Age Eligible / No Historic Resource Present, per:             

 

Adjacent or Nearby Historic Resources: ☐ No    ☒ Yes:      Eligible Presidio Terrace Historic District (CA Register), 

Eligible Presidio Heights Historic District (CA Register), Presidio of San Francisco Historic District (CA and National 

Register), St. John’s Presbyterian Church (Landmark #83)      
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CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION 

Step A: Significance 

Individual Significance  Historic District / Context Significance  

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 

California Register under one or more of the following 

Criteria: 

 

Criterion 1 - Event: ☒ Yes   ☐ No  

Criterion 2 - Persons: ☐ Yes   ☒ No  

Criterion 3 - Architecture: ☒ Yes   ☐ No  

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ☐ Yes   ☒ No 

 

Period of Significance:  _1926-1985_____________ 

Property is eligible for inclusion in a California Register 

Historic District/Context under one or more of the 

following Criteria: 

 

Criterion 1 - Event: ☐ Yes   ☒ No  

Criterion 2 - Persons: ☐ Yes   ☒ No  

Criterion 3 - Architecture: ☐ Yes   ☒ No  

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ☐ Yes   ☒ No 

 

Period of Significance:  ___N/A______________________ 

☐ Contributor    ☐ Non-Contributor    ☒ N/A 

Analysis: 

 

2 Lake Street, also known as Temple Emanu-el or Congregation Emanu-el, is a monumental synagogue located on an 

L-shaped lot at the northwest corner of the intersection of Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard in the Presidio Heights 

neighborhood. The Temple Emanu-el complex is comprised of three parts: the hip-roofed Temple House (on the 

western portion of the property, with frontage on Lake Street and Second Avenue), the domed Sanctuary to the 

north (frontage on Arguello Boulevard and adjacent to the Presidio Terrace development), and the Courtyard (at the 

intersection of Lake Street and Arguello Boulevard). The building was constructed in 1925-1926 in an eclectic hybrid 

of revival architectural styles, predominantly Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival. The building is clad in 

stucco and features various roof forms, all clad in red clay tile. 

 

The oldest Jewish congregation on the West Coast, Congregation Emanu-el was established in San Francisco in 1850. 

In 1866, the congregation commissioned the original Temple Emanu-el at 450 Sutter Street, which was designed by  

architect August Laber in a monumental Byzantine Revival style. The original Temple Emanu-el, like many buildings 

located in downtown San Francisco, was destroyed in the Earthquake and Fire of 1906. While it was quickly rebuilt, 

the replacement temple was simpler in style, and likely not considered a permanent home for the growing 

congregation. In 1922, the congregation purchased the large L-shaped corner lot at Lake Street and Arguello 

Boulevard, which at that time was subdivided into five parcels containing three small residential buildings. 

 

In February 1923, the congregation commissioned architects Sylvain Schnaittacher and Bakewell & Brown to design 

their new temple. Bernard Maybeck and G. Albert Lansburgh were selected as consulting architects, and the 

construction firm of MacDonald and Kahn was hired as the general contractor. The congregation’s building 

committee, headed by Crown Paper Company founder Louis Bloch, required that the new temple include a new 

sanctuary to seat at least 1,800, and a five-story Temple House with classrooms, offices, a library, a gymnasium, and 

a theater. Construction on the new sanctuary commenced in August 1924, the cornerstone was laid in February 1925, 

and the first public services were held in April 1926. The Temple House was completed in January 1927. Upon its 

completion, the Temple Emanu-el complex was widely lauded as one of the most monumental synagogue structures 

on the West Coast. The American Institute of Architects awarded Temple Emanu-el as the “finest piece of architecture 

in Northern California.” The architecturally distinctive building represented one in a series of monumental works by 

Bakewell & Brown, including the post-earthquake San Francisco City Hall, and was also a career high point for San 

Francisco-native Sylvain Schnaittacher. Temple Emanu-el was also notable as a cathedral-style synagogue complex, 

monumental in scale and containing the work of master artisans on the interior and exterior, which served as both a 

place of worship and a community center. 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part I  Record No. 2020-007168ENV 

  2 LAKE ST 

5 

 

Subsequent alterations included construction of the small Rinder Chapel by master Modernist architect Michael 

Goodman in the Temple House in 1940 and conversion of the original gym into the Guild Hall in the late 1950s. A 

master plan was developed and executed in the 1980s and saw alterations and renovations of existing spaces within 

the Temple House and restoration of the sanctuary. 

 

In addition to its architectural prominence among buildings associated with the Jewish community on the West 

Coast, Temple Emanu-el was also the site of a variety of social and cultural events precipitated by significant 

historical figures. Congregation Emanu-el’s Cantor, Reuben Rinder, began attending services in 1913 and remained 

associated with the congregation until his passing in 1966. Cantor Rinder was one of the most influential figures in 

20th-century Jewish musical culture, commissioning music from internationally renowned composers, including 

Ernest Bloch, Darius Milhaud, Paul Ben-Haim and Marc Lavry. Perhaps most notably, Rinder commissioned a 

Sabbath service for the congregation from Ernest Bloch in 1930. Completed in 1934, Avodath Hakodesh was first 

performed at Temple Emanu-el in 1938, and has since become one of the most enduring liturgical works.  

 

In the 1970s and 1980s, Temple Emanu-el was the site of a series of events associated with LGBTQ history in San 

Francisco. Following his assassination in 1978 and subsequent civic memorial at City Hall, Temple Emanu-el hosted 

the official Jewish memorial service for Harvey Milk on November 29, 1978. At this time, Temple Emanu-el was the 

city’s largest Reform congregation. While Congregation Emanu-el’s Rabbi Alvin I. Fine presided over Milk’s City Hall 

service, Rabbi Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav, the only openly gay rabbi in San Francisco, delivered 

Milk’s eulogy at the second service. This event is referenced in San Francisco Planning’s Citywide Historic Context 

Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco. 

 

In 1985, at the height of the AIDS epidemic in the United States, Rabbi Robert Kirschner delivered what became 

known as his “AIDS Sermon” during a Kol Nidre service. One of the earliest official declarations from any religious 

leader in America on the disease, Rabbi Kirschner’s sermon encouraged congregants to be sympathetic to those 

afflicted and to support a concrete project of comfort and healing to help end discrimination of AIDS victims. The 

sermon received praise and widespread notice, and was published in prominent Jewish periodicals, including 

Reform Judaism.  Shortly thereafter, the Union of American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC) passed a resolution urging 

congregations to undertake education programs and increased government funding for AIDS research. Subsequent 

associated donations led to the establishment of outpatient services and assistance to hospice centers.  

 

Temple Emanu-el is located between two previously-identified historic districts: the Eligible Presidio Terrace Historic 

District and Eligible Presidio Heights Historic District. Temple Emanu-el does not appear to contribute to either of 

these districts, which are primarily residential in nature.  

 

The Presidio Terrace Historic District was found eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1 as one 

of the earliest residential tracts of high-style, custom homes for San Francisco’s social elite nestled in a lush, park-like 

environment with a non-standard street pattern. The period of significance is 1905 to 1915. Temple Emanu-el was 

constructed after the period of significance. The Presidio Heights Historic District is characterized by large, formal 

residences constructed in a variety of styles, such as First Bay Tradition, Arts & Crafts, Tudor Revival, Mediterranean 

Revival, and Classical Revival, between 1890 to 1930. Because these districts are so distinctively residential, Temple 

Emanu-el does not appear to contribute to the Eligible Presidio Terrace Historic District, the Eligible Presidio Heights 

Historic District, or any other unidentified historic district. 

 

Conversely, Temple Emanu-el does appear eligible for individual listing on the California Register under Criteria 1 

(Events) and 3 (Architecture). Temple Emanu-El appears individually eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with 

LGBTQ history in San Francisco, and additionally, with the intersection of the City’s LGBTQ and Jewish communities. 

Temple Emanu-el hosted the official Jewish memorial for Harvey Milk on November 29, 1978, immediately after his 

lying-in-state at City Hall. Following a City Hall memorial led by Temple Emanu-el’s Rabbi Alvin Fine, Milk was 

eulogized in the sanctuary of Temple Emanu-el by Rabbi Allen Bennett of the Congregation Sha’ar Zahav. Rabbi 
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Bennett was at this time the only openly gay Jewish faith leader in San Francisco. In 1985, Rabbi Robert Kirschner 

delivered his prominent “AIDS Sermon” at Temple Emanu-El. In one of the earliest calls to action from the nation’s 

religious movements or its leading clergymen related to the AIDS crisis, Kirschner set off a stream of contributions 

and awareness that led to improved AIDS care facilities and greater acceptance of victims. 

 

While Cantor Reuben Rinder was a dedicated member of the Temple Emanu-El community for over 50 years and 

contributed greatly to its liturgical canon, the subject property does not appear individually eligible for listing in the 

California Register under Criterion 2 for its association with Rinder. Based on research conducted by Planning 

Department staff, it appears that Rinder’s role was primarily to commission works from and provide mentorship to 

musicians who did not have strict associations with or complete their work at Temple Emanu-el. For example, 

although Avodath Hakodesh is an important work of the Jewish liturgy which was commissioned by Cantor Rinder, it 

was composed by Ernest Bloch, and it was first performed in Italy; it was not performed at Temple Emanu-el until 

eight years after its composition. Other congregants of Temple Emanu-el included prominent leaders who made 

contributions to Jewish and secular life in San Francisco, but likewise, their prominence is not more directly 

associated with Temple Emanu-el than any other property.  Therefore, 2 Lake Street is not eligible for association 

with specific persons who made contributions to history under Criterion 2. 

 

Finally, Temple Emanu-El appears to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 as a 

monumental and architecturally distinctive example of an eclectic Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival 

style religious building in San Francisco. It is also an example of the work of master architects Bakewell & Brown and 

Sylvain Schnaittacherand as the work of master builders MacDonald & Kahn Construction Company. The Rinder 

Chapel is referenced as an example of the work of Michael Goodman in the San Francisco Modern Architecture and 

Landscape Design 1935-1970 Context Statement (page 233). 

 

Based upon a review of information in the Department’s records, the subject property is not significant under 

Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built 

environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type. 

 

The period of significance for Temple Emanu-el is 1926 to 1985, capturing the building’s construction, significant 

alterations (including the Rinder Chapel), Harvey Milk’s memorial service, and Rabbi Kirschner’s “AIDS Sermon.” The 

building retains sufficient physical integrity to convey its significance as an individual resource. 

 

 

 

Step B: Integrity 

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Draw 

Location: ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks  

Association: ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks 

Design:  ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks 

Workmanship: ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks 

Setting: ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks 

Feeling: ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks 

Materials: ☒ Retains ☐ Lacks 
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Analysis: 

In order to be determined eligible for the CRHR, the subject building must be found to retain sufficient integrity to 

convey its historic significance under Criteria 1, 2, and 3. While the submitted Historic Resource Evaluation did not 

include an integrity analysis, Planning staff find that the building retains all seven aspects of integrity based on 

available supplemental materials and additional research.  

 

Although miscellaneous small changes have occurred over time at 2 Lake Street, these are not sufficient to result in a 

determination that any aspect of integrity has been significantly diminished.  

 

Therefore, the subject building retains integrity and is a historic resource individually eligible for the California 

Register under Criteria 1 and 3. 

 

Step C: Character Defining Features 

The character-defining features of the subject property include the following:  

Character-defining features are organized by location within the Temple Emanu-el complex. For the purposes of this 

section, those locations include: Sanctuary, Courtyard, and Temple House.  

 

Exterior: General 

- Massive form and prominent corner location; 

- Three-part complex layout, including Sanctuary (north), Temple House (west), and open courtyard (corner); 

- Variations in building heights from one to 6 stories; 

- Compound roof forms, including domed, hipped, and gabled roofs; 

- Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural features, including red clay tile roofing 

materials, smooth stucco wall treatment, punched and recessed rectangular and arched window openings, 

buttresses, and decorative bands at cornice levels; 

- Multi-lite metal sash windows. 

 

Sanctuary 

- Massive dome with buttresses and multi-lite arched windows; 

- Two large arched windows with fish-scale panes, set within gabled projections on the east and west façades 

of the Sanctuary; 

- Raised marble platform with mosaics leading to the main Sanctuary entrance; 

- Entry vestibule to the Sanctuary with barrel-vaulted ceiling, marble floor, and marble columns with ornate 

capitals; 

- Monumental Sanctuary space with vaulted ceiling; 

- Mezzanines supported by a series of marble columns and stucco-clad arches with decorative cast stone 

railings; 

- Stucco-clad brackets with a fish scale pattern under the mezzanine overhang; 

- Large three-part stained-glass arched windows on the east and west walls; 

- Arched window with multi-lite panels on the south wall; 

- Elevated bimah accessed by curved steps; 

- Arched openings with decorative screens on the north wall, separated by marble columns. 

Courtyard 

- Monumental arched opening on Lake Street façade with a hipped roof, decorative bands, faceted columns 

and an ornate metal gate accessed by one flight of travertine stairs with bullnose treads; 

- The brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides featuring round arches supported by double 

columns; 
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- Semicircular marble platform at entry to Sanctuary; 

- Octagonal concrete fountain. 

 

Temple House 

- Six-story tower at 2nd Avenue façade. 

 

Interior, Martin Meyer Auditorium 

- Large double-height room; 

- Elevated full-height stage on west wall; 

- Windows framed with faceted pilasters; 

- Beamed ceiling; 

- Triple pilaster forming heavy brackets under large members of ceiling; 

- Mezzanine with decorative cast stone railing on east wall. 

 

Interior, Rinder Chapel 

- Stucco-clad barrel vault ceiling with slight overhang; 

- Semi-circular altar capped by semi-dome with decorative corbelling; 

- Simple wood-clad walls; 

- Stained glass windows; 

- Chandeliers. 

 

 

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION 

☒ Individually-eligible Historical Resource Present  

☐ Contributor to an eligible Historical District / Contextual Resource Present  

☐ Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District / Context / Cultural District 

☐ No Historical Resource Present 

 

NEXT STEPS 

☒ HRER Part II Review Required 

☐ Historic Design Review Comments provided 

☐ No further historic resource review, consult: 

☐ Current Planner 

☐ Environmental Planner 

 

 

Signature:          Date:  1/26/2022  

  

 Elizabeth Gordon-Jonckheer, Principal Preservation Planner 

 CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division 
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Introduction 

The Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part 2 was prepared for submission to the San Francisco 
Planning Department for reference in the environmental review of a proposed alteration and addition 
project for Temple Emanu-El. The report was researched in coordination with Equity Community 
Builders, project managers for Congregation Emanu-El, owner of the building, with the assistance of 
Mark Cavagnero Architects, the architect for the project.  

Temple Emanu-El, located at 2 Lake Street in the Presidio Heights neighborhood, was completed in 
1927. The original architects were Bakewell & Brown with Sylvain Schnaittacher; a significant later 
project, the Rinder Chapel, was designed by Michael Goodman. Composed of three connected parts – 
the Sanctuary Wing, the Courtyard Wing, and the Temple House Wing – Temple Emanu-El is 
prominently visible from vantage points blocks away because of its Byzantine Revival clay-tile-clad 
dome.  

Methodology 

Knapp Architects prepared this report based on the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) 
Part 1 dated 27 January 2022 prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department, project application 
drawings for the proposed project by Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects dated 16 June 2022, and 
observations during a site visit with project leaders from Equity Community Builders (ECB) and 
Cavagnero. (In selected instances where it provides additional information not included in the HRER, 
the draft HRE Part 1 prepared by TreanorHL dated 25 June 2021 was also consulted.) The architect 
and project manager provided follow-up clarifications about the design. In keeping with Planning 
Department environmental review procedures, the project managers and architect did not review drafts 
of this report in advance of submittal to the Planning Department. The report was revised per reviews 
by the San Francisco Planning Department dated 24 February, 19 May and 15 September 2022, as 
well as email correspondence; revisions were made in consultation with the Planning Department, 
ECB, and Cavagnero. The evaluation of conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation (“Standards”) was based primarily on National Register of Historic Places (“National 
Register”) guidance posted online. Where the contribution of a specific feature to the building’s 
significance is not explicitly identified in the HRER (or the HRE Part 1), the National Register Criteria as 
documented in National Register Bulletin 15B: Applying the National Register Criteria were used, along 
with the author’s interpretation of the evaluation of similar features in the HRE Part 1. No original 
research about the history or significance of the building, or documentation of previous alterations, was 
conducted for this HRE Part 2. 

Property and Case Identification 

Temple Emanu-El is located at 2 Lake Street in the Presidio Heights neighborhood in the northwest 
quadrant of San Francisco. It occupies a single parcel, Assessor’s Block 1355, Lot 011. This HRE Part 
2 is being prepared for Case Number 2020-007168ENV. 

Proposed Project Scope 

The proposal is to perform rehabilitation work and construct an additional 17,130 gross square feet to 
the existing 88,690 square-foot institutional building, including 14,490 square feet of additional religious 
institutional space and approximately 2,640 square feet of additional preschool space. The existing 
building constructed in 1926, Temple Emanu-El, is located on a 45,520 square-foot lot on the northwest 
corner of Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street. The building is composed of three sections: the Sanctuary 
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Wing on Arguello Blvd., the Temple House Wing on Lake Street, and the Courtyard Wing at the 
intersection. The Temple House Wing has five floors: the basement (partially exposed at the west end) 
and levels 1-4; the Courtyard Wing has spaces at the basement and levels 1 and 2, with offices in its 
southeast corner and a library and offices on its west side at level 3. The main level of the Sanctuary 
Wing is at level 2. The proposed scope includes reconstruction and expansion of the Courtyard Wing, 
renovations to the Temple House Wing, and new mechanical systems and new elevators. No changes 
are proposed for the Sanctuary Wing, with the exception of upgrades to the fire safety system, which 
would include a fire alarm system throughout the building with voice evacuation.  

Historical Status 

Temple Emanu-El is currently listed on the San Francisco Property Information Map as “A - Historic 
Resource Present.” It was rated 5 (highest) in the 1976 Department of City Planning Survey. It is not 
listed in California Office of Historic Preservation list of historic resources1 (which includes the National 
Register and the California Register of Historical Resources [“California Register”]) and no federal 
determination of eligibility is available on the National Park Service website.2 The property received the 
highest rating in the Foundation for San Francisco Heritage Survey (1978 - A) and the Department of 
City Planning Survey (1976 - 5). 

The property is visible from the public right-of-way; primary photo from HRE Part 1: 

1 http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/ListedResources/?view=county&criteria=38. Accessed 27 September 2021. 
2 https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/database0research.htm Accessed 27 September 2021. 

Mark Cavagnero Architects 

about:blank
about:blank
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Significance Summary 

California Register Significance Criteria 

The HRER Part 1 evaluates the eligibility of the property for listing in the California Register. It 
concludes that Temple Emanu-El is individually eligible under Criteria 1 and 3, but is not a contributor to 
a potential historic district. The period of significance is 1926-1985. 

The property is eligible under Criterion 1, according to the HRER Part 1, for its importance in San 
Francisco’s LGBTQ history and the intersection of the City’s LGBTQ and Jewish communities. Harvey 
Milk (the city’s first openly gay Supervisor, who was slain along with Mayor George Moscone by former 
Supervisor Dan White) was eulogized by Rabbi Allen Bennett of Congregation Sha’ar Zahav at the 
memorial service at Temple Emanu-El. Rabbi Robert Kirschner, the rabbi of Temple Emanu-El, 
delivered a sermon in 1985 calling on congregants and the community at large to care for people with 
HIV, drawing national attention to an epidemic not previously acknowledged by prominent religious 
leaders.  

Temple Emanu-El is eligible under Criterion 3, according to the HRER Part 1, as a monumental and 
architecturally distinctive example of a Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival religious 
building in San Francisco, and because it is a work of Architects of Merit (Bakewell & Brown and 
Sylvain Schnaittacher), and builders of historical prominence, MacDonald & Kahn Construction 
Company.  

Character-Defining Features 

The following character-defining features are listed in the HRER Part 1 (pages 7-8, quoted verbatim in 
their entirety): 

Exterior: General 
• Massive form and prominent corner location;
• Three-part complex layout, including Sanctuary (north), the Temple House (west), and

open courtyard (corner);
• Variations in building heights from one to 6 stories;
• Compound roof forms, including domed, hipped, and gabled roofs;
• Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural features, including red clay

tile roofing materials, smooth stucco wall treatment, punched and recessed rectangular
and arched window openings, buttresses, and decorative bands at cornice levels;

• Multi-lite metal sash windows.

Sanctuary 
• Massive dome with buttresses and multi-lite arched windows;
• Two large arched windows with fish-scale panes, set within gabled projections on the

east and west facades of the Sanctuary;
• Raised marble platform with mosaics leading to the main Sanctuary entrance;
• Entry vestibule to the Sanctuary with barrel-vaulted ceiling, marble floor, and marble

columns with ornate capitals;
• Monumental Sanctuary space with vaulted ceiling;
• Mezzanines supported by a series of marble columns and stucco-clad arches with

decorative cast stone railings;
• Stucco-clad brackets with fish scale pattern under the mezzanine overhang;



Temple Emanu-El 2 Lake Street HRE Part 2  

19 September 2022 Knapp Architects 4 

• Large three-part stained-glass arched windows on the east and west walls;
• Arched window with multi-lite panels on the south wall;
• Elevated bimah accessed by curved steps;
• Arched openings with decorative screens on the north wall, separated by marble

columns.

Courtyard 
• Monumental arched opening on Lake Street façade with a hipped roof, decorative

bands, faceted columns and an ornate metal gate accessed by one flight of travertine
stairs with bullnose treads;

• The brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides featuring round arches
supported by double columns;

• Semicircular marble platform at entry to Sanctuary;
• Octagonal concrete fountain.

Temple House 
• Six-story tower at 2nd Avenue facade.

Interior, Martin Meyer Auditorium 
• Large double-height room;
• Elevated full-height stage on west wall;
• Windows framed with faceted pilasters;
• Beamed ceiling;
• Triple pilaster forming heavy brackets under large members of ceiling;
• Mezzanine with decorative cast stone railing on east wall.

Interior, Rinder Chapel 
• Stucco-clad barrel vault ceiling with slight overhang;
• Semi-circular altar capped by semi-dome with decorative corbelling;
• Simple wood-clad walls;
• Stained glass windows;
• Chandeliers.

Integrity 

The HRER Part 1 concludes that Temple Emanu-El retains integrity of location, setting, feeling, 
association, design, materials, and workmanship despite “miscellaneous small changes.”3 

3 San Francisco Planning Department. Part I Historic Resource Evaluation Response/2 Lake Street. San 
Francisco: San Francisco Planning Department, 2022. Page 7. 
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Project Description 

The proposed project would retain the exterior facades of the Courtyard Wing on Arguello Blvd. and 
Lake Street and the exterior and roof of the tower over the monumental entry arch on Lake Street, while 
demolishing the rest of that portion of the property. The lowest two levels of the Courtyard Wing would 
be expanded into originally-unexcavated space, the new open-air courtyard at level 2 would be 
surrounded by gathering spaces and a coffee room with an espresso maker, a full floor of interior 
spaces would be added on level 3, and the wing would have outdoor decks on its roof at level 4. The 
perimeter of the Courtyard Wing roof would be covered in clay tile and there would be a glass guardrail 
at the top of it where the roof deck begins. In addition to the open roof deck, there would be an elevator 
penthouse and toilet room at the southwest corner of the Courtyard Wing at level 4. The monumental 
arch of the Courtyard Wing which faces Lake Street would be enclosed in glass, with an entry area at 
grade and two bridges on upper levels visible from the exterior. The arcade at the Courtyard Wing on 
Arguello Blvd. would also be enclosed with glass; the new floor plate at level 3 and a new stair in the 
northernmost arch would be visible through the glass. The Guild Hall in the Temple House Wing would 
be renovated and altered, with all-new finishes. Three new stairs would be constructed and the existing 
elevator would be reconstructed in the Courtyard Wing. 

General Scope of Removal of Existing Features 

The project would remove selected hardscape and plant materials between the building and the street 
on both Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street. The parking/loading lane on both streets would be reduced to 
allow extension of the sidewalk and construction of a bulb-out at the intersection. 

The project design includes demolition in several locations on the interior and exterior of the building. 
The entire interior of the Courtyard Wing (which is seismically unsound), including the stair within the 
monumental arch on Lake Street, the courtyard paving and fountain, and the roof of the Courtyard 
Wing, would be demolished, although the exterior walls along Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street would be 
retained along with the hipped roof over the monumental arch. The bottom flight of the eastern stairs on 
the south side of the Temple House would be demolished. The small stair from level 3 to level 4 of the 
Temple House east of the balcony the Meyer Auditorium would be replaced. Selected classroom 
partitions on level 1 and level 4 of the Temple House would be removed. Interior features in a variety of 
other spaces would be removed or altered. 

There would be demolition of an extensive area of mechanical, service, and unexcavated spaces on 
the basement and first floor of the Courtyard Wing. Although this portion of the demolition is apparent 
on plans, these spaces are accessed only by maintenance personnel.  

Character-Defining Features to Be Removed 

Features listed in the HRE Part 1 that would be demolished, including partial demolition, are listed as 
follows (with explanation where only partial demolition would occur): 

Exterior 
• Portions of compound roof forms and Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival

architectural features, including red clay tile roofing (some portions of existing roofs would be
reconstructed); smooth stucco wall treatment (at the courtyard and very small portions in other
locations).

Sanctuary 
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• Raised marble platform with mosaics at the north side of the Courtyard, leading to the main
entrance of the sanctuary (only stairs would be removed; the platform itself would remain).

Courtyard 
• The monumental arched opening on the Lake Street façade with a hipped roof, decorative

bands, faceted columns and an ornate metal gate accessed by one flight of travertine stairs (the
stair, the columns at the top of the stair, and the gate would be removed);

• The brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides featuring round arches supported by
double columns (the paving, the arcade on three sides, and the double columns);

• Octagonal concrete fountain.

New Construction 
The project would make selected changes between the building and the street on both Arguello Blvd. 
and Lake Street. The sidewalk would be extended into the parking/loading lane on both streets, with a 
bulb-out at the intersection. The new paving of the courtyard would extend through the monumental 
arch onto the Lake Street sidewalk. Permeable paving would be installed in selected portions of the 
street furniture zone. 

The project design includes construction on the roof of the Courtyard Wing which would be visible from 
Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street. The tiled roof of the reconstructed Courtyard Wing would rise to the 
same height as the existing hipped roof—but it would be considerably narrower in plan in order to 
accommodate the new level 4 roof terrace and would therefore have a steeper pitch than the existing 
roof. The terrace would have a perimeter guardrail of translucent (not clear) glass with bronze 
stanchions, rising three to four feet above the top of the tiled roof. This change would occur the full 
length of the courtyard roof on Arguello Blvd. and on Lake Street on both sides of the monumental arch 
on Lake Street; there would be no change to the hipped roof of the monumental arch. 

There would be an elevator shaft and penthouse in the southwest corner of the roof deck of the 
Courtyard Wing, attached to a lower, small toilet room serving the children’s exterior play area, 
replacing the existing elevator penthouse. Both the elevator penthouse and toilet room masses would 
be finished in painted stucco, with no doors facing Lake Street. The level 4 addition would be readily 
visible from the opposite side of Lake Street, though the roof of the Temple House would obscure it 
from view at street level fairly quickly moving west from Arguello Blvd. It would also be visible from 
Arguello Blvd. at the intersection.  

The two major openings from the street facades of the Courtyard Wing, the monumental arch on the 
south and the courtyard arcade on the east, would be infilled with glass. Although the size and shape of 
the openings would not be altered, the visible condition on the interior side of each would also change. 
At the monumental arch on Lake Street, there would be a pair of glass entry doors at sidewalk level, 
visually marked by a projecting thin, flat canopy overhead. The existing exterior monumental stair to the 
courtyard at level 2 would be removed. Inside the new glass entry doors would be a multiple-story 
entrance and security space opening to a classroom space at level 2 on the east along Arguello Blvd. 
and to a new vertical circulation core on the west. Through a glass wall under bridges at the second 
and third floor levels on the north side of this space, doors would lead to a well at the south end of the 
new courtyard, where a monumental stair would lead up to the main courtyard at level 2. The two 
bridges (at levels 2 and 3) crossing through the entry space behind the arch would be visible from 
outside the building (though their appearance would depend on lighting conditions and the vantage 
point of the viewer). On the arcade on the east façade, a new floor plate immediately behind the glass 
would be visible from the exterior in most conditions, and a new interior stair in the northernmost arch of 
the arcade would also be visible. The existing bronze gates at the Arguello arches would be refurbished 
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and reinstalled in the existing openings on the street-facing side of the new glass. As with the 
conditions inside the glass in the monumental arch on Lake Street, these features would likely be 
nearly invisible when lights are off at night, inconspicuous in bright daylight (especially if interior lighting 
is off), and hard to miss when interior lights are on at night. 

The open courtyard itself would be reconstructed; the courtyard (floor) surface and three of its four 
elevations would be entirely new construction with new materials and a design that is different from the 
existing (which is original except for the addition of exposed seismic-upgrade framing). The courtyard 
footprint would change somewhat, narrowing slightly one bay south of the projecting lanterns in front of 
the Sanctuary Wing; the east, south, and west elevations of the courtyard would be approximately 6 
feet taller than the existing arcade. The new courtyard level would match the existing level of the 
existing marble platform on the north end of the courtyard, which would be retained although the 
existing risers connecting it to the courtyard would be removed. (The level change for the courtyard is 
part of the accessibility scheme. The original design includes a number of level changes as well as an 
original entry sequence making the path to the Sanctuary difficult to navigate with a wheelchair.) The 
new stone flooring of the rebuilt courtyard would have inset glass skylights. The walls of the courtyard 
would be a glass curtainwall with narrow aluminum frames. The guardrail at the roof terrace would be 
supported from the bottom with partial-height vertical supports and no top rail. There would be a pair of 
doors at the center of the east and west elevations at level 2.  

Except for the exterior walls on Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street, the Courtyard Wing would be 
reconstructed from its foundation to the roof. It would continue to feature an open courtyard at the 
center, though this space would have a slightly smaller footprint than the existing courtyard, and the 
walls would be taller than the existing ones. The original entry sequence through the monumental arch 
on the Lake Street façade would be restored to everyday use; this route is currently locked, and entry 
occurs on the arcade on Arguello Blvd. The stair on axis with the monumental arch, the open courtyard 
at level 2, and the roof of the Courtyard Wing at level 4 would be rebuilt, although in a different 
configuration from the existing; the interior of the Courtyard Wing at levels 1-3 would be rebuilt in an 
entirely new configuration. The Courtyard Wing has a hipped roof covered in clay tiles (with one nearly 
flat zone on the east side of the Temple House Wing); the great majority of the new roof would be an 
open deck at level 4. 

The reconstructed Courtyard Wing would have mechanical and service spaces in the basement (which 
would be enlarged, but still would not occupy the full footprint of the Courtyard Wing which was 
originally mostly unexcavated); office spaces (and one mechanical room) occupying the full footprint at 
level 1 (originally only partially excavated, for mechanical rooms only) with louvers on the south façade 
changed to windows; the main entry, gathering spaces, and an open courtyard at level 2; classrooms, 
meeting rooms, and a gathering space at level 3; and an open children’s play area and deck at level 4. 
The new spaces would be contemporary in character; primary materials would be painted gypsum 
board with acoustic tile ceilings in selected areas. Flooring would be stone in major public areas and 
carpet in offices and some classrooms. The existing exterior walls of the Courtyard Wing would be 
reinforced seismically; the new construction would meet current seismic codes and the exposed retrofit 
bracing at the courtyard would be demolished. 

There would be extensive replacement of fixtures in the Guild Hall (basement of the Temple House). 
The space would have new windows and finishes throughout, including acoustic wood paneling. On 
level 2, the service spaces on the north and south sides of the pre-function space that adjoins Martin 
Meyer Auditorium would be reconfigured, adding a new toilet room and and renovating the service 
pantry, in a zone which was previously altered, per the HRE Part 1. The Temple House Wing would be 
altered at the east end of level 4; a new layout of spaces would replace the existing ones on the north 
side of the corridor, and the stair to level 3 would be rebuilt as part of installation of a new shear wall. 
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The vertical circulation of the Courtyard Wing and the Temple House Wing would be altered. A new 
stair from level 2 to level 4 at the northeast corner of the Courtyard Wing would connect new gathering 
spaces on these three levels. Two new stairs on the south side of the Courtyard Wing would connect 
interior spaces from the basement to level 2 or the street level. At the southwest corner of the 
Courtyard Wing, a new elevator would serve all five levels of the building. The eastern stair on the 
south side of the Temple House would be demolished from the basement to level 1. 

The mechanical equipment would be replaced with new machinery which is more efficient. The existing 
air distribution system in the Sanctuary Wing and the Temple House Wing would be retained and 
connected to the new system. 

Date of Review and Date of Proposed Project Drawings 

This document was revised 19 September 2022, based on review by the Planning Department of the 
draft of 30 July 2022, and updated drawings by Mark Cavagnero Associates Architects dated 16 June 
2022 (file named “Plans – 2 Lake St – 220617.pdf”). 
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Secretary of the Interior’s Standards Analysis 

The following is a standard-by-standard analysis of the proposed project for conformance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The Standards are quoted verbatim from the 
National Park Service website in italics below. 

1) A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to
its distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships.

The project would not change the use, which is the original one for which the property was
designed, constructed, and used since its completion. The project conforms to Standard 1.

2) The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize a property will
be avoided.

The following distinctive materials or features would be removed:
• The courtyard paving would be demolished and replaced with new paving.
• The cast stone fountain and columns at the courtyard would be demolished.

The following distinctive spaces would be removed or altered: 
• The courtyard would be demolished and replaced with a different version.
• The monumental entry arch on Lake Street would be substantially altered, with its stair

demolished and its spatial relationship with the courtyard, the arcade, and levels 2 and 3
altered.

• The arcade on the east, south, and west sides of the courtyard would be demolished
and replaced with different spaces.

Courtyard, looking 
north at the south 
façade of the 
Sanctuary Wing. 
Brick paving in the 
foreground and the 
fountain at the 
center would be 
removed. Red arrow 
indicates location of 
new rectangular 
volume faced in 
bronze on the hip 
roof of the south 
wing flanking the 
Sanctuary Wing 
entry arch. Mark
Cavagnero Architects 
photo, from HRE 
Part 1 by TreanorHL.
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While application of the Standards for Rehabilitation for a project of this scope on a property of this 
size does not typically exclude any and all removal or alteration of distinctive materials, features, 
and spaces, the scale of demolition and alteration in the proposed project is too great to conform to 
Standard 2. The following paragraphs list the most important instances of removal and alteration 
which as a whole reach a level of intervention that exceeds the degree of change supported by the 
Standards. 

The monumental entry arch on Lake Street and the courtyard are part of the primary spatial 
sequence in the property, which culminates in the Sanctuary. While all of these spaces—and the 
primary sequence—would continue to exist, the Secretary’s Standards focus on important features 
as well as spaces. Removal of the courtyard paving and fountain, both of which play a notable role 
in the identity and character of the courtyard and tie it to the architectural style for which the 
property is significant, would not fall within the range of change envisioned under Standard 2. 
Similarly, the arcade on the east, south, and west sides of the courtyard is part of the character of 
the courtyard. This includes distinctive features (the columns and arches); the layering of spaces; 
the spatial progression and modulation from the fully open courtyard, to the arcade, to the spaces 
beyond the arcade; and the way the arcade is part of the architectural style that characterizes the 
property. Although the proposed design retains a courtyard that is the same in location and very 
similar in footprint, Standard 2 does not support removal of all of the historic fabric and features 
which comprise the existing courtyard. Although the monumental arch would remain, the stair and a 
pair of columns in it would be removed, and the spatial relationships between it and Lake Street and 
the courtyard would be altered by this removal. This is a lesser issue than the preceding ones, but it 

Courtyard, looking west with gable of main roof mass of the Temple House partially visible at top. The 
columns in the foreground and on the opposite side of the courtyard and the fountain would be 
removed, along with the cast stone screens over the two large level 4 windows of the Temple House, 
which would be replaced by a door and a window to provide access to the new roof deck and children’s 
play area. OpenSF photo, from HRE Part 1 by TreanorHL. 
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also would not conform to Standard 2 because of the paramount position the stair and columns 
have in the spatial sequence and the way these features incorporate architectural devices of the 
Byzantine and Spanish Colonial Revival Styles; removal of such features in a key location goes 
beyond the degree of change covered in Standard 2.  

3) Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements
from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.

The project would not create a false sense of historical development, nor would it add conjectural
features or fabric from other historic properties. The project conforms to Standard 3.

4) Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and
preserved.

The proposed design would not alter or remove features or spaces that have acquired historic
significance in their own right. The project conforms to Standard 4.

5) Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a property will be preserved.

The project would retain distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques. This
can be seen in the scope of demolition, which shows that the majority of character-defining features
would be retained. In general, distinctive features and materials would be retained and rehabilitated.
(This does not apply to instances where the project does not conform to Standard 2.) The drawings
focus on identifying the scope and focus of demolition, new construction, and alteration, so they do
not document the scope of rehabilitation; this will be shown on future, more detailed plans that will
be subject to a historic preservation plan and other protective measures. The project conforms to
Standard 5.

6) Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in
design, color, texture and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be
substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.

The design does not call for removal and replacement of features based on deterioration. In
general, deteriorated or damaged elements would be rehabilitated in accordance with applicable
techniques for preservation, and missing examples or portions of features and assemblies would be
replaced in kind. The drawings focus on identifying the scope and focus of demolition, new
construction, and alteration, so they do not document the methods of rehabilitation; this will be
shown in future, more detailed plans that will be subject to a historic preservation plan and other
protective measures. The project conforms to Standard 6.

7) Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means
possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

The design does not call for chemical, abrasive, or other potentially harmful treatments. Where
materials and features are soiled, they would be cleaned using materials and methods which cause
the least damage necessary in order to rehabilitate them. The drawings focus on identifying the
scope and focus of demolition, new construction, and alteration, so they do not document the
methods and materials used for cleaning and repairs; this will be shown on future, more detailed
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plans that will be subject to a historic preservation plan and other protective measures. The project 
conforms to Standard 7. 

8) Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be
disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

The drawings do call for excavation, but archaeology is beyond the scope of this document. It is
presumed that the Planning Department’s environmental review procedures and policies will result
in conformance with Standard 8.

9) New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction will not destroy historic materials,
features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated
from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion,
and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

After detailed review of the proposed design and its elements, it has been determined that the
proposed design conforms to Standard 9, given the overall scale and treatment of additions and
alterations in context with the monumentality of the existing complex. In its detailing and use of form
and imagery, the design of the proposed alterations and additions is starkly distinct from the original
property, and the primary proposed materials are either not found in the original construction or are
identifiably different in construction techniques (such as the glazing at the courtyard and the
monumental arch on Lake Street), so that the proposed construction would be strongly
differentiated from the historic fabric of the property.

10) New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment
would be unimpaired.

If the proposed project were executed and then removed in the future, the Courtyard Wing would be
limited to the exterior walls on Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street and the roof over the monumental
arch on Lake Street; the courtyard would not exist. The property would not retain its essential form
or integrity. The proposed project does not conform to Standard 10.

Summary 

A project is evaluated under each of the 10 Standards individually, but conformance to the Standards 
for Rehabilitation is often reckoned in a holistic manner. A project judged to conform overall may 
technically fail to conform to one or two of the Standards. The proposed design conforms to Standards 
1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. While only Standards 2 and 10 are issues, their combined thrust is substantial.  
The design includes a noteworthy amount of removal and alteration of character-defining features, 
materials, and spaces; for example, all of the Courtyard Wing except two street facades would be 
removed. The new construction would differ from the existing in materials and style to a major degree. 
The divergence from Standards 2 and 10 is too great for this design to meet the intent of the Standards 
for Rehabilitation. The proposed design does not conform to all of the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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Integrity Analysis 

This section of the HRE Part 2 examines whether Temple Emanu-El would retain integrity if the 
proposed project were executed. It discusses the seven aspects of integrity (location, setting, design, 
feeling, association, materials, and workmanship) individually and then presents an overall assessment 
with a conclusion of whether or not the property would retain integrity. Generally, a project which 
conforms to the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation will ensure that a property retains integrity—
but it does not necessarily follow that if a project would not conform to the Standards for Rehabilitation, 
the property is certain not to retain integrity.  

Location 
Location is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic 
event occurred. 
Temple Emanu-El would remain in its original location if the project is executed; there would be 
no diminution of integrity of location. 

Setting 
Setting is the physical environment of a historic property. 
The project would not change the setting of the building (which has not changed substantially 
since completion 96 years ago). There would be no diminution of integrity of setting attributable 
to the project if it were executed as proposed. 

Design 
Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 
property. 
If the project were executed as proposed, the form, materials, and detailing of the roof of the 
Courtyard Wing would be altered; the interior layout and spaces of the Courtyard Wing would 
change entirely; the articulation of the entry sequence (monumental stair moved, entry space 
with bridges added) would change; the courtyard arcade would be replaced with glazed walls; 
and a series of lesser elements would be altered, but the fundamental design of Temple 
Emanu-El would still convey its original concept. The monumental domed Sanctuary and 
rectangular volume of the Temple House Wing would still meet at the Courtyard Wing, where a 
grand entry sequence on axis with the Sanctuary would lead to an open courtyard. The changes 
would mean that integrity of design would be diminished to a serious extent, but not impaired 
entirely. 

Feeling 
Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 
The proposed project would reduce the sense of the period of significance on part of the interior 
of the Courtyard Wing—but it would not eliminate it on the exterior of this portion of the property. 
More importantly, it would not change the ability of the Sanctuary Wing to convey the sense of 
the time frame of its design and construction (on the interior or the exterior), nor would it do so 
with respect to the Temple House Wing. Integrity of feeling would be somewhat diminished if the 
project is executed as planned. 

Association 
Association is the direct link between an important event or person and a historic property. 
Integrity of association pertains to Criterion 1—it gauges whether a property can continue to 
convey its association with an important event. Temple Emanu-El is significant under Criterion 1 
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for the 1978 memorial service for Harvey Milk and for the 1985 AIDS sermon. Both these events 
occurred in the Sanctuary. The project would not change the Sanctuary, and therefore Temple 
Emanu-El would continue to convey its association with events important to history. The 
proposed project would not diminish the property’s integrity of association. 

Materials 
Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period 
of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 
If the project were executed, most of the Courtyard Wing except its exterior wall (and the 
monumental arch on Lake Street) would be rebuilt—but the street facades of the Courtyard 
Wing and the rest of the exterior (except for a limited portion of the roof tile) would be retained 
and restored. National Register Bulletin 15 specifically states that the exterior materials of a 
property are what must remain in order for integrity of materials to be retained. (Although the 
Courtyard Wing has historically been a publicly accessible feature open to the air, it is not visible 
from a public right-of-way, so removal of features there is not the same as it would be on street 
facades.) Almost all the exterior materials of the property would remain; furthermore, the 
courtyard fountain and paving are the only materials that would be lost in full. Other materials 
which would be removed, such as the cast stone columns at the courtyard, also exist in other 
locations where they would be retained. Integrity of materials would be diminished to a limited 
degree. 

Workmanship 
Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any 
given period in history or prehistory. 
As with integrity of materials, the project would remove a portion of the examples of 
workmanship which characterize the property, but it would not remove any single one in its 
entirety. Carved wood, painted beams, stucco, and cast stone would remain, although the 
extent would be reduced. There would be a reduction in the extent of examples of craft, but 
there would not be an elimination of any craft. Integrity of workmanship would be diminished to 
a modest degree. 

Would the Property Retain Integrity? 

While integrity is evaluated under seven aspects, ultimately it remains or it does not remain. Each 
aspect is assessed in a nuanced way, but overall integrity is a yes-or-no proposition. Integrity also 
relates to the criterion under which a property is significant; since Temple Emanu-El is significant under 
California Register Criteria 1 and 3, its integrity must be evaluated separately for each. Under Criterion 
1, Temple Emanu-El would retain integrity because the Sanctuary would not change and the 
associations with Harvey Milk’s memorial service and the AIDS sermon would not be affected. Although 
integrity of design—which is the most important aspect for properties significant under Criterion 3—
would be diminished, it would not be eliminated. Integrity of workmanship, materials, feeling, and 
association would be affected to a lesser degree. Therefore, the property would retain integrity under 
Criterion 3 as well. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project would effect two major, visible changes: 

• The Courtyard Wing would be replaced with a new design, but its exterior facades on Arguello
Blvd. and Lake Street would be retained.
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• The monumental arch of the main entry on Lake Street and the three-arch arcade on Arguello
Blvd. would be enclosed with glass, with new construction visible behind the glass

In addition, there would be interior renovations and alterations; the stairs and elevators would be 
augmented; and building structure and systems would be updated.  

The project design conforms to Standards 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9; as noted above, this will be shown 
on future, more detailed plans that will be subject to a historic preservation plan and other protective 
measures. The design does not conform to Standards 2 and 10 because it would remove character-
defining features and alter the building in a manner which is not reversible. While the changes would 
not conform to all of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, they would not impair 
the integrity of the property. Even with the project complete, Temple Emanu-El would continue to 
convey its associations with the memorial service for Harvey Milk and the AIDS sermon—largely 
because the Sanctuary would not change at all. While its integrity of design would be diminished, 
Temple Emanu-El would continue to be significant as an example of the use of the Byzantine Revival 
and Spanish Colonial Revival styles for design of the home of a large, prominent religious 
congregation. The retention of the facades of the Courtyard Wing on Arguello Blvd. and Lake Street, in 
conjunction with the continued presence of an open courtyard facing the south façade of the Sanctuary 
Wing, would allow future visitors to understand the original parti Bakewell & Brown used to organize the 
three parts of the building. Notably, the project would restore the monumental arch on Lake Street to 
daily use as the primary entrance to the property—and it would make this route fully accessible. 
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Appendices 

1. Photographs of subject property

Temple Emanu-El, c 1950, from the intersection of Arguello and Lake Streets. From HRE Part 1 by TreanorHL
(above). Similar view in 2021. Knapp Architects photo (below). 
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Monumental entry on south façade of Courtyard 
Wing. Stair, Byzantine columns, and bronze gate 
would be removed. Knapp Architects photo.

Looking south on Arguello 
Blvd., across from the northern 
property line of Temple 
Emanu-El. Proposed alterations 
would be extremely 
inconspicuous from this 
vantage point. Knapp
Architects photo. 
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View from the intersection of Arguello Blvd. and Sacramento Street. The glazing at the monumental arch, the 
change in the roof width and pitch of the Courtyard Wing, and the addition of a glass guardrail would be visible; 
the overall image of the property would be little changed. Knapp Architects photo. 
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Temple House, seen from south side 
of Lake Street. Upper view is from 
crosswalk at Arguello Blvd.; lower 
view is from directly opposite the 
main section of the façade. The 
proposed level 4 elevator 
penthouse/toilet room and the roof 
deck guardrail would be visible from 
the upper vantage point, but would 
comprise a very small portion of the 
view. The glazing at the monumental 
arch would be visible at right. The 
changes would not be seen in the 
lower photo. Knapp Architects photos. 
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 Looking northeast from the 
southwest corner of Lake 
Street and 2nd Avenue. Except 
for the glass at the 
monumental arch, the 
Courtyard Wing alterations 
would be very inconspicuous. 
Knapp Architects photos.

Looking northeast from the 
south side of Lake Street 
midway between 2nd and 3rd 
Avenues. Even the glazing at 
the monumental arch would 
be difficult to discern. Knapp
Architects photos. 

Looking northeast from the 
southwest corner of Lake 
Street and 3rd Avenue. The 
alterations would be too small 
to make out. Knapp Architects
photos. 
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2. Copies of proposed project plans reviewed. Drawings include existing conditions and proposed
project. Drawings include dimensions, materials, and clearly indicate all alterations. This is the
drawing file received from Mark Cavagnero Architects. (Begins on following page.)
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
 
Record No.: 2020-007168ENV 
Project Address: 2 LAKE ST 
Zoning: RM-1 RESIDENTIAL- MIXED, LOW DENSITY Zoning District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1355/011  
Staff Contact: Monica Giacomucci – 628-652-7414 
 Monica.Giacomucci@sfgov.org 
 

Part II: Project Evaluation 

Proposed Project: Per Documents: 

☐  Demolition / New Construction  
☒  Alteration 

- Architectural Drawings (June 16, 2022) 
- HRE Pt. 2 Prepared by Knapp Architects 

(Finalized September 27, 2022) 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal is to perform seismic strengthening and rehabilitation work and construct an additional 17,130 
square feet at an existing 88,690 square foot institutional building. The scope includes partial demolition and 
alteration of the Courtyard Wing and alteration of the Temple House. The scope also includes excavation, 
new mechanical systems, new elevators and associated penthouses, and new classrooms. No alterations are 
proposed for the Sanctuary with the exception of upgrades to the fire safety system, which 
would include a fire alarm system throughout the building with voice evacuation, and the project would 
retain all exterior facades of the Courtyard Wing on Arguello Boulevard and Lark Street and the Temple 
House on Lake Street and Second Avenue. Finally, the project would reinstate the building’s main public 
entrance from Arguello Avenue to Lake Street, which was historically the building’s main processional entry. 
Overall, the proposal would remove the following character-defining features: 
 

• Portions of compound roof forms and Byzantine Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival architectural 
features, including red clay tile roofing (some portions of existing roofs would be reconstructed); 
smooth stucco wall treatment (at the courtyard and very small portions in other locations).  

• Raised marble platform with mosaics at the north side of the Courtyard, leading to the main 
entrance of the sanctuary (only stairs would be removed; the platform itself would remain). 

• The monumental arched opening on the Lake Street façade with a hipped roof, decorative bands, 
faceted columns and an ornate metal gate accessed by one flight of travertine stairs (the stair, the 
columns at the top of the stair, and the gate would be removed); 
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• The brick-paved open courtyard with arcade on three sides featuring round arches supported by 
double columns (the paving, the arcade on three sides, and the double columns); and 

• Octagonal concrete fountain. 

Please refer to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 for a more detailed project description. 
 
PROJECT EVALUATION  

The proposed project’s conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards: 

Standard 1 – Minimal Change:  
Standard 2 – Maintain Character: 
Standard 3 – Avoid Conjecture: 
Standard 4 – Acquired 
Significance: 
Standard 5 – Building Techniques: 

☒ Yes   ☐ No   ☐ N/A 
☐ Yes   ☒ No   ☐ N/A 
☒ Yes   ☐ No   ☐ N/A 
☒ Yes   ☐ No   ☐ N/A 
☒ Yes   ☐ No   ☐ N/A 

Standard 6 – Repair: 
Standard 7 – Treatments: 
Standard 8 – Archeology: 
Standard 9 – Compatible: 
Standard 10 – Reversible: 

☒ Yes   ☐ No   ☐ N/A 
☐ Yes   ☐ No   ☒ N/A 
☐ Yes   ☐ No   ☒ N/A 
☒ Yes   ☐ No   ☐ N/A 
☐ Yes   ☒ No   ☐ N/A 

See Project Impact Analysis comments for additional information. 

 

PROJECT DETERMINATION 

Based on the Historic Resource Evaluation in Part I, the project’s scope of work: 
 
☒  Will cause a significant adverse impact to the individual historic resource as proposed. 
☐  Will not cause a significant adverse impact to the individual historic resource as proposed. 
 

PROJECT IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The Department concurs with the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 prepared by Knapp Architects and 
finds that the project overall does not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards For Rehabilitation. As 
proposed, the project does not comply with Standards 2 or 10. Standard 2 provides that the historic 
character of a property be preserved, and that removal or alteration of distinctive features, materials, or 
spaces be avoided. Distinctive materials or features would be removed as part of the proposal, including 
substantial sections of the interior of courtyard and the existing monumental arch on Lake Street. More 
specifically, the following distinctive elements would be removed: 
 

• Existing brick courtyard paving would be demolished and replaced with new paving. 

• The cast stone fountain and columns at the courtyard would be demolished.  

• The courtyard itself would be demolished and replaced with a smaller courtyard space set one story 
below its current location, and accessed directly from Lake Street frontage. 

• The monumental entry arch on Lake Street would be substantially altered, with its stair demolished 
and its spatial relationship with the courtyard, the arcade, and levels 2 and 3 altered. 

• The arcade on the east, south, and west sides of the courtyard would be demolished and replaced 
with enclosed ancillary spaces with glass curtain walls. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Additionally, Standard 10 requires that new additions and new construction be undertaken such that the 
essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired if the work 
were reversed (commonly interpreted as whether the project is reversible). If the project were executed as 
proposed, essential components of the monumental arch on Lake Street and the interior courtyard would be 
destroyed such that these spaces would be irreversibly altered.  
 
The proposed project at 2 Lake Street will have a significant impact on the resource. Overall, the proposed 
project would retain a substantial amount of original historic fabric and distinctive architectural elements 
which convey the building’s significance under Criteria 1 and 3. It would preserve the building’s historic use, 
maintain and preserve most of its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships as 
identified in the character defining features. As the Temple Emanu-el complex consists of a Sanctuary, 
Courtyard, and Temple Wing, and alterations would primarily be focused on the open-air interior portions of 
the Courtyard and interior work in the Temple Wing, the complex would appear minimally altered as viewed 
from the public right-of-way. The most visible alterations from the street would occur at the monumental 
arch on the Lake Street side of the Courtyard. 
 
In addition, several restorative or reparative project scopes will maintain and preserve historic and/or 
character-defining elements of the property. These include restoration of cement plaster cladding on the 
Lake Street and Arguello Avenue facades of the Courtyard building, as well as restoration of deteriorated 
historic steel windows. Some window openings which have been obscured or blocked over time will be 
restored. Elements which will be repaired or replaced in-kind if deteriorated beyond repair include the 
bronze gates on the Arguello Avenue façade, cast stone columns at limited locations on the east face of the 
Temple House building and at the entryway from the Courtyard to the Sanctuary, and mosaics located in the 
entryway between the courtyard and the Sanctuary.  
 
Taken together, the proposed alterations center on areas that were traditionally publicly accessible as the 
longtime processional entrance to the Sanctuary, and despite numerous restoration and repair scopes, the 
removal of the Lake Street steps, enclosure of the arch with a glass storefront system, demolition of the 
courtyard paving and colonnades, and construction of new glass curtain wall systems and roof decks would 
result in the permanent loss of character-defining features that express the significance of Temple Emanu-el. 
Moreover, the reviewed drawings do not document in detail the scope of the proposed rehabilitation. To 
ensure the proposed project conforms to Standards 5, 6 and 7, detailed plans subject to a historic 
preservation plan and other protective measures would be required.  While the Temple Emanu-el complex is 
monumental in size and will retain integrity, the proposal overall results in a significant impact on the 
historic resource. Please refer to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 for the full integrity analysis. 
 
However, Staff has determined that the project impacts could be mitigated to less than significant with the 
below Mitigation Measures: 
 
 Mitigation Measure #1 –Documentation 
 Mitigation Measure #2 – Interpretation 

Mitigation Measure #3 – Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information or 
Reuse 

 Mitigation Measure #4 – Community Outreach Gathering 
 Mitigation Measure #5 – Historic Preservation Plan and Protective Measures 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Documentation. Prior to demolition or the issuance of site permits, 
the project sponsor shall undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS)–level documentation 
of the property. The documentation shall be funded by the project sponsor and undertaken by a 
qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as 
appropriate) set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (Code of 
Federal Regulations title 36, part 61). Before beginning work on any aspect of the documentation, 
the professional overseeing the documentation shall meet with the preservation staff of the Planning 
Department for review and approval of a coordinated documentation plan. The documentation 
package created shall consist of the items listed below. 
 
• Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the existing size, scale, and 

dimensions of the property. The Planning Department’s preservation staff will accept the original 
architectural drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings (e.g., plan, section, 
elevation). The preservation staff will assist the consultant in determining the appropriate level 
of measured drawings. 
 

• HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and exterior of the property. Large-
format negatives are not required. The scope of the digital photographs shall be reviewed by the 
Planning Department’s preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital photography shall be 
conducted according to current National Park Service standards. The photography shall be 
undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS photography. 

 
• HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report, per the HABS Historical Report 

Guidelines.  
 

• Print-on-Demand Book: The project sponsor shall make the content from the historical report, 
historical photographs, HABS photography, measured drawings, and field notes available to the 
public through a preexisting print-on-demand book service. This service will print and mail 
softcover books containing the aforementioned materials to members of the public who have paid 
a nominal fee. The sponsor shall not be required to pay ongoing printing fees once the book has 
been made available through the service. 

 
The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation for review and approval by a member 
of the Planning Department’s preservation staff before construction permits are issued. 
Documentation may be used in the interpretive display or signage described in Mitigation Measure 
M-CR-1b. The final approved documentation shall be provided to the planning department and 
offered to repositories including but not limited to the History Room of the San Francisco Public 
Library; the Environmental Design Library at the University of California, Berkeley; the Northwest 
Information Center; San Francisco Architectural Heritage; and the California Historical Society. The 
Planning Department will make electronic versions of the documentation available to the public at 
no charge. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Interpretation. The project sponsor shall install and maintain an on-
site interpretative display commemorating the Monumental Arch, Courtyard, and overall history of 
Temple Emanu-el. Interpretive display(s) shall develop a connection between the general public and 
the subject building’s history. The interpretive program may include interactive sound or video 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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installations and/or more traditional interpretive materials such as commemorative markers and 
plaques, displays of photographs, including the interior and exterior of the building, and news 
articles. The high-quality interpretive displays shall be installed within the project site boundaries, 
made of durable, all-weather materials, and positioned to allow for high public visibility and 
interactivity. 
 
A general plan that will lay out the various components of the interpretive program shall be 
developed in consultation with an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards. A detailed final design showing the substance and appearance 
of the interpretive displays, as well as the maintenance plans, shall be approved by Planning 
Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or construction permit. The interpretive display 
installation shall be included in construction plans and shall be completed before final inspection by 
the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-3: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public Information 
or Reuse. Prior to demolition of specific architectural features of the subject building, the project 
sponsor shall either use salvaged architectural materials on the site as part of the interpretive 
program or make such architectural materials from the site available to museums, archives, curation 
facilities, the public, and nonprofit organizations to preserve, interpret, and display the history of the 
historical resource. The project sponsor shall provide representatives of these groups the 
opportunity to salvage materials for public information or reuse in other locations. No materials shall 
be salvaged or removed until HABS recordation and documentation are completed, and an inventory 
of key exterior and interior features and materials is completed by Secretary of the Interior–qualified 
professionals. The project sponsor shall hire a qualified preservation consultant to produce a salvage 
plan that shall identify the subject property’s character-defining features that are appropriate for 
salvage, recommendations for integrating those features into the interpretive program, or other 
locations or uses for salvaged material. The salvage plan will be reviewed and approved by the ERO. 

 
Mitigation Measure M-CR-4: Community Outreach Gathering. The project sponsor shall retain the 
services of a qualified community outreach facilitator to gather the community, plan and hold a 
commemorative event to celebrate the building’s significance to the community and function as a 
synagogue and gathering space. At the event, the project sponsor shall allow participants to record 
their recollections by installing recording booths and scan participants personal photographs. The 
project sponsor shall host a website that allows participants to contribute the recollections and 
personal photographs remotely. The project sponsor shall make a good faith effort to publicize the 
gathering and conduct public outreach to identify a wide range of potential participants. Prior to 
undertaking this effort, the scope and methodology of the oral history project (consisting of the 
elements listed above) shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer, in 
consultation with preservation staff. 
 
Mitigation Measure #5: Historic Preservation Plan and Protective Measures. A historic 
preservation plan and protective measures shall be prepared and implemented to aid in preserving 
and protecting those historical resources that would be retained and rehabilitated as part of the 
project. The historic preservation plan shall be prepared by a qualified historic preservation architect 
who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 61). The preservation architect and project sponsor will develop these measures 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info
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prior to construction and shall ensure that the contractor follows the plan. The preservation and 
protection plan, specifications, monitoring schedule, and other supporting documents shall also be 
incorporated into the building or site permit application plan sets, and all documentation shall be 
reviewed and approved by the planning department’s preservation staff. 
 
Implementation of the historic preservation plan shall ensure that the proposed rehabilitation meet 
all applicable requirements of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards by establishing measures to 
protect retained building façades and character-defining features from construction equipment that 
could inadvertently damage the historic resource. Specifically, the preservation plan shall 
incorporate construction specifications that require the construction contractor(s) to use all feasible 
means to: avoid damage to the historic building, ensure appropriate security to minimize risks 
related to vandalism and fire, and implement protective measures to ensure that inadvertent impacts 
are avoided. The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of the historic building during 
construction activities on the project site. Should damage to the building occur, the building shall be 
remediated to its preconstruction condition and fixed during rehabilitation of the resource.  

 
 

PART II: Principal Preservation Planner Review 
 
Signature:         Date:  11/10/2022  
  
   
  Elizabeth Gordon-Jonckheer, Principal Planner 
  Historic Preservation Team Lead   
 
 
CC: Monica Giacomucci, Senior Planner  
 Southeast Quadrant Team, Current Planning Division 
 
 

HRER PART II ATTACHMENTS: 

☒  Architectural Plans, dated: June 16, 2022      
☒  HRE / Supplemental, dated: June 25, 2021     
☒  HRER Pt.1, finalized date:  January 26, 2022     
☒  HRE Pt. 2, dated:  September 19, 2022      
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
November 16, 2022 

Case No. 2020-007168ENV 
2 Lake Street 

Attachment B 

Agreement to Implement Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Record No.: 2020-007168ENV 
Project Title: 2 Lake Street/Congregation Emanu-El Project 
BPA Nos: 202202097657 
Zoning: RM-1 Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District  

Block/Lot: 1355/011 
Lot Size: 45,520 square feet 
Project Sponsor: David N. Goldman, Esq., Congregation Emanu-El SF 

For Information contact: Laura McCarty – (415) 786-1883 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Jennifer McKellar – 628.952.7563 

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 

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1a: Documentation X    

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1b: Interpretation  X X X  

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials from the Site for Public 
Information or Reuse 

X X   

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1d: Community Outreach Gathering X    

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1e: Historic Preservation Plan and Protective Measures X X   

Project Mitigation Measure CR-2: Accidental Discovery X X   

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

 X   

Project Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Clean Off-road Construction Equipment X X   

Project Mitigation Measure GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources during 
Construction 

X X   
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
November 16, 2022 

Case No. 2020-007168ENV 
2 Lake Street 

 
 
   I agree to implement the attached mitigation measure(s) as a condition of project approval. 
 

   
Property Owner or Legal Agent Signature  Date 

 
Note to sponsor: Please contact CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org to begin the environmental monitoring process prior to the submittal of your 
building permits to the San Francisco Department Building Inspection. 

  

Type text here11/14/22

x

mailto:CPC.EnvironmentalMonitoring@sfgov.org
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
November 16, 2022 

Case No. 2020-007168ENV 
2 Lake Street 

Attachment B 

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 

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL/CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1a: Documentation 
Prior to demolition or the issuance of site permits, the project sponsor 
shall undertake Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-level 
documentation of the property. The documentation shall be funded by the 
project sponsor and undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the 
standards for history, architectural history, or architecture (as 
appropriate), set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards (Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, part 61). 
Before beginning work on any aspect of the documentation, the 
professional overseeing the documentation shall meet with the 
preservation staff of the planning department for review and approval of a 
coordinated documentation plan. The documentation package created 
shall consist of the items listed below. 
 Measured Drawings: A set of measured drawings that depict the 

existing size, scale, and dimension of the property. The planning 
department’s preservation staff will accept the original architectural 
drawings or an as-built set of architectural drawings (plan, section, 
elevation). The preservation staff will assist the consultant in 
determining the appropriate level of measured drawings. 

 HABS-Level Photography: Digital photographs of the interior and 
exterior of the subject property. Large format negatives are not 
required. The scope of the digital photographs shall be reviewed by 
planning department preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital 
photography shall be conducted according to current National Park 
Service Standards. The photography shall be undertaken by a qualified 
professional with demonstrated experience in HABS photography. 

Project sponsor’s 
qualified 
architectural 
historian  at the 
direction of the 
Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO) 

Prior to issuance of a 
construction 
permit(s) 

Project sponsor shall 
retain historic 
consultant to prepare 
HABS-level 
documentation of the 
property and shall 
submit the 
documentation to 
the Planning 
Department 

Considered complete 
after submittal of 
final approved 
documentation to 
Planning Department 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
November 16, 2022 

Case No. 2020-007168ENV 
2 Lake Street 

Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

 HABS Historical Report: A written historical narrative and report per 
HABS Historical Report Guidelines. 

 Print-on-demand Book: The project sponsor shall make the content 
from the historical report, historical photographs, HABS photography, 
measured drawings, and field notes available to the public through a 
preexisting print-on-demand book service. This service will print and 
mail softcover books containing the aforementioned materials to 
members of the public who have paid a nominal fee. The sponsor shall 
not be required to pay ongoing printing fees once the book has been 
made available through the service.  

The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation for review 
and approval by a member of the planning department’s preservation staff 
before construction permits are issued. Documentation may be used in the 
interpretive display or signage described in Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b. 
The final approved documentation shall be provided to the planning 
department and offered to repositories including but not limited to the 
History Room of the San Francisco Public Library; the Environmental 
Design Library at the University of California, Berkeley; the Northwest 
Information Center; San Francisco Architectural Heritage; and the 
California Historical Society. The planning department will make 
electronic versions of the documentation available to the public at no 
charge. 

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1b: Interpretation 
The project sponsor shall install and maintain an on-site interpretative 
display commemorating the Monumental Arch, Courtyard, and overall 
history of Temple Emanu-el. Interpretive display(s) shall develop a 
connection between the general public and the subject building’s history. 
The interpretive program may include interactive sound or video 
installations and/or more traditional interpretive materials such as 
commemorative markers and plaques, displays of photographs, including 
the interior and exterior of the building, and news articles. The high-quality 
interpretive displays shall be installed within the project site boundaries, 
made of durable, all-weather materials, and positioned to allow for high 
public visibility and interactivity. 
A general plan that will lay out the various components of the interpretive 
program shall be developed in consultation with an architectural historian 

Project sponsor and 
project sponsor’s 
qualified 
architectural 
historian at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of a 
site construction 
permit(s); Prior to 
final inspection by 
the Department of 
Building Inspection 

Planning Department Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department approval 
of interpretive 
program plan,  
verification that 
interpretive program 
is included in 
construction plans; 
and confirmation 
sponsor has 
implemented 
interpretive program 
prior to final 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
November 16, 2022 

Case No. 2020-007168ENV 
2 Lake Street 

Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards. A detailed final design showing the substance and appearance 
of the interpretive displays, as well as the maintenance plans, shall be 
approved by Planning Department staff prior to issuance of a site permit or 
construction permit. The interpretive display installation shall be included 
in construction plans and shall be completed before final inspection by the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

inspection by  the 
Department of 
Building Inspection.  

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1c: Salvage Architectural Materials 
from the Site for Public Information or Reuse 
Prior to demolition of specific architectural features of the subject 
building, the project sponsor shall either use salvaged architectural 
materials on the site as part of the interpretive program or make such 
architectural materials from the site available to museums, archives, 
curation facilities, the public, and nonprofit organizations to preserve, 
interpret, and display the history of the historical resource. The project 
sponsor shall provide representatives of these groups the opportunity to 
salvage materials for public information or reuse in other locations. No 
materials shall be salvaged or removed until HABS recordation and 
documentation are completed, and an inventory of key exterior and 
interior features and materials is completed by Secretary of the Interior–
qualified professionals. The project sponsor shall hire a qualified 
preservation consultant to produce a salvage plan that shall identify the 
subject property’s character-defining features that are appropriate for 
salvage, recommendations for integrating those features into the 
interpretive program, or other locations or uses for salvaged material. The 
salvage plan will be reviewed and approved by the ERO. 

Project sponsor and 
qualified 
preservation 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
construction 
permit(s) 

Planning Department Considered complete 
after salvage plan is 
approved by the 
Planning Department 
and implemented by 
sponsor 

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1d: Community Outreach Gathering 
The project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified community 
outreach facilitator to gather the community, plan and hold a 
commemorative event to celebrate the building’s significance to the 
community and function as a  synagogue and gathering space. At the 
event, the project sponsor shall allow participants to record their 
recollections by installing recording booths and scan participants personal 
photographs. The project sponsor shall host a website that allows 
participants to contribute the recollections and personal photographs 
remotely. The project sponsor shall make a good faith effort to publicize 

Project sponsor’s 
community outreach 
facilitator at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to issuance of 
an construction 
permit(s) 

Planning Department Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department approval 
of the scope and 
methodology of the 
oral history project 
and implementation 
of Community 
Outreach Gathering 
by project sponsor  
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
November 16, 2022 

Case No. 2020-007168ENV 
2 Lake Street 

Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

the gathering and conduct public outreach to identify a wide range of 
potential participants. Prior to undertaking this effort, the scope and 
methodology of the oral history project (consisting of the items listed 
above) shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO), in consultation with preservation staff. 

Project Mitigation Measure CR-1e: Historic Preservation Plan and 
Protective Measures 
A historic preservation plan and protective measures shall be prepared 
and implemented to aid in preserving and protecting those historical 
resources that would be retained and rehabilitated as part of the project. 
The historic preservation plan shall be prepared by a qualified historic 
preservation architect who meets the Secretary of the Interior's 
Professional Qualification Standards (Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, 
part 61). The preservation architect and project sponsor will develop these 
measures prior to construction and shall ensure that the contractor follows 
the plan. The preservation and protection plan, specifications, monitoring 
schedule, and other supporting documents shall also be incorporated into 
the building or site permit application plan sets, and all documentation 
shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department’s 
preservation staff. 
Implementation of the historic preservation plan shall ensure that the 
proposed rehabilitation meet all applicable requirements of the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards by establishing measures to protect retained 
building façades and character-defining features from construction 
equipment that could inadvertently damage the historic resource. 
Specifically, the preservation plan shall incorporate construction 
specifications that require the construction contractor(s) to use all feasible 
means to: avoid damage to the historic building, , ensure appropriate 
security to minimize risks related to vandalism and fire, and implement 
protective measures to ensure that inadvertent impacts are avoided. The 
consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of the historic 
building during construction activities on the project site. Should damage 
to the building occur, the building shall be remediated to its 
preconstruction condition and fixed during rehabilitation of the resource.  

Project sponsor and 
project sponsor’s 
qualified 
architectural 
historian at the 
direction of the ERO 

Prior to the issuance 
of construction 
permit(s) 

Planning Department Considered complete 
after Planning 
Department approval 
of the historic 
preservation plan 
and project sponsor 
implementation 
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Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

Project Mitigation Measure CR-2: Accidental Discovery 
The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential 
adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered 
buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(a) and (c). 
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, 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, 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 have 
received copies of the ALERT Sheet. 

Project sponsor at 
the direction of the 
ERO 
 

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 
when ERO receives 
signed affidavit. 
 

Discovery Stop Work and Notification. Should any indication of an 
archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturbing activity 
of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall 
immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-
disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has 
determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

Project sponsor at 
the direction of the 
ERO 

During soils-
disturbing 
activities/upon 
potential discovery of 
archeological site 

Planning 
Department/project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon notification of 
ERO and suspension 
of soils-disturbing 
activities 

Archeological consultant identification and evaluation. If the ERO 
determines that an archeological resource may be present within the 
project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an 
archeological consultant from the Qualified Archeological Consultant List 
maintained by the planning department. The archeological consultant 
shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological 
resource as well as if it retains sufficient integrity and is of potential 
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is 
present, the archeological consultant shall identify, document, and 
evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall 
make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on 

Project sponsor, 
archaeological 
consultant and ERO 

After determination 
by the ERO that an 
archeological 
resource may be 
present 

The sponsor shall 
retain a qualified 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 
The archeological 
consultant shall 
identify and evaluate 
the archeological 
resources and 
recommend actions 
for review and 
approval by the ERO. 

Considered complete 
when treatment 
determination has 
been approved by the 
ERO. 
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Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional 
measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 
Discovery Treatment Determination. Measures might include 
preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archeological 
monitoring program; an archeological testing program; and/or an 
archeological interpretation program. If an archeological interpretive, 
monitoring, and/or testing program is required, it shall be consistent with 
the Environmental Planning Division guidelines for such programs and 
shall be implemented immediately. The ERO may also require that the 
project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the 
archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other 
damaging actions. 

The archeological 
consultant shall 
undertake additional 
treatment if needed. 

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

Project sponsor, 
archaeological 
consultant and ERO 

Discovery of 
archeological site 

Consultation with 
ERO and identified 
descendant group 

Considered complete 
when final 
archeological 
resources report has 
been approved by 
ERO and distributed 
to descendent group 
representative. 

Archeological Data Recovery Plan. An archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accordance with an Archeological Data 
Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the following apply: 1) a resource has 
potential to be significant, 2) preservation in place is not feasible, and 3) 
the ERO determines that an archeological data recovery program is 
warranted. The project archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO 
shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP. The archeological 
consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the ERO 
for review and approval.  
The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will 
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected 
to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research 
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the 

Project sponsor’s 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

After determination 
by the ERO that an 
archeological data 
recovery program is 
required 

Archeological 
consultant submits 
draft ADRP to ERO for 
review and approval 

Considered complete 
upon approval of 
ADRP by ERO 
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resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would 
address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, 
should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery 
methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if 
nondestructive methods are practical. 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
 Field Methods and Procedures: Descriptions of proposed field 

strategies, procedures, and operations. 
 Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis: Description of selected 

cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures. 
 Discard and Deaccession Policy: Description of and rationale for field 

and post-field discard and deaccession policies.  
 Security Measures: Recommended security measures to protect the 

archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally 
damaging activities. 

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

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

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)).  

Project sponsor’s 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO, 
San Francisco 
Medical Examiner, 
California State 
Native American 
Heritage 
Commission, and 
MLD 

Discovery of human 
remains 

Notification of 
County/City Coroner 
and, as warranted, 
notification of NAHC 

Considered complete 
on finding by the 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 

11
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Monitoring/Reporting 
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Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

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 human remains cannot be permanently preserved in place, the 
landowner shall consult with the project archeologist, project sponsor, 
ERO, and the MLD on feasible recovery and 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 associated or unassociated funerary objects (as detailed in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per PRC 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 reinterment or curation, and final disposition of the 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.  
Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith effort to 
arrive at an Agreement, consistent with the provisions of PRC 5097.98. 
However, if the landowner and the MLD are unable to reach an Agreement, 
the landowner, ERO, and project sponsor shall ensure that the remains 
and/or mortuary materials are stored securely and respectfully until they 
can be reinterred on the property, with appropriate dignity, in a location 
not subject to further or future subsurface disturbance, consistent with 
state law. 
Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or 
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-disturbing 
activity, additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in the project’s 

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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Responsibility 
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Archeological treatment documents, and in any related agreement 
established between the project sponsor, Medical Examiner and the ERO. 

Archeological Public Interpretation Plan. The project archeological 
consultant shall submit an Archeological Public Interpretation Plan (APIP) 
if a significant archeological resource is discovered during a project. If the 
resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural resource, the APIP shall be 
prepared in consultation with and developed with the participation of 
Ohlone tribal representatives. The APIP 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. The APIP 
shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. The APIP shall be 
implemented prior to completion of the project. 

Archeological  
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 
will prepare APIP. 
Measure laid out in 
APIP are 
implemented by 
sponsor and 
consultant. 

Following completion 
of treatment and 
analysis of significant 
archeological 
resource by 
archeological 
consultant. 

Archeological 
consultant submits 
draft APIP 
to ERO for review and 
approval 

APIP is complete 
upon review and 
approval by ERO. 
Interpretive program 
is complete upon 
notification to ERO 
from the project 
sponsor that program 
has been 
implemented. 

Archeological Resources Report. The project archeological consultant 
shall submit a confidential draft Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to 
the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered 
archeological resource, describes the archeological and historical research 
methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery 
program(s) undertaken, and discusses curation arrangements. 
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the approved ARR shall be 
distributed as follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy, and the ERO shall 
receive a copy of the transmittal of the ARR to the NWIC. The 
environmental planning division of the planning department shall receive 
one (1) bound hardcopy of the ARR. Digital files that shall be submitted to 
the environmental division 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. The PDF ARR, GIS files, recordation forms, and/or 
nomination documentation should be submitted via USB or other stable 
storage device. If a descendant group was consulted during archeological 
treatment, a PDF of the ARR shall be provided to the representative of the 
descendant group. 

Project sponsor’s 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Following completion 
of treatment by 
archeological 
consultant as 
determined by the 
ERO. 

Planning 
Department/Project 
Sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon certification 
that copies of the 
approved ARR have 
been distributed 
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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 sponsor or 
archeologist shall provide a copy of the signed curatorial agreement to the 
ERO. 

Project archeologist 
prepares collection 
for curation and 
project sponsor pays 
for curation costs. 
 
Project sponsor/ 
archeological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO. 

In the event a 
significant 
archeological 
resource is 
discovered and upon 
acceptance by the 
ERO of the ARR 

Planning 
Department/project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon acceptance of 
the collection by the 
curatorial facility 

Project Mitigation Measure TC-1: Tribal Cultural Resources 
Archeological Resource Preservation Plan and/or Interpretive Program 
Preservation in Place. In the event of the discovery of an archeological 
resource of Native American origin, the Environmental Review Officer 
(ERO), the project sponsor, and the tribal representative, shall consult to 
determine whether preservation in place would be feasible and effective. If 
it is determined that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource 
would be both feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant 
shall prepare an Archeological Resource Preservation Plan (ARPP), which 
shall be implemented by the project sponsor during construction. The 
consultant shall submit a draft ARPP to the planning department for 
review and approval.  

Project sponsor’s 
archeological 
consultant, and ERO, 
in consultation with 
the local Native 
American 
representatives 

If significant 
archeological 
resource is present, 
during 
implementation of 
the project 

Planning 
Department/project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon completion of 
ARPP and project 
redesign 

Interpretive Program. If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native 
American tribal representatives and the project sponsor, determines that 
preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a sufficient or 
feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive 
program of the tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal 
representatives. A tribal cultural resources interpretation plan produced in 
consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a 
minimum, and approved by the ERO would be required to guide the 
interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as appropriate, proposed 
locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials 
of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or 
installation, and a long-term maintenance program. The interpretive 
program may include artist installations, preferably by local Native 

Project sponsor in 
consultation with the 
local Native American 
representative 

After determination 
that preservation in 
place is not feasible, 
and subsequent 
archeological data 
recovery 

Planning 
Department/project 
sponsor 

Complete upon ERO 
review and approval 
of interpretive 
program and project 
sponsor notification 
that interpretive 
program has been 
implemented 
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American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts 
displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational 
displays. 

AIR QUALITY 

Project Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Clean Off-Road Construction 
Equipment 
The project sponsor shall comply with the following: 
A. Engine Requirements 
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 
20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall have 
engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) or California Air Resources Board (ARB) Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final 
off-road emission standards. 
2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable 
diesel engines (e.g., generators) shall be prohibited.  
3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not be 
left idling for more than two minutes, at any location, except as provided 
in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-
road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating 
conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible signs in English, 
Spanish, and Chinese, in designated queuing areas and at the construction 
site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit. 
4. The project sponsor shall instruct construction workers and equipment 
operators on the maintenance and tuning of construction equipment and 
require that such workers and operators properly maintain and tune 
equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 

Prior to issuance of 
construction permits 
project sponsor to 
submit: 
1. Construction 
emissions 
minimization plan for 
review and approval, 
and 
2. Signed certification 
statement 

Planning 
Department/project 
sponsor 

Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department’s review 
and acceptance of 
construction 
emissions 
minimization plan, 
implementation of 
the plan, 
and submittal of final 
report summarizing 
use of construction 
equipment pursuant to 
the plan.   

B. Waivers 
1. The planning department’s environmental review officer or designee 
(ERO) may waive the alternative source of power requirement of 
Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at 
the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must submit 
documentation that the equipment used for on-site power generation 
meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(1).2. The ERO may waive the 
equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1) if: a particular piece of off-

Project sponsor After submittal of a 
waiver 

Planning Department  Considered complete 
upon ERO’s granting 
of waiver 
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road equipment is technically not feasible; the equipment would not 
produce desired emissions reduction due to expected operating modes; or 
there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that is 
not Tier 4 compliant. If the ERO grants the waiver, the contractor must use 
the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, or another alternative that 
results in comparable reductions of diesel particulate matter. 

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan: Before starting on-site 
construction activities, the contractor shall submit a construction 
emissions minimization plan (plan) to the ERO for review and approval. 
The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor will meet the 
requirements of section A. 
1. The plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, 
with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every 
construction phase. The description may include (as reasonably available 
at the time of plan submission), but is not limited to: equipment type, 
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model 
year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, 
and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For off-road equipment 
using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type of 
alternative fuel being used. 
2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the 
plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan 
shall include a certification statement that the project sponsor agrees to 
comply fully with the plan. 
3. The project sponsor shall make the plan available to the public for 
review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the 
construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The sign 
shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the project 
at any time during working hours and shall explain how to request to 
inspect the plan. The project sponsor shall post at least one copy of the 
sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site facing a 
public right-of-way. 

Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 

Prior to the issuance 
of construction 
permits and during 
construction period 

Planning Department  Considered complete 
upon ERO approval of 
and project sponsor 
implementation of 
construction 
emissions 
minimization plan 

D. Monitoring: After start of construction activities, the contractor shall 
submit reports every six months to the ERO documenting compliance with 
the plan. After completion of construction activities, the project sponsor 
shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities, 

Project sponsor and 
construction 
contractor 

Every six months 
after the start of 

Planning Department  Considered complete 
upon Planning 
Department review 
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including the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase, 
and the specific information required in the plan. 

construction 
activities 

and approval of 
monitoring reports 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Project Mitigation Measure GE-6: Inadvertent Discovery of 
Paleontological Resources during Construction 
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 engage a 
qualified paleontologist meeting the standards specified by the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) to train 
all project construction workers regarding how to recognize 
paleontological resources and on the contents of the paleontological 
resources alert sheet, as provided by the department. The paleontological 
resources alert sheet shall be prominently displayed at the construction 
site during ground-disturbing activities for reference regarding potential 
paleontological resources. In addition, the paleontologist shall inform the 
project sponsor, 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 paleontologist shall complete the standard 
form/affidavit confirming the timing of the worker awareness training and 
submit it to the 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 five business days of conducting the training. 

Project sponsor, 
contractor and 
qualified 
paleontologist 

Conduct training 
prior to the start of 
construction, and 
ongoing throughout 
ground-disturbing 
activities for new on-
site personnel 

Planning Department Ongoing during 
construction. 
Considered complete 
once ground 
disturbing activities 
are complete or once 
the Environmental 
Review Officer 
approves the 
Paleontological 
Resources Report, if 
required. 

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 
(Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2010) and best practices in 
paleontology mitigation (Murphey et al. 2019). The paleontologist shall 
consult the ERO. Work within the sensitive area shall resume only when 

Project sponsor, 
contractor and 
qualified 
paleontologist 

Ongoing throughout 
ground-disturbing 
activities 

Planning 
Department, project 
sponsor, and 
qualified 
paleontologist 

Ongoing during 
construction. 
Considered complete 
once ground 
disturbing activities 
are complete or once 
the Environmental 
Review Officer 
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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, 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 
calendar days of the discovery. If in consultation with the ERO the qualified 
paleontologist determines that a paleontological resource is of scientific 
importance, the qualified paleontologist shall make a recommendation as 
to what action, if any, is warranted and prepare a paleontological 
mitigation program. The mitigation program shall include measures to 
fully document the resource of scientific importance. The qualified 
paleontologist shall submit the mitigation program to the ERO for review 
and approval within ten 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 

approves the 
Paleontological 
Resources Report, if 
required. 
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Adopted Mitigation Measure 

Monitoring and Reporting Programa 

Implementation 
Responsibility Mitigation Schedule 

Monitoring/Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring Actions/ 
Completion Criteria 

from conclusion of ground-disturbing activities, or as negotiated following 
consultation with the ERO. 

NOTES: 
a Definitions of MMRP Column Headings: 

Adopted Mitigation and Improvements 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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