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Figure 27).3  Tests were conducted for the Project Site under existing conditions, conditions 

with the Project, and conditions with the Project plus cumulative development.  

The existing conditions included existing and approved buildings and structures in the project 

vicinity, including the five-story St. Mary’s School building immediately north of the Project 

Site.  The Project scenario includes existing conditions plus the Project.  The cumulative 

scenario includes the Project scenario plus development on Lot 5. 

Wind speeds currently exceed the Planning Code comfort criteria of 11 mph (more than 

10 percent of the time) at 5 of the 21 sidewalk pedestrian locations tested (see Table 18, 

p. III.H-5).  These exceedances are generally located along Washington Street east of the 

Project Site and at the Jackson Street/Columbus Avenue intersection.  The highest wind speeds 

in the vicinity (18 mph) occurs at the southwest corner of Washington Street and Columbus 

Avenue.  The average wind speed for the test point locations is approximately 10.7 mph.  

Twenty of the 21 sidewalk test locations currently do not exceed the wind hazard criterion.  

One test location (at the northeast corner of Washington Street and Montgomery Street) 

exceeds the wind hazard criterion (speeds reaching or exceeding the hazard level of 26 mph, 

as averaged for a single full hour of the year) under existing conditions(see Table 19, p. III.H-

6).  Total duration of the existing exceedance is five hours per year. 

Project Effects 

The Project would generally not affect overall wind conditions at the Project Site and vicinity.  

The existing conditions in the project vicinity are moderately windy; the average wind speed 

for the 21 test location locations was approximately 10.7 mph.  Table 18, below, shows the 

wind velocity under existing conditions, with the Project, and under cumulative conditions 

(described below), and the percentage of time that wind velocity exceeds the comfort criterion 

described above.  Exceedances of the comfort criterion are shown in boldface.  With the  

 

                                          
3  Donald J. Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist, Wind Tunnel Analysis for the City College of San 

Francisco Chinatown/North Beach Campus, San Francisco, prepared for EIP/PBS&J, November 2006.  The 
wind test report is on file at the District’s office at 33 Gough Street and available for public review. 
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FIGURE 27: WIND MEASUREMENT LOCATIONS

SOURCE: Donald Ballanti Certified Consulting Meteorologist, November 2006. 
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TABLE 18  
WIND COMFORT ANALYSIS 

  Existing Project Cumulative 

Location 
Criterion 

(mph) 
Velocity 
(mph) 

% Time 
Above 

Criterion 
Velocity 
(mph) 

% Time 
Above 

Criterion 
Velocity 
(mph) 

% Time 
Above 

Criterion 
1 11 9 3 9 4 10 5 
2 11 12 17 13 17 13 17 
3 11 10 7 8 4 10 4 
4 11 11 9 8 2 9 3 
5 11 11 11 12 12 9 3 
6 11 13 17 12 11 11 10 
7 11 18 32 15 24 14 22 
8 11 10 7 11 9 12 14 
9 11 15 23 15 24 14 19 
10 11 12 12 13 16 12 13 
11 11 11 8 11 12 11 10 
12 11 10 5 12 14 12 13 
13 11 11 10 10 7 10 5 
14 11 7 1 10 4 10 4 
15 11 9 2 9 2 9 2 
16 11 8 2 8 2 9 2 
17 11 10 7 11 11 11 11 
18 11 9 3 9 3 9 4 
19 11 10 5 10 5 9 4 
20 11 9 3 10 6 10 5 
21 11 10 7 10 8 10 8 

Average - 10.7 - 10.7 - 10.5 - 
Source:  Donald J. Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist. 
Note: Exceedances are in boldface. 
 New Project exceedances are underlined 
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Project in place, conditions would change little with the average wind speed for all 21 

sidewalk test locations remaining at about 10.7 mph.  The range of wind speeds with the 

Project would be similar to existing conditions, with wind speeds in sidewalk pedestrian areas 

ranging from 8 mph to 15 mph, compared with a range of 8 to 18 mph under existing 

conditions.  The Project would add two new exceedances (at points 5 and 12) of the 11 mph 

pedestrian use criterion, for a total of seven exceedances.   

Overall, the changes in comfort criterion conditions would not be considered significant 

adverse impacts.  

Wind Hazard Criterion 

Under existing conditions, one of 21 test locations (the corner of Washington Street and 

Montgomery Street) exceeds the Planning Code wind hazard criterion (speeds reaching or 

exceeding the hazard level of 26 mph, as averaged for a single full hour of the year).  Total 

duration of the four existing exceedances is five hours per year (see Table 19).  

With the Project, the single exceedance of the wind hazard criterion would be eliminated.  

There would be no wind hazard exceedances, a reduction of five hours per year.  Because the 

project would eliminate hazardous wind exceedances, the project would have a beneficial 

effect on hazardous wind conditions and would not result in significant adverse effects on 

hazardous winds.   

 

TABLE 19 
WIND HAZARD CRITERION 

(ANNUAL HOURS OF EXCEEDANCE) 

Location Existing Project Cumulative 
7 5 0 0 

Source:  Donald J. Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist.   
Notes:   
1. This table only includes test locations that have hazardous wind occurrences. 
2. The frequency of short-term (3-minute averaged) wind observations at 36 mph is equivalent to 

the frequency of an hourly averaged wind of 26 mph, the wind hazard criterion established in 
San Francisco Planning Code Section 148. 
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Cumulative Effects  

The analysis of cumulative effects on wind conditions accounts for the development of Lot 5, 

although there are no current plans for development.  Development by the District on Lot 5 

would be limited to a height of 84 feet by the 2005 Settlement Agreement for the Columbo 

Building, between the District and Friends of the Columbo Building.  Under the Planning 

Code, a private developer could only construct a building up to 65 feet.  Although the District 

will likely sell Lot 5, the cumulative wind scenario conservatively included an 84-foot building 

on Lot 5. 

With cumulative conditions, compared to project conditions, wind speed in pedestrian areas 

would decrease slightly.  The average wind speed would decrease from 10.7 to 10.5 mph, and 

wind speeds in the pedestrian areas would range from 9 mph to 14 mph, compared to a range 

of 8 to 18 mph under existing conditions.  The number of exceedances would be five, less than 

the seven exceedances under the project scenario, the same as under existing conditions.  

Under the cumulative scenario, no exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur, but 

would reduce total exceedances from five to zero hours per year. 

The cumulative analyses indicate that the Project would eliminate hazardous wind conditions.  

Therefore, the Project would not contribute to cumulative hazardous wind effects. 
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I.  AIR QUALITY 

SETTING 

This section evaluates the potential impacts on air quality that would result from 

implementation of the Project.  Specifically, this assessment considers whether the Project 

would (1) result in a violation of air quality standards; (2) substantially contribute to an 

existing or projected air quality violation; (3) conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan; (4) expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations; or (5) result in creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 

of people. 

Background 

The City of San Francisco is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, named so because 

the surrounding mountains confine the movement of air and the pollutants it contains.  This 

area includes all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa 

Clara, the western half of Solano and the southern half of Sonoma counties.  The regional 

climate within the Bay Area is considered semi-arid and is characterized by warm summers, 

mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, moderate daytime onshore breezes, and moderate 

humidity.  A wide range of emissions sources—such as dense population centers, heavy 

vehicular traffic, and industry—and meteorology primarily influence the air quality within the 

Bay Area. 

Air pollutant emissions within the Bay Area are generated by stationary, area-wide, and 

mobile sources.  Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and 

area sources.  Point source emissions occur at identified locations and are usually associated 

with manufacturing and industry.  Examples are boilers or combustion equipment that produce 

electricity or generate heat.  Area-wide sources consist of many smaller point sources that are 

widely distributed.  Examples of area-wide sources include residential and commercial water 

heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and consumer 

products such as barbeque lighter fluid and hair spray.  Mobile sources refer to emissions 
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from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are classified as either 

on-road or off-road.  Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled 

construction equipment.  Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural sources such as 

when fine dust particles are pulled off the ground surface and suspended in the air during high 

winds. 

Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for 

outdoor concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect public health.  The national and 

state ambient air quality standards have been set at levels where concentrations could be 

generally harmful to human health and welfare, and to protect the most sensitive persons from 

illness or discomfort with a margin of safety. 

The air pollutants for which national and state standards have been promulgated and which are 

most relevant to air quality planning and regulation in the Bay Area include ozone, carbon 

monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), sulfur 

dioxide (SO2), and lead.  In addition, toxic air contaminants are of concern in the Bay Area.  

Each of these air pollutants is briefly described below. 

• Ozone is a gas that is formed when reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides 
(NOx)—both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust—undergo slow 
photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight.  Ozone concentrations are 
generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and 
warm temperature conditions are conducive to its formation.  

• Carbon Monoxide is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete combustion 
of fuels.  CO concentrations tend to be the highest in the winter morning when surface-
based inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels.  Because CO is emitted directly 
from internal combustion engines—unlike ozone—and motor vehicles operating at slow 
speeds are the primary source of CO in the Bay Area, the highest ambient CO 
concentrations are generally found near congested transportation corridors and 
intersections. 

• Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) consist of 
extremely small, suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 microns or smaller 
in diameter.  Most particulate matter in urban areas is produced by fuel combustion, 
motor vehicle travel, and construction activities. 

• Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is a reactive, oxidizing gas capable of damaging cells lining 
the respiratory tract and is an essential ingredient in the formation of ozone. It is 
emitted as a by-product of fuel combustion. 



 III. Environmental Settings and Impacts 
I. Air Quality 

 

 

 
Case No. 98031039  DRAFT EIR  
CCSF CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO  
CHINATOWN/NORTH BEACH CAMPUS 

III.I-3 
MAY 16, 2007 

 

• Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the 
atmosphere as a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and 
coal, and from chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries. 

• Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) is a general term for a diverse group of air pollutants 
that can adversely affect human health, but have not had ambient air quality standards 
established for them.  They are not fundamentally different from the pollutants 
discussed above, but lack ambient air quality standards for a variety of reasons (e.g., 
insufficient data on toxicity, association with particular workplace exposures rather 
than general environmental exposure, etc.).  The health effects of TACs can result 
from either acute or chronic exposure; many types of cancer are associated with 
chronic TAC exposures.  

Regulatory Setting 

Air quality within the Bay Area is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, 

regional, and local government agencies.  These agencies work jointly, as well as individually, 

to improve air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, 

and a variety of programs.  The agencies responsible for improving the air quality within the 

Bay Area are discussed below. 

Federal 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for setting and enforcing the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for atmospheric pollutants.  It regulates emission 

sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, 

ships, and certain locomotives. 

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the EPA requires each state with federal 

nonattainment areas to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates 

the means to attain the national standards.  The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local 

plan components and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a 

combination of performance standards and market-based programs within the timeframe 

identified in the SIP. 
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State 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB), a part of the California EPA, is responsible for 

the coordination and administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs 

within California.  In this capacity, the ARB conducts research, sets California Ambient Air 

Quality Standards, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, 

provides oversight of local programs, and prepares the SIP.  The ARB establishes emissions 

standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (e.g., hairspray, aerosol 

paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment.  It also sets 

fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. 

Regional 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the primary agency 

responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the entire San Francisco Bay Area Air 

Basin, including San Francisco.  To that end, the BAAQMD, a regional agency, works 

directly with the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission and local governments, and cooperates actively with all federal and state 

government agencies.  The BAAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes permitting 

requirements for stationary sources, inspects emissions sources, and enforces such measures 

through educational programs or fines, when necessary. 

The BAAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point) 

sources and for assuring that state controls on mobile sources are effectively implemented.  

The BAAQMD has responded to this requirement by preparing Ozone Attainment Plans and 

Clean Air Plans that comply with the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act 

to accommodate growth, reduce the pollutant levels in the Bay Area, meet federal and state 

ambient air quality standards, and minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control measures 

have on the local economy.  The Ozone Attainment Plans are prepared for the federal ozone 

standard; the Clean Air Plans are prepared for the state ozone standards.  The most recent 

Ozone Attainment Plan was adopted by the BAAQMD Board of Directors in October 2001 

and demonstrates attainment of the federal ozone standard in the Bay Area by 2006.  The 
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current regional Clean Air Plan was adopted by the Board of Directors in December 2000.  It 

identifies the control measures that would be implemented through 2006 to reduce major 

sources of pollutants.  These planning efforts have substantially decreased the population’s 

exposure to unhealthful levels of pollutants, even while substantial population growth has 

occurred within the Bay Area.  The Clean Air Plan predicts that regional ozone concentrations 

will decrease by 1.2 percent per year or 9.0 percent over the twelve years after it was adopted. 

In 2003 the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill 656 (SB 656) to reduce public exposure 

to PM10 and PM2.5.  SB 656 requires ARB, in consultation with local air districts, to develop 

and adopt by January 1, 2005 a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective 

control measures that could be used by ARB and the air districts to reduce PM10 and PM2.5.  In 

November 2005, the BAAQMD adopted a Particulate Matter Implementation Strategy 

focusing on those measures most applicable and cost effective for the Bay Area. 

Although the BAAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not 

have the authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new 

development projects within the Bay Area.  Instead, the BAAQMD has used its expertise and 

prepared the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines to indirectly address these issues in accordance with 

the projections and programs of the Ozone Attainment Plan and Clean Air Plan.  The purpose 

of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines is to assist Lead Agencies, as well as consultants, Project 

proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential air quality impacts of projects 

and plans proposed in the Bay Area.  Specifically, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines explain the 

procedures that the BAAQMD recommends be followed during environmental review 

processes required by CEQA.  The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide direction on how to 

evaluate potential air quality impacts, how to determine whether these impacts are significant, 

and how to mitigate these impacts.  The BAAQMD intends that by providing this guidance, 

the air quality impacts of plans and development proposals will be analyzed accurately and 

consistently throughout the Bay Area, and adverse impacts will be minimized. 
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Local 

Local jurisdictions, such as the City of San Francisco, have the authority and responsibility to 

reduce air pollution through their policy power and decision-making authority.  Specifically, 

each city is responsible for assessing the potential for and mitigating air quality problems that 

result from its land use decisions.  The San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element 

includes the following objectives: 

• Objective 2:  Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan. 

• Objective 3:  Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land 
use and transportation decisions.  

• Objective 5:  Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites. 

• Objective 6:  Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to 
emission reductions.   

The District utilizes the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines as its guidance document for the 

environmental review of its plans and developments. 

Existing Air Quality Conditions 

Regional Air Quality 

The emissions inventory for the entire Bay Area and San Francisco is summarized in 

Table 20.  In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate the majority of ROG, NOx, and CO; 

stationary sources generate the most SOx, and area-wide sources generate the most airborne 

particulates. 

Measurements of ambient concentrations of the criteria pollutants are used by the EPA and the 

ARB to assess and classify the air quality of each regional air basin, county, or, in some cases, 

a specific urbanized area.  The classification is determined by comparing actual monitoring 

data with national and state standards.  If a pollutant concentration in an area is lower than the 

standard, the area is classified as being in “attainment” for that pollutant.  If the pollutant 

concentration exceeds the standard, the area is classified as a “nonattainment” area.  If there 
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are not enough data available to determine whether the standard is exceeded in an area, the 

area is designated “unclassified.” 

 

TABLE 20  
2005 ESTIMATED AVERAGE DAILY EMISSIONS 

Emissions in Tons Per Day 

Emissions Source ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 387 547 2213 54 214 91 

San Francisco 37 67 206 7 17 9 

_______________________ 
Source: California Air Resources Board, California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality, 2005. 

 

The EPA and the ARB use different standards for determining whether the Bay Area is an 

attainment area.  Under national standards, the Bay Area is currently classified as a 

nonattainment area for ozone.  However, 2004 marked the fourth consecutive year that 

ambient ozone concentrations throughout the Bay Area did not exceed national standards.  

This condition does not constitute a formal redesignation of the Bay Area into the attainment 

category.  The next step is for the ARB to submit to the EPA a plan demonstrating how the 

area will continue to maintain the national standard for 10 years.  Once the plan is submitted, 

the ARB can request the EPA to redesignate the Bay Area as an attainment area for ozone.  

The Bay Area is in attainment or designated as unclassified for all other pollutants under 

national standards. 

Under state standards, the Bay Area is designated as a nonattainment area for ozone and PM10, 

and an attainment area for all other pollutants. 

Local Air Quality 

The emission sources that currently exist in the Project area are traffic-related; most notable is 

the traffic along Washington Street and Kearny Street.  Emissions due to traffic congestion 

dominate the localized air quality in the vicinity of the Project area.  Existing land uses 

surrounding the Project vicinity constitute minor sources of air emissions (e.g., water heaters, 

ventilation equipment, etc.) from office, residential, and commercial activity. 
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Land uses in the vicinity of the Project Site include office, residential, commercial, 

institutional, and other uses.  Motor vehicles are the primary source of pollutants in the 

downtown area.  Traffic-congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate 

localized high levels of CO.  Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed national 

and/or state standards for CO are termed CO “hotspots.”  These hotspots can become a 

problem if people are exposed to the high concentrations for long periods of time (i.e., one 

hour or more when compared to the national and state one-hour standards and eight hours or 

more when compared with the national and state eight-hour standards).  The national one-hour 

standard is 35.0 parts per million (ppm), and the state one-hour standard is 20.0 ppm.  The 

eight-hour national and state standards are 9.0 ppm and 9.0 ppm, respectively. 

Existing Site Emissions 

The Project Site currently consists of a surface parking lot.  Emissions on the site are solely 

from vehicles entering and exiting the site. 

Sensitive Receptors 

Land uses such as schools, children’s day care centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes are 

considered to be more sensitive than the general public to poor air quality because the 

population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory 

distress.  Persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise also have increased sensitivity to 

poor air quality.  Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions than 

commercial and industrial areas, because people generally spend longer periods of time at their 

residences, resulting in greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions.  Recreational uses 

are also considered sensitive, due to the greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions, and 

because the presence of pollution detracts from the recreational experience.   

In general, retail, residential, hotel, office, institutional uses, and parking lots predominate the 

Project vicinity on Kearny Street and Washington Street.  Portsmouth Square, a park 

frequented by children and the elderly, is located across Kearny Street from the Project Site; 

the St. Mary’s School to be constructed adjacent to the Project Site; and the International 



 III. Environmental Settings and Impacts 
I. Air Quality 

 

 

 
Case No. 98031039  DRAFT EIR  
CCSF CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO  
CHINATOWN/NORTH BEACH CAMPUS 

III.I-9 
MAY 16, 2007 

 

Hotel Senior Housing building (I-Hotel building) is located on the northwest corner of the 

Project block. 

IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines identifies significance criteria to assist lead agencies in 

evaluating potential air quality impacts of projects.  The District uses these criteria when 

evaluating development projects and plans.  The Project may result in significant air quality 

impacts if it results in any of the following effects:  

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation; 

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the Project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard; 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Project Effects 

Construction Effects 

Construction of the Project would be expected to occur over several phases.  Construction 

activities within each phase of development would be expected to generate air pollutant 

emissions.  First, the minor demolition activities associated with removal of existing surface 

features (demolition at the Project Site would be minimal because there are no existing 

buildings).  Following demolition, the Project Site would be excavated and graded to 

accommodate the new buildings and surface improvements.  The new buildings would then be 

constructed and readied for use.   

During Project construction, air quality could potentially be affected.  Heavy-duty construction 

equipment would emit NOx, carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), hydrocarbons (HC), 
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and PM10 as a result of diesel fuel combustion.  Fugitive dust (measured as PM10) would also 

be generated from construction activities such as excavation or soil movement.  Dust and 

equipment exhaust generated by construction activities can pose a nuisance to the people at 

Portsmouth Square, nearby residential areas, and, potentially, the future occupants at the 

adjacent school. 

Construction emissions during demolition, foundation excavation, and site grading could cause 

adverse effects on local air quality by adding wind-blown dust to the particulate matter in the 

atmosphere while soil is exposed.  The BAAQMD, in evaluating air quality effects under 

CEQA has developed an analytic approach that obviates the need to quantify these emissions.  

Instead, the BAAQMD has identified a set of feasible PM10 control measures for construction 

activities on sites less than 4 acres.  The Project Site is approximately 0.3 acres.  

Implementation of the dust control measures delineated in Mitigation Measure AQ-1, 

p. III.I-13, would reduce the effects of fugitive dust during construction activities to a less-

than-significant level.   

Construction emissions would also include diesel emissions from heavy-duty construction 

equipment, which could result in significant diesel particulate matter and ozone precursor 

emissions.  The BAAQMD recommends implementation of measures to reduce combustion 

emissions from construction equipment, particularly diesel emissions.  Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2, p. III.I-13, would reduce diesel emissions during construction to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Construction activities could also generate airborne odors associated with the operation of 

construction vehicles (i.e., diesel exhaust) and the application of architectural coatings.  

However, diesel exhaust emissions can be minimized by implementing Mitigation Measure 

AQ-2.  In addition, the application and use of architectural coating is regulated by 

BAAQMD.1  As such, implementation of the recommended construction equipment exhaust 

mitigation measures and compliance with BAAQMD’s regulations regarding architectural 

coating would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

                                          
1  BAAQMD, Regulation 8, Organic Compounds, Rule 3, Architectural Coatings, BAAQMD Regulations, 

Adopted March 1, 1978. 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2, provided below, under Mitigation Measures, would 

minimize construction impacts associated with fugitive dust and equipment exhaust to a less-

than-significant level. 

Operational Effects-Mobile Sources 

When completed, the Project would house educational uses that are estimated to generate 

about 16,140 daily person-trips.  The daily emissions of air pollutants would increase due to 

the increased number of motor vehicles used by employees, faculty, and students to the 

project.  However, based on the conditions presented in Section III.D, Transportation, the 

primary mode of transportation to the Project Site would be transit and pedestrian trips.  The 

Project would generate about 1,184 daily vehicle-trips (461 faculty members, 130 employees, 

and 593 students).  The BAAQMD has developed in their BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 

screening criteria for projects requiring detailed analysis for potential air quality impacts.  The 

BAAQMD screening threshold for projects is 2,000 vehicle trips.  Because the Project would 

not be expected to generate more than 2,000 vehicle trips per day, the Project would not result 

in a significant air quality impact.   

The BAAQMD recommends analysis for study intersections that operate at Level of Service 

(LOS) D, LOS E, or LOS F (these intersections have greater congestion and, therefore, higher 

localized concentrations of CO).  The study intersections (Washington Street/Montgomery 

Street/Columbus Avenue intersection, Kearny Street/Washington Street intersection, Kearny 

Street/Jackson Street intersection, and Jackson Street/Columbus Avenue intersection) would all 

operate at LOS A or LOS B under existing and future conditions.  Because intersection 

congestion levels at the study intersections would be below the thresholds identified by the 

BAAQMD, existing and future CO concentrations near these intersections would not be 

expected exceed the national 35.0 ppm and state 20.0 ppm one-hour ambient air quality 

standards or the national 9.0 ppm and state 9.0 ppm eight-hour ambient air quality standards 

when the Project is fully operational.  Therefore, sensitive receptors located close to these 

intersections would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations, and the potential 

impacts of the Project would be less than significant. 



 III. Environmental Settings and Impacts 
I. Air Quality 

 

 

 
Case No. 98031039  DRAFT EIR  
CCSF CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO  
CHINATOWN/NORTH BEACH CAMPUS 

III.I-12 
MAY 16, 2007 

 

Cumulative Effects 

The BAAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction emissions 

nor provides thresholds of significance that could be used to assess cumulative construction 

impacts.  It is recognized that the construction industry is an existing source of emissions 

within the Bay Area.  Construction equipment operates at one site for a relatively short-term 

basis and, when finished, then moves on to a new construction site.  The same situation occurs 

for the construction employees who make a living going from one site to another doing similar 

construction work.  Because (1) construction activities would be temporary, (2) the 

contribution to the cumulative context is so small as to be virtually immeasurable, and (3) all 

of the appropriate and feasible construction-related measures recommended by the BAAQMD 

would be implemented in accordance with standard practice, the contribution of construction 

emissions associated with the Project would not be cumulatively considerable. 

With regard to operational emissions, the BAAQMD recommends several methodologies to 

determine the cumulative impacts of individual projects.  For any project – such as this Project 

– that does not have significant operational air quality impacts, the determination of significant 

cumulative impact should be based on an evaluation of the consistency of the Project with the 

local general plan and of the general plan with the current Clean Air Plan. 

The San Francisco General Plan includes an 1997 Air Quality Element, updated in 2000.  This 

element is consistent with the 2000 Clean Air Plan.2  The Project would be in an area of San 

Francisco zoned for mixed-use development, consistent with the land use designations for the 

site in the San Francisco General Plan.  As discussed previously in this section, the fugitive 

dust control measures that would be implemented during Project construction are consistent 

with Objective 3 of the San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element update.  In addition, 

no significant PM10 sources would be associated with the Project beyond construction.  For 

these reasons, the operational characteristics of the Project would not cause a cumulatively 

considerable increase in regional air pollutants. 

                                          
2  BAAQMD, Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan and Triennial Assessment, Adopted by BAAQMD Board of 

Directors December 20, 2000. 
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As discussed above, the study intersections in the future, including cumulative development 

plus the Project, would result in intersection operation levels of LOS A or LOS B.  Localized 

concentrations of CO would change as a result of cumulative growth in the Project vicinity.  

However, because intersection congestion levels at the study intersections would be below the 

thresholds identified by the BAAQMD, future CO concentrations near these intersections 

would not be expected to exceed the national 35.0 ppm and state 20.0 ppm one-hour ambient 

air quality standards or the national 9.0 ppm and state 9.0 ppm eight-hour ambient air quality 

standards.  Therefore, sensitive receptors located in proximity to these intersections would not 

be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations, and the impact of cumulative development 

would not be significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES  

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Dust Control.  The District would require the contractor(s) 

to implement the following mitigation measures during Project construction, in 

accordance with the BAAQMD and District standard mitigation requirements: 

• If necessary, water all active construction areas at least twice daily (with 
recycled water). 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials. 

• Apply non-potable water two times daily to all unpaved access roads, parking 
areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

• Sweep daily all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites. 

• Sweep streets daily if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Efficient Operation of Construction Equipment.  The 

District would require the Project contractor(s) to maintain and operate construction 

equipment, and to use bio-diesel fuels to the maximum extent feasible, so as to 

minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants through the prohibition 

of idling motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are waiting in queues, 

and implementation of specific maintenance programs to reduce emissions for 

equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the construction period. 
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J.  NOISE 

SETTING 

This section evaluates the potential for noise and vibration impacts resulting from 

implementation of the Project.  Specifically, this assessment considers whether the Project 

would cause a substantial temporary and/or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 

vicinity of the Project Site; exposure of residents or businesses to excessive noise levels or 

ground-borne vibration; and whether this exposure would be in excess of standards established 

in the City of San Francisco General Plan and Noise Ordinance, or any other applicable 

standards. 

Characteristics of Sound, Noise and Vibration 

Sound is created when vibrating objects produce pressure variations that move rapidly outward 

into the surrounding air.  The main characteristics of these air pressure waves are amplitude, 

which we experience as a sound’s “loudness,” and frequency, which we experience as a 

sound’s “pitch.”  The standard unit of sound amplitude is the decibel (dB); it is a measure of 

the physical magnitude of the pressure variations relative to the human threshold of 

perception.  The human ear’s sensitivity to sound amplitude is frequency-dependent; it is more 

sensitive to sound with a frequency at or near 1,000 cycles per second than to sound with 

much lower or higher frequencies. 

Most “real world” sounds (e.g., a dog barking, a car passing, etc.) are complex mixtures of 

many different frequency components.  When the average amplitude of such sounds is 

measured with a sound level meter, it is common for the instrument to apply different 

adjustment factors to each of the measured sound’s frequency components.  These factors 

account for the differences in perceived loudness of each of the sound’s frequency components 

relative to those that the human ear is most sensitive to (i.e., those at or near 1,000 cycles per 

second).  This practice is called “A-weighting.”  The unit of A-weighted sound amplitude is 

also the decibel.  In reporting measurements to which A-weighting has been applied, an “A” is 
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appended to dB (i.e., dBA) to make this clear.  Table 21 lists the A-weighted average sound 

levels commonly encountered in various environmental situations. 

 

TABLE 21 
REPRESENTATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL SOUND LEVELS 

Common Outdoor Activities 
Noise Level 

(dBA) Common Indoor Activities 
 —110— Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet   

 —100—  

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet   

 —90—  

  Food Blender at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet —80— Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Noisy Urban Area during Daytime   

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet —70— Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Commercial Area  Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet —60—  

  Large Business Office 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime —50— Dishwasher in Next Room 

   

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime —40— 
Theater, Large Conference Room 

(background) 

Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime   

 —30— Library 

Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime  
Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(background) 

 —20—  

  Broadcast/Recording Studio 

 —10—  

   

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing —0— Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

________________________ 

Source: California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement, October 1998. 
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Noise is the term generally given to the “unwanted” aspects of intrusive sound.  Many factors 

influence how a sound is perceived and whether or not it is considered annoying to a listener. 

These include not only the physical characteristics of a sound, but also non-acoustic factors 

that influence the judgment of listeners regarding the “unwantedness” of a sound, the most 

important of which are presented in Table 22.  Excessive noise can negatively affect the 

physiological or psychological well-being of individuals or communities.  

All quantitative descriptors used to measure environmental noise exposure recognize the strong 

correlation between the high acoustical energy content of a sound (i.e., its loudness and 

duration) and the disruptive effect it is likely to have as noise.  Because environmental noise 

fluctuates over time, most such descriptors average the sound level over the time of exposure, 

and some add “penalties” during the times of day when intrusive sounds would be more 

disruptive to listeners.   

 

TABLE 22 
FACTORS THAT AFFECT INDIVIDUAL JUDGMENT OF A SOUND’S 

“NOISINESS”  
Primary Acoustic Factors 

Sound Level 
Sound Frequency 
Sound Duration 

Secondary Acoustic Factors 
Frequency Characteristics of the Sound 
Fluctuations in Sound Level 
Fluctuations in Sound Frequency 
Rise-Time of the Sound (e.g., Is it “fast” like an automobile horn, or “slow” like an approaching train?) 
Localization of Sound Source (Is it obvious where the sound is coming from, or not?) 

Non-Acoustic Factors 
Physiology of the Listener (Is the listener’s hearing ability acute, or not?) 
Listener’s Adaptation from Past Experience (e.g., How long has the listener lived near the airport?)  
Listener’s Activity During Exposure (Was the listener sleeping, working, etc.?) 
Predictability of When the Sound Will Occur (e.g., Is it an expected noon-time whistle or a random car 

horn)   
Listener’s Judgment of Personal Benefit from Activity Producing the Sound (e.g., Has the repair work 

being done on a street been long requested by local residents?)     
Individual Differences and Personalities 

_________________________ 

Source: Adapted from Handbook of Noise Control, Cyril M. Harris, 1979. 
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Commonly used noise exposure descriptors include: 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the constant noise level that would deliver the 
same acoustic energy to the ear as the actual time-varying noise over the same exposure 
time.  Leq would be the same regardless of the time of day during which the noise 
occurs. 

• Ldn, the day-night average noise level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA 
“penalty” added to noise during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for 
increased nighttime noise sensitivity.  Because of this penalty, the Ldn would always be 
higher than its corresponding 24-hour Leq (e.g., a constant 60 dBA noise over 24 hours 
would have a 60 dBA Leq, but a 66.4 dBA Ldn). 

• CNEL, the community noise equivalent level, is an Ldn with an additional 5 dBA 
“penalty” for the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

Community noise exposures are most often represented by 24-hour descriptors, such as Ldn or 

CNEL.  One-hour and shorter-period descriptors are useful for characterizing noise caused by 

short-term activities, such as the operation of construction equipment.  Community noise 

environments are generally perceived as “quiet” when the Ldn/CNEL is below 45 dBA, 

“moderate” in the 45 to 60 dBA range, and “loud” above 60 dBA.  Very noisy urban 

residential areas are usually around 70 dBA Ldn/CNEL.  Along major roadways, noise levels 

are typically between 65 and 75 dBA Ldn/CNEL.  Any noise intrusions that cause short-term 

interior levels to rise above 45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep.  Exposures to noise levels 

greater than 85 dBA for eight-hours or longer can cause permanent hearing damage. 

Vibrating objects in contact with the ground radiate energy through that medium; if a vibrating 

object is massive enough and/or close enough to the observer, its vibrations are perceptible.  

The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of room surfaces is called ground-borne noise.  

The ground motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second 

and in the U.S. is referenced as vibration decibels (VdB). 

The general human response to different levels of groundborne vibration levels is described in 

Table 23.  Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings such as the 

operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors.  Typical 

outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment, steel-
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wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration 

from traffic is rarely perceptible.  The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which 

is the typical background vibration velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold 

where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings. 

 

TABLE 23 
HUMAN RESPONSE TO DIFFERENT LEVELS OF GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION 

Vibration Velocity 
Level Human Reaction 
65 VdB Approximate threshold of perception for many people. 

75 VdB Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. 
Many people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is 
unacceptable. 

85 VdB Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day. 

______________________ 

Source: Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 

 

Plans and Regulations 

City College Master Plan 

The City College Master Plan1 includes plans for a new Chinatown/North Beach Campus 

bordering the Chinatown, North Beach, and Financial Districts.  Under Sustainable Planning 

and Design, the Master Plan includes Sustainable Planning Principles, including “Protecting 

Health and Well-being of Campus/Surrounding Community.”  Under this principle of the 

Master Plan, the District would work to reduce construction-related noise pollution. 

City and County of San Francisco 

The San Francisco General Plan includes Land Use Compatibility Guidelines that suggest 

satisfactory noise levels for various land uses, and are based on compatibility guidelines from 

the California Department of Health, Office of Noise Control.  The General Plan indicates 

that the maximum exterior noise level considered satisfactory for residential and transient 

                                          
1  City College of San Francisco Master Plan, adopted 2004. 
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lodging is 60 dBA CNEL; 65 dBA CNEL for schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, day care 

centers, and nursing homes; and 70 dBA for office and commercial uses, and parks. 

The San Francisco Noise Ordinance regulates both construction noise and fixed source noise 

within the City.  While unnecessary, excessive, or offensive noise limits are imposed to 

protect all people in an area, nuisance noise is generally limited by the Noise Ordinance to 

within 5 dBA of ambient noise levels.  Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code regulates 

fixed and mobile noise sources; Sections 2907 and 2908 of the Code regulate noise from 

construction equipment to 80 dBA Leq at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment during the 

hours from 7:00 a.m to 8:00 p.m. Construction activities during the nighttime period from 

8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. may not exceed the ambient level by 5 dBA at the nearest property 

line, unless a special permit is granted prior to such work.  Section 2909, Fixed Source 

Levels, regulates mechanical equipment noise. 

Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

The existing noise environment in the Project area is typical of noise levels in urban San 

Francisco.  The primary sources of noise in the Project area are traffic-related; most notable 

are the heavy volumes of traffic along Kearny Street and Washington Street.  Existing land 

uses surrounding the Project vicinity constitute minor sources of noise (e.g., ventilation 

equipment, etc.) from residential, office, and commercial activity. 

The Project Site consists of a surface parking lot.  Existing noise from the Project Site is from 

cars entering and exiting the site. 

In general, retail, residential, hotel, office, institutional uses, and parking lots predominate the 

Project vicinity on Kearny Street and Washington Street.  Portsmouth Square, a park 

frequented by children and the elderly, is located across Kearny Street from the Project Site; 

the St. Mary’s Schools will be constructed north of the Project Site; and the International 

Hotel Senior Housing building (I-Hotel building) is on the northwest corner of the Project 

block. 
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IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

The CEQA Guidelines state that a noise impact would normally be considered significant if 

noise levels generated by the Project would conflict with local goals and plans, or if noise 

level increases would be significant.  For the purposes of this EIR, a noise or vibration impact 

would be considered significant if:  

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established 
in any applicable plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-
borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
above levels existing without the project; 

• Exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels if 
the project is located within an area covered by an airport land use plan, or where such 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport; or 

• Exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels if 
the project is located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

The following analysis addresses potential impacts related to construction noise, on-site noise 

exposure, and increases in off-site ambient noise levels.  The Project Site is not within an 

airport land use plan area or near a private airstrip. 

Project Effects 

Construction Noise Effects 

Construction of the Project would potentially cause disturbance to nearby residents, 

businesses, and occupants of Portsmouth Square.  Project construction would require the use 

of heavy equipment for demolition, site grading and excavation, paving, and building 

fabrication.  Construction activities would also involve the use of smaller power tools, 

generators, mechanical equipment, and other noise sources.  During each construction stage, 
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there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vary based on 

the amount of equipment in operation and the location of the building demolition or 

construction activity. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has compiled data regarding the noise 

generating characteristics of specific types of construction equipment and typical construction 

activities.  It indicates that noise levels generated by heavy equipment can range from 

approximately 68 dBA Leq to noise levels in excess of 95 dBA Leq when measured at 50 feet.2  

However, these noise levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at 

a rate of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance.  For example, a noise level of 84 dBA 

measured at 50 feet from the noise source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA at 100 feet 

from the noise source to the receptor, and reduce by another 6 dBA to 72 dBA at 200 feet 

from the noise source to the receptor. 

Construction activities at the Project Site would be mostly limited to the daytime hours.  The 

use of trucks and tractors at the Project Site would be used during most construction activities 

associated with the Project and would result in noise levels of about 95 dBA Leq at 50 feet, or 

about 89 dBA Leq at 100 feet.  Without mitigation, noise levels during construction could 

exceed the San Francisco Police Code regulations for noise from construction equipment of 80 

dBA Leq at a distance of 100 feet; therefore, this is considered potentially significant. 

However, implementation of Mitigation Measure J-1, p. III.J-12, would result in less-than-

significant impacts from construction of the Project.  

Construction Vibration Effects 

Operation of construction equipment would also have the potential to generate low levels of 

groundborne vibration.  The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has identified various 

vibration velocity levels for the types of construction equipment that would operate at the 

Project Site during construction.  Vibration levels from construction of the Project would  

 

                                          
2  95 dBA (50 feet) – 6 dBA (double distance to 100 feet) = 89 dBA 
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result in vibration levels of about 80 to 81 VdB at 50 feet from the Project Site from operation 

of trucks and tractors.  The closest vibration sensitive receptors would be residents on adjacent 

properties to the Project Site.  As the closest residents would be closer than 50 feet, 

construction of the Project would exceed 80 VdB at that distance.  In general, ground 

vibrations from these construction activities would very rarely reach the levels that can damage 

structures, but they can achieve the audible range and be felt in buildings very close to the 

site.  This would be a potentially significant impact regarding the exposure of persons to or 

generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure J-2, p. III.J-12 to III.J-13, would reduce vibration 

impacts to less than significant. 

Operational Effects 

The existing noise environment in the Project vicinity is primarily dominated by traffic noise.  

The Project would generate approximately 30 new vehicle trips during the PM peak hour.3  

The traffic increase due to the Project could result in an increase in traffic noise levels in the 

Project vicinity; however, as shown in Section III.D, Transportation, this increase in traffic 

volumes would not be significant when compared to existing traffic levels.  Noise level 

increases associated with Project traffic would therefore not cause a substantial increase in 

traffic noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors.  Therefore, the Project would not have a 

significant adverse effect on noise conditions affecting surrounding residential uses, the future 

St. Mary’s School, or open space uses, such as Portsmouth Square. 

The Project would also introduce noise associated with the occupancy and operation of the 

Project.  Operation noise at the Project Site would primarily be associated with noise from 

ventilators and other mechanical equipment.  The mechanical equipment would be placed on 

the roof of the new building and would have the potential to be in operation during daytime 

and nighttime hours.  Depending on the equipment to be used in the Project, HVAC systems 

can result in noise levels that average between 50 and 65 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the 

equipment.  San Francisco Police Code Section 2909 regulates noise levels for stationary 

                                          
3 CHS Consulting Group, CCSF Chinatown/North Beach Campus Transportation Study, March 21, 2007. 
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equipment within the City.  Based on the regulations in this Section, noise levels from 

stationary equipment at the Project Site would be significant if noise levels exceed 60 dBA at 

the property line.  Noise levels from stationary equipment for the Project could exceed 60 dBA 

at the property line depending on the size of the equipment to be installed, placement of the 

equipment, and level of shielding.  Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure J-3, p. III.J-13, would reduce this impact to less than 

significant. 

Cumulative Effects 

The construction periods of other development projects in the vicinity of the Project may 

overlap with that of the Project.  This EIR thus conservatively assumes that construction of the 

Project and other foreseeable development would occur simultaneously.  The nearest 

foreseeable development is the St. Mary’s School north of the Project Site.   

Assuming concurrent construction, noise from nearby construction of other approved and 

foreseeable projects would be added to noise from construction of the Project.  As discussed 

above, noise from construction associated with the Project could result in noise levels of 

95 dBA without mitigation.  This would also be true for the combined construction noise 

levels from both projects.  However, construction activities from both projects are expected to 

occur during the hours permitted under the San Francisco Municipal Code, and the Project 

would implement Mitigation Measure J-1, which would reduce the Project’s contribution to 

the cumulative noise environment.  Consequently, concurrent construction activity of the 

Project would not have a cumulatively considerable noise impact.   

Due to the localized nature of vibration impacts, cumulative groundborne vibration impacts 

would be limited to only projects within the immediate vicinity of the Project Site.  However, 

groundborne vibration at each of the construction sites in the Project vicinity would continue 

to be isolated within close proximity to the individual pieces of construction equipment.  

Groundborne vibration associated with construction of the Project would be minimized through 

implementation of Mitigation Measure J-2 to a less-than-significant level, and as such, the 

vibration impact of the Project would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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Noise from operation of the Project would also have the potential to cumulate with other 

foreseeable developments in the City.  Traffic from the Project and other foreseeable 

developments would be added to the surrounding roadway network and result in increases in 

the traffic noise levels along these roadways.  As noted above, the Project would result in the 

generation of about 30 new vehicle trips in the PM peak hour.  This increase would not be 

significant compared to existing traffic levels.  Therefore, the Project’s contribution to traffic 

noise levels under cumulative conditions would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Operational noise levels associated with the Project buildings’ occupancy and operation would 

be limited to the immediate vicinity of the Project.  The closest foreseeable project in the 

vicinity of the Site would be the St. Mary’s School.  The St. Mary’s School would also be 

expected to include operation of ventilation units and other mechanical equipment.  The 

St. Mary’s School and other foreseeable developments with in the Project vicinity would be 

required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, San Francisco Police Code 

Section 2909, Fixed Source Levels, which regulates mechanical equipment noise.  The Project 

would implement Mitigation Measure J-3 that would require shielding for mechanical 

equipment.  Compliance with the Noise Ordinance section would ensure that the mechanical 

equipment noise associated with foreseeable projects would not substantially increase the 

ambient noise level of the surrounding area, and implementation of Mitigation Measure J-3 

would ensure the Project’s mechanical equipment noise would not substantially increase the 

ambient noise levels.  Therefore, there would not be a significant cumulative impact due to 

operation. 

As noted above, the existing noise environment in the Project vicinity is dominated by traffic 

noise, the typical noise environment of an urban area.  Typical noise levels for an urban 

residential or semi-commercial areas range from about 55 to 60 dBA and commercial locations 

are typically around 60 dBA; for a noisy urban environment noise levels range from about 65 

dBA to 80 dBA.  The land use compatibility chart in the San Francisco General Plan indicates 

that noise levels up to 65 dBA would be considered acceptable for new school uses without 

any special insulation.  Noise levels up to 70 dBA would be considered acceptable only with 

inclusion of any necessary noise insulation features.  The General Plan does not provide 
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guidelines for interior noise levels within classrooms.  However, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) indicates that an average interior noise level of 45 dBA is 

recommended for educational facilities to avoid speech interference.4 Improvement Measure J-

1 is recommended to ensure noise levels within the classrooms would be below the EPA’s 

recommended interior noise level. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following measures shall be undertaken to reduce potentially significant noise and 

vibration impacts.  Mitigation Measures J-1 and J-2 are based on measures identified in the 

City College Master Plan EIR. 

Mitigation Measure J-1: Construction Noise. 

(a) To the extent feasible, the District shall limit construction activity to the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, and 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays. If nighttime construction is required, 
District shall apply for, and abide by the terms of, a permit from the San 
Francisco Department of Public Works. The District shall require 
contractors to comply with the City Noise Ordinance. 

(b) Construction contractors shall implement appropriate additional noise 
reduction measures that include using noise-reducing mufflers and other 
noise abatement devices, changing the location of stationary construction 
equipment, shutting off idling equipment, and notifying adjacent 
residences and businesses in advance of construction work. In addition, 
the District shall require the posting of signs prior to construction 
activities with a phone number for residents to call with noise 
complaints. 

Mitigation Measure J-2: Construction Vibration. 

(a) The District shall provide notification to the closest receptors, at least 
ten days in advance, of construction activities that could cause vibration 
levels above the threshold. 

(b) The District shall require construction contractors to conduct demolition, 
earthmoving, and ground-impacting operations so as not to occur in the 
same time period. 

                                          
4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Information on Levels of 

Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety.  
March 1974. 
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(c) The District shall require construction contractors to, where possible, 
select demolition methods to minimize vibration (e.g., sawing masonry 
into sections rather than demolishing it by pavement breakers) 

(d) The District shall require construction contractors to operate 
earthmoving equipment on the construction site as far away from 
vibration sensitive sites as possible. 

(e) The construction contractor shall implement methods to reduce 
vibration, including, but not limited to, sound attenuation barriers, cutoff 
trenches and the use of smaller hammers. 

Mitigation Measure J-3: Mechanical Equipment.  The District shall provide shielding 

to minimize noise from stationary mechanical equipment, including ventilation units, 

such that noise levels from the equipment at the nearest property line would be below 

60 dBA. 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURE 

The following measure is recommended to ensure noise levels within the classrooms are below 

the EPA’s recommended interior noise level. 

Improvement Measure J-1: Interior Noise.  The Project should provide insulation or 

other design features within the structure such that interior noise levels within the 

classrooms would be below 45 dBA Leq.  An acoustician should measure noise levels 

within the structure to ensure an interior noise level of 45 dBA is met.  
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K.  PUBLIC SERVICES 

SETTING 

This section describes the existing conditions and service levels for public services that would 

serve the Project Site, including police and fire protection, schools, parks and recreational 

services, and community facilities.  Information was collected from local authorities and service 

providers.   

Police  

The San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) provides police services to the Project Site.  The 

Project Site is in the Metro division of the SFPD and is served by the Central Station at 766 

Vallejo Street, about 0.5 miles northwest of the Project Site.  The Central Station district 

comprises the Financial District, Chinatown, North Beach, Fisherman’s Wharf, Telegraph Hill, 

Nob Hill, and Russian Hill.1 

Fire Department2 

The San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) provides fire services to the Project Site.  SFFD 

stations have “first alarm” areas, the sector of the City for which a given station is primarily 

responsible.  Other nearby stations would respond to that area if needed.  Fire Station 2 at 1340 

Powell Street at Broadway is “first due” on incidents at the Project Site.  Station 13 at 530 

Sansome Street and Washington Street, and Station 28 at 1814 Stockton Street, at Vallejo Street 

are next in order of dispatch succession. 

The SFFD is made up of 1,629 uniformed firefighters, paramedics, officers, and inspectors.  The 

SFFD has adequate personnel and staff to meet the needs of the residents and visitors of San 

Francisco. 

                                          
1  City and County of San Francisco Police Department, http://www.sfgov.org/site/police_index.asp, accessed 

February 23, 2007. 
2  Joanne Hayes-White, Chief of Department, and Andy Zanoff, Office of the Deputy Chief of Administration, San 

Francisco Fire Department, written communication with Aubrey Refuerzo, PBS&J, April 11, 2007. 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/police_index.asp
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School Services  

The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) provides school services to the Project area.   

Recreation and Parks 

The San Francisco of Recreation and Parks Department maintains parks and open space within the 

City.  According to the Recreation and Parks Department, average estimates of open space 

operated by the Department in San Francisco are over 3,300 acres, or approximately 4.5 acres per 

1,000 residents (based on 2005 Census data for the City of San Francisco).  There is 

approximately 5.5 total acres of open space per 1,000 residents, according to the Recreation and 

Open Space Element of the City’s General Plan.3  There are three parks near the Project Site, 

Portsmouth Square, across Kearny Street from the Project; Maritime Plaza, about three blocks 

east of the Project Site; and St. Mary’s Square, about three blocks south of the Project Site.4 

Community Facilities.  Community facilities near the Project Site include the Chinese Cultural 

Center across Kearny Street from the Project Site, on the third floor of the Hilton Hotel building; 

the Chinatown Branch of the San Francisco Public Library at 1135 Powel Street, about 0.3 miles 

west of the Project Site; the North Beach Branch at 2000 Mason Street, about 0.7 miles northwest 

of the Project Site; the Chinese Hospital at 845 Jackson Street, about 0.3 miles from the Project 

Site; and the Chinatown YMCA at 855 Sacramento Street, about 0.3 miles from the Project Site. 

IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project would result in a significant impact on 

public services if it individually or cumulatively would:  

• Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 

                                          
3  Written communication from LaForte, Daniel, City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park 

Department, to Aubrey Refuerzo, EIP/PBSJ, dated February 27, 2006. 
4   San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, http://www.sfgov.org/site/recpark_index.asp, accessed 

February 23, 2007. 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/recpark_index.asp
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facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for fire protection, police protections, schools, and parks; or 

• Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. 

Police Protection Services.  As noted above, the Central Station, the station that serves the 

Project Site, is about 0.5 miles northwest of the Project Site.  The Project would increase the 

demand for public services on the Project Site because the Project would replace a surface parking 

lot, which requires minimal public services, with a 16-story education use, which could 

potentially increase the service calls to the SFPD and could require increased crime prevention 

activities and additional policing of the Project Site and vicinity.  However, the Project Site is 

within a developed urban area which is already served by the police department.   

The Mayor’s 2006-2007 Budget includes an eight percent funding increase for policing services in 

San Francisco, including the hiring of up to 98 additional police officers and support staff.5  

Given staffing and funding increases, the SFPD has sufficient resources to accommodate a project 

of this size.  With the planned increases in city-wide personnel, the Central Station would be able 

to provide the necessary police services and crime prevention programs for the project area.  No 

new stations are proposed in the vicinity of the Project Site.   

Additionally, according to the District Police Reports, no police reports have been filed for the 

Chinatown/North Beach Campus in 2005 or 2006.6  Hence, the Project would have a less-than-

significant impact on the need for new police facilities.    

Fire Protection Services.  The Project would increase the demand for fire protection services 

within the Project Site and vicinity.  However, the Project Site is within a developed urban area 

which is already served by the fire department.  While the SFFD anticipates an increase in 

demand on fire services, the SFFD is able to minimize potential impacts by shifting primary  

 

                                          
5 Gavin Newsom, City and County of San Francisco. Mayor’s Proposed Budget 2006-2007.  
6 Carl F. Koehler, Chief of Police, San Francisco Community College Police, Memorandum regarding Police 

Reports 2006, dated January 3, 2007. 
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response duties to other nearby stations.  The SFFD anticipates they would be able to meet the 

demands of the Project.  The Project would be required to comply with all regulations of the 2001 

California Fire Code, which establishes requirements pertaining to fire protection systems, 

including the provision of state-mandated smoke alarms, fire alarm and sprinkler system, fire 

extinguishers, required two means of egress with appropriate distance separation, and emergency 

response notification systems.  Since the Project would comply with the 2001 Fire Code 

regulations and the SFFD would be able to meet the Project demand, the Project would not result 

in the need for new fire protection facilities, and would not result in significant impacts to the 

physical environment.  The Project would provide superior fire protection for the occupants than 

the current leased spaces, because none of the leased spaces comply with the 2001 California Fire 

Code. 

Schools.  The Project is not expected to contribute to the need for new school facilities that would 

result in physical impacts.  The Project, which consists of a City College campus, would be 

beneficial with regards to school services. 

Recreation and Park.  The Recreation and Park Department has stated that there is a high 

demand for the park facilities and open space in the Project area.  Furthermore, the Department 

expects future demand on recreational facilities to increase over the next five years due to under-

construction and planned development projects throughout the city.  The students and faculty from 

the Project would likely increase the demand for park and recreation services and facilities.  

However, the Project would relocate students and faculty, and thus would not substantially 

increase the number of students and faculty members in the Chinatown neighborhood.  

Furthermore, the Project would include a 2,183 square-foot fourth floor terrace for students, 

faculty, and employees.  Therefore, the Project would not be expected to exceed the capacity of 

parks and recreational facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site and the demand generated for 

parks and recreational facilities by the Project would not result in a significant impact on existing 

services and facilities.   
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Community Facilities.  The addition of residents from the Project would not increase the demand 

for community facilities because the Project would provide facilities for students, faculty, and 

employees.  The Project would benefit community facilities because it would provide a library.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Environmental effects related to public services would be less than significant.  There is one 

foreseeable project in the vicinity of the Project Site, the St. Mary’s School, which would be 

directly north of the Project Site.  The St. Mary’s School is also infill development that is already 

served by the police and fire departments.  The St. Mary’s School is an educational use with a 

private playground and thus would not increase demands on schools or substantially increase 

demands on parks.  Thus, the Project would have no cumulative impact related to public services. 
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L.  UTILITIES 

SETTING 

The utilities addressed in this section include water supply, storage, and distribution; storm 

drainage; wastewater collection, transmission, and treatment; solid waste collection and disposal; 

and gas and electric supply and distribution.  Information regarding existing conditions was 

collected from local service providers. 

Water 

Water services are provided by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC).  The 

SFPUC serves 2.4 million residential, commercial, and industrial customers in the Bay Area; 

approximately one-third of delivered water goes to retail customers in San Francisco.  The Hetch 

Hetchy watershed, located in Yosemite National Park, provides approximately 85 percent of San 

Francisco’s total water needs; the Alameda and Peninsula watersheds produce about 15 percent of 

the total water supply.  

The SFPUC has developed a Recycled Water Master Plan to provide guidance for implementing 

recycled water projects in San Francisco.  Recycled water will help the City better meet its long-

term water demands in a more reliable and sustainable manner. 

Urban Water Management Plan 

The California Urban Water Management Act of 1983 (Water Code Section 10610 – 10657) 

requires that all urban water suppliers who provide water for municipal purposes to more than 

3,000 customers or supply more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually must prepare an Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP).  These Plans were first submitted to the California 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) in 1985 and submittal of updated Plans to the DWR is 

required every five years.  In its Urban Water Management Plan, an urban water supplier must 

describe and evaluate sources of water supply, efficient water uses, demand management 

measures, implementation strategy and schedule, and other relevant information and programs.  
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On December 13, 2005, the SFPUC adopted the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan for the City 

of San Francisco.  

Wastewater and Stormwater1  

Stormwater and wastewater in the City is collected and treated by the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission.  The wastewater system provides the City with wastewater collection, 

treatment and disposal.  The wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system consists of a 

combined sewer system (which collects both sewer and storm water), three water pollution control 

plants and effluent outfalls to the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean.  The combined sewer 

system reduces pollution in the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean by treating urban runoff that 

would otherwise flow to the Bay and Ocean.  The collection system consists of approximately 

900 miles of underground pipes throughout the City.  

The SFPUC treats and discharges approximately 84 million gallons per day of treated wastewater 

during dry weather to the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean.  During wet weather, with 

additional facilities and increased operations, the plants can treat approximately 465 million 

gallons of combined flows per day.   

The Project Site consists of a surface parking lot and is completely covered with impervious 

surfaces.   

Solid Waste2 

Solid waste from San Francisco is transferred to the Altamont Landfill at 10840 Altamont Pass 

Road in Livermore (landfill).  The landfill is owned and operated by Waste Management of 

Alameda County.  The landfill has an annual solid waste capacity of 2,226,500 tons for the City 

of San Francisco.  The City is well below its allowed capacity, generating approximately 550,000 

                                          
1 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission website, Wastewater, http://sfwater.org/mc_main.cfm/MC_ID/14, 

accessed January 25, 2007. 
2 Integrated Waste Management Board website, Solid Waste Facility Details, 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/detail.asp?PG=DET&SITESCH=01-AA-0009&OUT=HTML, accessed 
January 25, 2007. 

http://sfwater.org/mc_main.cfm/MC_ID/14
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/detail.asp?PG=DET&SITESCH=01-AA-0009&OUT=HTML
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tons of solid waste in 2005.3  Recycling, composting, and waste reduction efforts are expected to 

increasingly divert waste from the landfill.   

Assembly Bill 939 

To minimize the amount of solid waste that must be disposed of by transformation and land 

disposal, the State Legislature passed Assembly Bill 939, the California Integrated Waste 

Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), effective January 1990.  According to AB 939, all cities and 

counties in California were required to divert 25 percent of all solid waste from landfill or 

transformation facilities by January 1, 1995, and 50 percent by January 1, 2000.  San Francisco 

diverted 36 percent of solid waste in 1995, 46 percent in 2000, and about 64 to 67 percent from 

2002 through 2005.4 

Energy 

The Project Site receives it natural gas and electric services from Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

(PG&E).  PG&E provides these services to approximately 15 million people throughout a 70,000-

square-mile service area in northern and central California.  California’s natural gas supplies 

come predominantly from California, the Southwestern U.S., the Rocky Mountains, and Canada. 

PG&E operates a grid distribution system that channels all energy produced at the different 

sources into one large energy pool for distribution throughout the service territory.  

Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

Building energy consumption is regulated under Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.  

The efficiency standards contained in Title 24 apply to new residential and non-residential 

construction, and regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water, heating, and 

lighting. 

                                          
3 Drda, Brad, Environmental Services Manager, Sanitary Fill Company, Personal communication with 

EIP Associates, March 14, 2006. 
4  Integrated Waste Management Board, Countywide, Regionwide, and Statewide Jurisdiction Diversion Progress 

Report, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGTools/mars/JurDrSta.asp?VW=In, accessed February 6, 2007. 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGTools/mars/JurDrSta.asp?VW=In
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IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

Assessments of significant impacts are made for a given utility when additional resources would 

be required to serve a proposed project at acceptable service standards, or when serving a project 

under current resources would reduce services to the public below accepted or current standards.  

Potential significant impacts on utilities, for example, may include the necessity to extend 

infrastructure, the construction of which may have environmental impacts.  Service standards of a 

particular local service provider are often based on reference standards developed by national 

professional associations, standards required by law, or standards embodied in a city or county’s 

general plan or other land use tools.  Specific impacts for a particular project are developed 

partially from such codified standards or formulas, and partially from an assessment of the service 

provider based upon their review of site development.   

The Project would result in significant utilities impacts if it individually or cumulatively would: 

• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB; 

• Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects; 

• Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

• Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing entitlements 
and resources; 

• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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; 

• Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s 
solid waste disposal needs; 

• Fail to comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste; 
or 

• Result in a determination by the gas and electric provider that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 



  III.  Environmental Setting and Impacts 
L.  Utilities 

 

 
SCH No. 98031039  DRAFT EIR  
CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO  
CHINATOWN/NORTH BEACH CAMPUS 

III.L-5 
MAY 16, 2007 

 

Wastewater/Stormwater.  The Project Site is already served by wastewater and stormwater 

facilities.  The Project would replace impervious surfaces with impervious surfaces.  Thus, the 

Project would not increase demand on the City’s storm drainage system because the Project is 

expected to result in similar stormwater runoff than under existing conditions.   

The Project would replace a surface parking lot, which does not contribute wastewater.  The 

Project Site is in an urban area which is already served by utilities infrastructure.  Additionally, 

the Project would contribute wastewater as a commercial structure, and thus would not be 

expected to increase the flow of wastewater such that an expansion of the existing infrastructure 

would be required.  Project-related wastewater and storm water would flow to the City’s 

combined storm water and sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City’s 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the Southeast Water 

Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge into the Bay.  The NPDES standards are set and 

regulated by the Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB); therefore, the 

Project would not conflict with RWQCB requirements in that the Project would not require the 

expansion of wastewater/storm water treatment facilities or an extension of a sewer trunk line as 

the site is currently served by existing facilities.  Therefore, no new wastewater/storm water 

infrastructure would be required to serve the Project, no impact would result from new 

construction. 

Water.  In December 2005, the SFPUC adopted a resolution finding that the SFPUC’s Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP) adequately fulfills the requirements of the water assessment for 

water quality and wastewater treatment and capacity.  As long as a Project is covered by the 

demand projections identified in the UWMP,5 which includes all known or expected development 

projects and projected development in San Francisco at that time through 2025.  The Project Site 

is within a developed area of San Francisco and is zoned for more intense uses than the existing 

parking lot.  Development of such site would be of UWMP projections.  Therefore, the Project 

would not exceed the UWMP’s water supply projections.  No additional construction of water 

supply infrastructure would be required to serve the proposed project or cumulative development.  

                                          
5 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, 

http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC_ID/13/MSC_ID/165/MTO_ID/286/C_ID/2776 
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Solid Waste.  As noted above, the landfill has an annual solid waste capacity of 2,226,500 tons 

for the City; the City is well below its allowed capacity, generating approximately 550,000 tons of 

solid waste in 2005.  Recycling, composting, and waste reduction efforts are expected to 

increasingly divert waste from the landfill.  The Board of Supervisors adopted a plan in 2002 to 

recycle 75 percent of annual wastes generated by 2010.  The District would be expected to 

participate in the City’s recycling and composting programs and other efforts to reduce the solid 

waste disposal stream.  The landfill is expected to remain operational for 20 or more years, and 

has current plans to increase capacity by adding 250 additional acres of fill area.  With the City’s 

increased efforts in recycling and the landfill expansion, the City’s solid waste disposal demand 

could be met through at least 2026.  Given the existing and anticipated increase in solid waste 

recycling and the proposed landfill expansion in size and capacity, the impacts on solid waste 

facilities from the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Energy.  The energy consumption demands generated by the Project would conform to the State’s 

Title 24 energy conservation standards for new construction.  The District intends that the Project 

would exceed the Title 24 requirements by 20 percent, but this is subject to final design.  

Consequently, the Project would not be expected to wastefully use gas and electricity.   

Additionally, as noted in the Project Description, the Project would be designed to meet LEED 

Silver standards.  However, all individual LEED elements are subject to budget, availability, and 

final design confirmation.     

Since the Project would comply with Title 24 conservation standards and would be served by 

PG&E, the Project would not directly require the construction of new energy generation or supply 

facilities and the Project’s impact on energy would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Project would not result in significant impacts to utilities.  Since the Project’s contribution is 

not considered cumulatively considerable, the Project would not have a significant cumulative 

impact on water services.  With sufficient landfill capacity to accommodate solid waste generated 

in the future and increasing diversion of solid waste to recycling, the Project in combination with 
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other growth in the landfill service area would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on 

solid waste disposal services.  The energy consumption demands generated by the Project and 

future development within PG&E’s service area would conform to the State’s Title 24 energy 

conservation standards for new construction.  Consequently, the Project in combination with other 

cumulative development in the City would not be expected to wastefully use gas and electricity.  

Existing and planned gas and electric service to the City would be provided to meet the needs of 

the cumulative development.  The California Public Utilities Commission requires PG&E to 

provide service to its existing and potential customers.  Since the Project and future cumulative 

development would comply with Title 24 conservation standards and would be served by PG&E, 

the cumulative new development would not require the construction of new energy generation or 

supply facilities that are directly attributable to growth in the City.  Thus, the cumulative impact 

on energy demand with the Project would be less than significant. 
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IV.  OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A.  IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

The following topics would have less-than-significant impacts with implementation of the 

Project: Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Mineral Resources, Hydrology, and 

Population and Housing. 

Agricultural.  The Project Site is a paved surface parking lot.  No agricultural resources exist 

on the Project Site. 

Biological Resources.  The Project Site is currently completely paved, with the exception of 

five street trees.  Two trees are located within the sidewalk along Kearny Street, and three 

trees are located within the sidewalk along Washington Street.  These trees would be removed 

and replaced with implementation of the Project.  The trees are surrounded by pavement and 

located in a busy urban area; thus, these trees are unlikely habitat for wildlife.   

However, resident and migratory birds may use the on-site trees for nests.  Thus, the Project 

could result in disturbances to nesting birds that may be located on the Project Site.  Nesting 

birds, their nests, and eggs are fully protected by Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503, 

3503.5) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918.  Destruction of a nest would be a 

violation of these regulations and is considered a potentially significant impact.   

The following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to nesting birds to a less-

than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure BR-1:  Pre-construction Surveys.  Conduct pre-construction 
surveys for nesting birds and implement protective measures if identified.  The removal 
of trees, shrubs, or weedy vegetation shall be avoided during the February 1 through 
August 31 bird nesting period to the extent possible.  If no vegetation or tree removal 
is proposed during the nesting period, no surveys shall be required.  If it is not feasible 
to avoid the nesting period, a survey for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified 
wildlife biologist no earlier than 14 days prior to the removal of trees, shrubs, 
grassland vegetation, buildings, grading, or other construction activity.  Survey results 
shall be valid for 21 days following the survey.  The area surveyed shall include all 
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construction sites, access roads, and staging areas, as well as areas within 150 feet of 
the areas to be cleared or as otherwise determined by the biologist. 

In the event that an active nest is discovered in the areas to be cleared, or in other 
habitats within 150 feet of construction boundaries, clearing and construction shall be 
postponed for at least two weeks or until a wildlife biologist has determined that the 
young have fledged (left the nest), the nest is vacated, and there is no evidence of 
second nesting attempts.   

Mitigation Measure BR-1 would reduce potential impacts to migratory birds to a less-than-

significant level, the Project would have less-than-significant impacts to biological resources. 

Mineral Resources.  According to the San Francisco General Plan, mineral resources are not 

present in the City to any appreciable extent.  No known mineral deposits exist on or near the 

Project Site. Furthermore, the Project Site is completely paved.  The Project would not result 

in the loss of a locally or regionally important mineral resource. 

Hydrology.  As noted above, the Project Site is currently completely paved, with the 

exception of five street trees surrounded by pavement; thus, the Project could not create new 

impervious surfaces such that drainage would be affected.  The Project would not result in a 

substantial change in drainage patterns and runoff volumes.   

The Project would result in excavation to a maximum depth of about 16 feet below grade.  

During construction, requirements to reduce erosion would be implemented pursuant to 

California Building Code (CBC).  Chapter 33 of the CBC contains specific requirements 

pertaining to site demolition, excavation, and construction to protect people and property from 

hazards associated with excavation.  Chapter 70 of the CBC regulates grading activities, 

including drainage and erosion control.  These erosion reduction measures would ensure 

protection of water quality.  

As described in Section III.F. Hazardous Materials, groundwater samples from the Project 

Site were tested for petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and soluble 

metals.  The groundwater testing found that the groundwater beneath the Project Site has not 

been impacted by any on or off-site activities.  The groundwater sample did not exceed the 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission disposal threshold for direct disposal into the City’s 
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combined sewer system.1  Therefore, impacts to groundwater and water quality would be less-

than-significant levels.   

Population and Housing.  The Project would not displace or introduce housing.  The Project 

would employ approximately 127 faculty and employees, an increase of nine faculty and 

employees. There would also be approximately 1,700 students on campus at a given time 

during a weekday.  However, these individuals would relocate from existing Chinatown/North 

Beach locations, and would not be a new population added to the City.  Therefore, the Project 

would result in less-than-significant impacts to population and housing.  Growth inducement is 

discussed further below. 

B. SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE 
AVOIDED IF THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED 

In accordance with Section 21100 (b)(2)(A) and 21100.1(a) of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA), and Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of 

this chapter is to identify significant impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to an 

insignificant level by implementing mitigation measures included as part of the project or by 

other mitigation measures that could be implemented, identified in Chapter IV, Mitigation 

Measures.  

As documented in Chapter III, Sections A through J, implementation of the Project would 

result in significant unavoidable impacts (significant impacts that could not be reduced to an 

insignificant level through implementation of mitigation measures) with regard to visual 

quality.  The building would alter views to the northeast of low-rise areas on the Project block 

as seen from Portsmouth Square, with views of the 16-story Project.  This change in views 

from public open space would be considered a substantial adverse change.  Thus, the Project 

would have a significant adverse effect on views from a public area.  Section V. Alternatives, 

identifies Project alternatives that would have reduced height and would avoid this significant 

adverse impact.  Section III.B, Visual Quality, found that the height of the Project (244.5 feet 

tall to the top of the mechanical penthouse) could affect the visual quality context of historic 

                                          
1  Treadwell & Rollo, Soil and Groundwater Investigation and Management Plan, City College 

Chinatown/North Beach Campus, 800 Kearny Street, July 25, 2005. 
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resources near the Project Site (such as the Old Transamerica Building) due to the height and 

design of the Project in the context of the Chinatown, North Beach, and Jackson Square 

neighborhoods. Therefore, the Project was determined to have a significant adverse impact on 

visual character.   

Under the full occupancy assumption, the Project contribution to the future growth in MUNI 

volumes on the Southeast screenline routes would be about seven percent, and would exceed 

the five percent threshold generally used by the Planning Department to determine adverse 

impacts.  Although the full-occupancy conditions is considered a worst-case assumption 

compared to current class schedule patterns, the Project’s increase in demand on transit is 

conservatively judged to have a significant impact on transit capacity.  Since there are no 

measures that could be implemented directly by the District to reduce this transit impact, this 

impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

C.  GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

Approximately two workers are currently employed by City Park at the existing surface 

parking lot.  As indicated above, the Project would replace these workers with approximately 

127 faculty and employees relocated from existing Chinatown/North Beach Campus locations, 

with the exception of about nine new faculty and employees. There would also be 

approximately 1,700 students on campus at a given time during a weekday. 

Most of these employees and students already live or work in the area.  These additional 

employees would not substantially induce growth on the Project Site or in other areas.  

Therefore, no Project growth inducement impact is anticipated.   
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V.  ALTERNATIVES 

This Section identifies alternatives to the Project and discusses the associated environmental 

impacts. The range of alternatives presented below focuses on those that would feasibly attain 

most of the basic objectives of the Project and/or avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s 

significant environmental effects.  The primary factor in selecting these alternatives is the ability 

of the alternative to avoid or substantially reduce a significant effect on the Project.  As described 

in Chapter III, Environmental Setting and Impacts, the Project would result in one significant and 

unavoidable impact to visual resources. 

Other factors taken into account in selecting these alternatives include site suitability, economic 

viability, availability of infrastructure, and the ability of the District to acquire, control, or 

otherwise have access to alternative sites.  The analysis below is intended to allow meaningful 

evaluation and comparison with the Project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126). 

A.  PREVIOUSLY EXPLORED ALTERNATIVES 

As described in Chapter II, Project Description, previous projects and designs were proposed for 

the Project block, as discussed in the 1998 EIR, to meet the District’s objectives for development 

of a Chinatown/North Beach Campus on Lots 4, 5, and 12. Those former projects are alternatives 

considered but rejected from further analysis herein because they would require demolition of the 

Colombo Building on Lot 4, a significant historic resource, demolition of the Fong Building on 

Lot 12, which would displace housing, and because the District intends to sell the Columbo 

Building on Lot 4 and has sold the Fong Building on Lot 12.    

The 1998 EIR also included two project alternatives, Development of Lots 4 and 5/No Housing 

Displacement Alternative, and a Preservation Alternative.  The first alternative would develop a 

smaller campus than the 1998 project on Lots 4 and 5, and avoid demolition of the Fong Building. 

This alternative is rejected from further analysis herein because it would not meet Project 

objectives related to program requirements, would require demolition of the Colombo Building on 
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Lot 4, a significant historic resource (as noted above, the District intends to sell the Columbo 

Building and has sold the Fong Building).  

The Preservation Alternative would develop a smaller campus than the 1998 project on Lots 5 and 

12 because it would retain the Columbo Building; however, this alternative would demolish the 

Fong Building.  This alternative is rejected from further analysis herein because it would not meet 

Project objectives related to program requirements, would demolish of the Fong Building, which 

would displace housing, and which the District no longer owns.    

The 1998 EIR also considered eight alternative sites: 940 Filbert Street; 720 California Street; 750 

California Street; Broadway Street and Sansome Street; Broadway Street and Battery Street; 

Broadway Street and Davis Street; and Lots 6 and 7 on Washington Street between Kearny Street 

and Columbus Avenue.  Updated information regarding their potential as Project alternatives are 

provided in Table 24. 

 

TABLE 24 
ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED IN 1998 EIR 

Location Reason For Rejection  

940 Filbert Street (existing Chinatown/North 
Beach main campus) 

This site is examined as an alternative to the Project as part of 
Alternative E. 

720 California Street (91,657 gross-square-foot 
[gsf] building) 

750 California Street (a vacant site between 
Stockton and Powell) 

720 and 750 California Street currently include an occupied 
building and parking lot.  The lease for these sites has recently 
been renewed through 2020. 

Broadway and Sansome Street (a vacant 17,846 
square-foot, City-owned site) 

This site is controlled by the Mayor’s Office of Housing or the 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and is not available. 

Broadway and Battery Street (vacant, 30,938 
square-foot, City-owned site) 

This site is under development for affordable housing. 

Broadway and Davis Street (vacant, 10,805 
square-foot, City-owned site) 

The site is designated for joint development with adjacent Port 
of San Francisco property.  The site would have major height 
and bulk constraints as a waterfront area property.  

Lots 6 and 7 on Washington Street between 
Kearny Street and Columbus Avenue 

The I-Hotel building and the St. Mary’s Center garage has 
been constructed on part of the site, and the remainder of the 
site is approved for the St. Mary’s School. 
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The 1998 EIR also noted that the District had considered 12 other off-site alternatives for a 

permanent location, including the current Project Site.  These sites are listed below in Table 25, 

with the exception of the Project Site, along with the reason for rejection.  Generally, these sites 

were not pursued because of inadequate size, unavailability, or development restrictions. 

 

TABLE 25 
OTHER ALTERNATIVE SITES CONSIDERED IN 1998 EIR 

Location Reason for Rejection  

Garage, parking lot and Pagoda Theater corner 
of Filbert Street & Columbus Avenue 

Not enough space available for program needs. 

Our Lady of Guadalupe Church - Between 
Broadway near Powell Street 

Not enough space available for program needs. 

Former St. Mary’s School - 880 Clay Street at 
Stockton Street 

This site is examined in the Alternatives section as 
Alternative C. 

Garage on Powell between Union Street & 
Green Street 

Not available and would not have adequate space for 
program needs. 

Garage on Powell between Washington Street & 
Jackson Street  

Not available and would not have adequate space for 
program needs. 

Properties at the corner of Broadway & Powell 
Street 

Not available and would not have adequate space for 
program needs. 

Parking lot on Vallejo Street across from 
Central Police Station between Stockton Street 
& Powell Street 

Not available and would not have adequate space for 
program needs. 

Central Police Station Vallejo Street Not available and would not have adequate space for 
program needs. 

1300 Mason Street Not available and would not have adequate space for 
program needs. 

965 Clay Street Chinatown YWCA Not enough space available for program needs. 

Broadway and The Embarcadero Not available for purchase and thus would not allow for 
state funding. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The following alternatives are analyzed in this section: 

• No Project Alternative  

• Alternative A: A Two-Site Alternative with a 65-foot building on Lots 9 and 10 and a 
65-foot building on Lot 5  

• Alternative B  



  V.  Alternatives 
 

 

 
SCH No. 98031039  DRAFT EIR  
CITY COLLEGE OF SAN FRANCISCO  
CHINATOWN/NORTH BEACH CAMPUS 

V-4 
MAY 16, 2007 

 
 
 

o Variant 1: A Two-Site Alternative with a 201-foot building on Lots 9 and 10 and a 
65-foot building on Lot 5  

o Variant 2: A Two-Site Alternative with a 201-foot building on Lots 9 and 10 and a 
78.5-foot building on Lot 5  

• Alternative C: A Two-Site Alternative with the 880 Clay Street building and a 188.5-foot 
building on Lots 9 and 10  

• Alternative D:  Two-Site Alternative with the St. Mary’s School  

o Variant 1:  Purchase or lease two floors of the St. Mary’s School and construct a 
building on Lots 9 and 10 for the remainder of the programs. 

o Variant 2:  Construct additional two floors within the St. Mary’s School and 
construct a building on Lots 9 and 10 for the remainder of the programs.  

o Variant 3: Construct building on Lots 9 and 10 with a cantilever over the St. 
Mary’s School  

• Alternative E:  Off-Site Alternative with a new building at 940 Filbert Street 

Following public review and certification of the EIR, the District Board of Trustees will consider 

the alternatives set forth in the EIR as part of its decision whether to approve the project.  At that 

time, the Board will determine whether adoption of an alternative to the Project would be feasible 

or infeasible, taking into account specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other 

considerations, per CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093. 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no physical change to the Project Site.  If this 

alternative were implemented, none of the impacts associated with the Project would occur.  In 

general, the environmental characteristics of the No Project Alternative would be those described 

in the Setting sections of this EIR (see Chapter III, Environmental Setting and Impacts, for a 

discussion of the existing conditions or setting for each impact).   

The No Project Alternative would have no construction or operational impacts.  Existing 

transportation conditions around the site would continue. Base conditions with cumulative 

development would occur without Project development.  The No Project Alternative would not 

alter the existing shadow impacts on Portsmouth Square.  The No Project Alternative would not 
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alter the current visual conditions, thereby avoiding the significant visual impact caused by the 

proposed Project. 

Under this alternative, there would also be no impacts to Land Use, Historic Resources, 

Transportation, Geology and Soils, Hazards, Wind, Air Quality, Noise, Public Services, and 

Utilities.  Because construction would not be required, no mitigation measures related to Air 

Quality, Noise, and Cultural Resources would be required under the No Project Alternative. 

The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the District’s identified objectives.  

Specifically, it would not provide a new Chinatown/North Beach Campus to meet the long 

identified needs of City College’s educational mission in this area of San Francisco. The current 

City College programs in the neighborhood would continue to be provided in dispersed, leased 

locations that are fiscally imprudent and educationally inefficient. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Alternative A would be a four-floor, 65-foot building on Lots 9 and 10 (the Project Site), and a 

four-floor, 65-foot building on Lot 5.  Without consideration of the Planning Code bulk 

requirements, the two buildings would total approximately 77,468 gross square feet (gsf) (about 

50,444 gsf on Lots 9 and 10, and 27,024 gsf on Lot 5), or about 38,750 assignable square feet 

(asf).   

The height limit cannot be deviated by a grant of variances.  Rather, the Planning Code has to be 

amended to increase the height limit.  If these buildings were to comply with the Planning Code 

bulk requirements, the maximum diagonal dimension would be 125 feet above 40 feet (consistent 

with the Planning Code 65-A Height and Bulk district requirements).  Within these limits, the 

footprints of the upper two floors in these buildings in this alternative would be considerably 

limited.   

Assuming the maximum floor area of 77,468 gsf, the uses in this alternative would be similar to 

the 167,652 gsf Project, although they would be distributed between the two buildings.  This 

alternative could accommodate about 38,750 asf compared to the 83,325 asf for the Project, or 
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about 45 percent of the entire program proposed for the Project.  The two buildings in this 

alternative would be able to accommodate the following:  

Lots 5

• 3 Classrooms/Labs 

• One Faculty Preparation Room 

• Student Lounge 

• Bookstore 

• Culinary Program 

• Multi-Purpose Room 

• Storage 

• Security 

Lot 9 and 10

• 15 Classrooms and Labs 

• 3 Faculty Preparation Rooms 

• Bookstore 

• Admissions/Counseling/Assessment 

• Security 

• Student Lounges 

• Storage 

The following program area would not be accommodated within these two buildings: 

• 28 Classrooms and Labs 

• Gallery  

• Additional Student Lounges 

• Library  

• Gerontology  

• Meeting Rooms 

• Faculty Offices and Services  

• Administration offices 

Section III.B, Visual Quality, found that the 244.5-foot-tall Project would be considered to have a 

significant adverse effect on the visual context of Columbo Building, a structure eligible for listing 

on the National Register, and on views from Portsmouth Square.  This alternative, with 65-foot 

buildings on two sites, would avoid this significant visual impact, because the height would be 

greatly reduced and neither building would be visible from afar. 

The 65-foot building on Lots 9 and 10 would substantially reduce, but not avoid, a new shadow on 

Portsmouth Square.  The building would add some new shade to the northeast corner of 

Portsmouth Square from May to July, during the first 10 minutes in the first hour after sunrise, a 

more limited effect than with the Project.  As with the Project, the alternative’s shadow effects 
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would not be considered a significant adverse impact on the use of Portsmouth Square, because of 

the limited time and area of the park that would be affected. 

Alternative A would require construction activities similar to the Project, and would have 

temporary, short-term construction impacts. Development of two sites simultaneously would 

increase truck movements, sidewalk and street closures and temporary construction effects over a 

wider area.  With mitigation, these impacts would be less than significant.  As with the Project, 

Alternative A would not have significant adverse impacts on Land Use and Zoning, Historic 

Resources, Transportation, Geology and Soils, Hazards, Wind, Air Quality, Noise, Public 

Services, or Utilities.  

Alternative A would provide less than about one-half of the Project floor area and would not meet 

the District’s programmatic needs for the Chinatown North Beach Campus.  The District would 

be required to lease additional space in the Chinatown North Beach area in order to maintain its 

current program offerings.  Project objectives related to the location of the new campus would be 

met because Alternative A would be on the same block as the Project.  Both Alternative A and the 

Project would provide appropriate site accessibility, transit accessibility, and adequate disabled, 

pedestrian, and bicycle access.  The Alternative A buildings would be less efficient space because 

the classrooms and other required space would be split into two buildings, and leased space on 

other sites. 

Construction costs for two buildings would be higher than for one building with the same amount 

of square footage.  Additional construction costs would include the need for two elevator cores, 

staging on a confined urban environment for construction on two lots on the same block and two 

mechanical systems.  Operational costs would also increase due to the need for security services 

for two buildings, additional staff for cleaning, and faculty support staff to serve the separate 

building.  There would also be less efficient use of utilities with two HVAC, elevator and lighting 

systems.  In addition, there would also be lease costs for the programs that could not be 

accommodated with this alternative. 
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ALTERNATIVE B 

Alternative B would be a 65 or 78.5-foot building with a mechanical penthouse on Lot 5, and a 

14-story, 201-foot tall tower with a reduced mechanical penthouse on Lots 9 and 10 (The 

basement would accommodate some mechanical equipment and would reduce the roof area 

occupied by mechanical functions. The mechanical penthouse would be set back farther from the 

street than the Project penthouse.)  This alternative would accommodate the same programs as the 

Project.  The uses in this alternative would be similar to the Project, although they would be 

distributed between two buildings. 

Variant 1 would be a 65-foot-tall building on Lot 5.  This variant would accommodate two 

classrooms, the culinary program, and a multi-purpose room within the Lot 5 building.  

Variant 2 would be a 78.5-foot-tall building on Lot 5.  This variant would accommodate five 

classrooms, the culinary program, and a multi-purpose room within the Lot 5 building. 

Section III.B, Visual Quality, found that the 244.5-foot-tall Project would be considered to have a 

significant adverse effect on the visual context of Columbo Building, a structure eligible for listing 

on the National Register, and on views from Portsmouth Square.  This alternative and its variant, 

with a 201-foot building with a smaller mechanical penthouse on the Lots 9 and 10, would reduce, 

but not avoid this significant visual impact.  

Alternative B would require construction activities similar to the Project, and would have 

temporary, short-term construction impacts which would be less than significant after mitigation.  

The construction activities associated with Alternative B would be more complicated because there 

would be construction materials and staging for two sites.  As with the Project, Alternative B 

would not have significant adverse impacts on Land Use and Zoning, Historic Resources, 

Transportation, Geology and Soils, Hazards, Shadows, Wind, Air Quality, Noise, Public 

Services, or Utilities.  

Alternative B would meet the District’s site selection criteria for the new campus in terms of 

transit accessibility, and could be designed to provide adequate disabled, pedestrian, and bicycle 

access.  Alternative B would be able to accommodate the programs envisioned by the District, but 
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this alternative would result in less efficient space because the campus would be split into two 

buildings.  

According to the District, the additional construction and operating costs associated with the 

construction of two buildings would be about 27 million dollars higher than one building with 

about the same amount of floor area.1  Thus, the District may not be able to fund the construction 

of both buildings concurrently, resulting in the need to reduce the program offered by the District 

for the Chinatown North Beach Campus.   

ALTERNATIVE C 

Alternative C would be a two-site alternative; the District would purchase, renovate and 

adaptively reuse the 880 Clay Street building (but would retain the Childcare Center, rooftop 

playground, and housing at that building) at the northeast corner of Clay and Stockton Street, and 

construct a 188.5-foot building with 13 stories and a mechanical penthouse on Lots 9 and 10 (to 

accommodate the programs proposed for the Project).  The District currently leases space at 880 

Clay Street.  Expanded use of 880 Clay Street would accommodate approximately 15 classrooms, 

and teacher preparation rooms, the equivalent of three floors of the Project.  Therefore, this 

alternative would reduce the Project building on Lots 9 and 10 from 16 to 13 stories (from 228 

feet tall to 188.5 feet tall, a reduction of 40.5 feet).  This alternative would provide for the full 

programs proposed with the Project, distributed between the two buildings. 

While Alternative C would not occupy the residential portion of 880 Clay Street, this alternative 

would displace 18 small retail businesses with street frontage and would require relocation of the 

residential entry currently through the retail lobby to Spofford Street to separate the District’s use 

from the residential uses. 

880 Clay Street would have to be seismically retrofitted to school building standards.  Expansion 

of the 880 Clay Street building would be limited because it is a historic resource that has been 

determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and is located in 

 
1  Bovis, General Summary for San Francisco City College Chinatown/North Beach Campus, August 22, 2006.  
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the proposed Chinatown Historic District.  Renovation of the building for the District’s use would 

be constrained in order to avoid an adverse effect on a significant historic resource.2 

Section III.B, Visual Quality, found that the 244.5-foot-tall Project would be considered to have a 

significant adverse effect on the visual context of Columbo Building, a structure eligible for listing 

on the National Register, and on views from Portsmouth Square.  This alternative with 188.5-foot 

building on the Lots 9 and 10 would not avoid this significant visual impact because the height 

would not be greatly reduced. 

Alternative C would require construction activities similar to the Project, and would have 

temporary, short-term construction impacts which would be less than significant after mitigation.  

The 880 Clay Street building at Clay Street and Stockton Street are both relatively congested 

streets, each serving major transit lines (1-California, 30-Stockton, 45-Union).  Truck loading, 

sidewalk and street closures and other construction staging would likely to be more disruptive at 

this location, compared to conditions at the Project Site.   

As with the Project, Alternative C would not have significant adverse impacts on Land Use and 

Zoning, Historic Resources, Transportation, Geology and Soils, Hazards, Shadows, Wind, Air 

Quality, Noise, Public Services, or Utilities.  

Alternative C would achieve some, but not all, of the District’s objectives.  Project objectives 

related to the location of the new campus would be met by Alternative C; for example, this 

alternative would provide appropriate site accessibility, transit accessibility, and could be designed 

to provide adequate disabled, pedestrian, and bicycle access.  Alternative C would meet the 

program area requirements; however, this alternative would use space less efficiently because the 

campus would be split in two buildings about 0.4 miles apart.  The distance would not allow the 

campus to function as one cohesive unit, which is one of the Project objectives.   

Similar to Alternative B, this Alternative would increase the operating costs associated with two 

buildings, (such as utilities costs for two buildings, two sets of maintenance and security 

 
2  Mark Luellen, preservation Coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department, electronic correspondence with 

PBS&J, March 30, 2007. 
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personnel).  The cost of purchase and costs associated with the adaptive reuse of the 880 Clay 

Street building and the cost of the 13-story building on Lots 9 and 10 would be higher than new 

construction at the Project Site, and could limit District’s ability to fund all campus programs 

concurrently. 

Additionally, this alternative would limit some of the classroom conditions.  With Alternative C, 

four of the proposed classrooms at 880 Clay Street would not have windows and two classrooms 

would be located in the basement.    

Alternative C would also include the additional operating costs associated with two buildings, as 

described above under Alternatives A and B.  

ALTERNATIVE D 

Alternative D would use space in the planned St. Mary’s School or in the St. Mary’s School air 

space.  This would result in a shorter building than the Project on Lots 9 and 10. 

Variant 1 would lease space for City College programs from the future St. Mary’s School, and 

connect this space to the Project.  However, the St. Mary School programs require all the space in 

their approved project.3  Therefore, this space is not available. 

Variant 2 would add floors to the St. Mary’s Building for use by the District was also considered; 

however, the foundation of the St. Mary’s School building is not designed to support any 

additional floors.4  The St. Mary’s School, as a private school, is subject to the California 

Building Code, and the City College Campus is subject to the more stringent requirement of the 

California Building Code governing public schools.  This option would not be feasible because the 

proposed St. Mary’s School (which is part of one building that also consists of the built I-Hotel 

building and St. Mary’s Center Garage) would be required to comply with the California Building 

Code governing public schools.  Furthermore, there would be openings along the property line to 

provide access to the City College space located within the St. Mary School.   

 
3  Meeting between the San Francisco City College District and St. Mary’s School, February 28, 2007.  
4  Meeting between the San Francisco City College District and St. Mary’s School, February 28, 2007. 
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Variant 3 would use the air space above the future St. Mary’s School.  The Project above 75 feet 

would have floors that would cantilever over the St. Mary’s School.  This portion of the air space 

above St. Mary School would be incorporated into Lots 9 and 10 to allow larger floor plates 

above a certain floor.     

The Project architects determined that this option would be infeasible because the cantilever would 

be limited to 10 feet, which would not provide additional classrooms per floor, but only provide 

larger classrooms.  Furthermore, the increased dimensions of the structural frames to support the 

cantilever would increase the height of the building for the same number of classrooms, labs and 

other spaces.  

To accommodate the program with fewer floors, the cantilever would have to be approximately 35 

feet long, which would allow for two additional classrooms on each cantilevered floor. 

A cantilever of this length would result in a substantial increase in the depth of the structure 

(roughly at least twice the existing depth).  To compensate for the deeper structure, the floor to 

floor dimension would need to increase.  Overall, the building height could be reduced by 

approximately one story and still accommodate the current program.  However, this approach 

would at least double the structural cost.  The large structural beams and columns would result in 

inefficient floor to floor dimensions, and reduced usable floor area. 

Furthermore, cantilevering a building over a property line and over another building introduces 

numerous code concerns, many which the Department of the State Architect (DSA) may not 

allow. 

Section III.B, Visual Quality, found that the 244.5-foot-tall Project would be considered to have a 

significant adverse effect on the visual context of Columbo Building, a structure eligible for listing 

on the National Register, and on views from Portsmouth Square.  This Alternative on Lots 9 and 

10 would not avoid this significant visual impact because the height would not be greatly reduced 

under any variants. 

ALTERNATIVE E 

Alternative E would be a new City College campus at 940 Filbert Street.  The District currently 

leases this site from the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD).  This site is located in 

the middle of the block between Taylor Street and Jones Street, and slopes down north from 
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Filbert Street. The existing building frontage is on Filbert Street, and the rear of the building can 

be accessed from Valparaiso Street, which extends from Jones Street midway between Filbert 

Street and Greewich Street. 

Under this alternative, the District would purchase this property, demolish the building and would 

replace it with a new structure that could accommodate the programs with the Project.  The 

building would be approximately 135 feet high, nine stories with a mechanical penthouse, at 

Filbert Street.  It would be approximately 152 feet tall and 10 stories high, with a mechanical 

penthouse, at Valparaiso Street (down slope from Filbert Street).   

The 940 Filbert Street site is in the North Beach neighborhood between Taylor and Jones Street on 

the north side of Russian Hill. The surrounding blocks and vicinity are predominately low-rise 

residential buildings.  High-rise residential buildings are southwest near the crest of Russian Hill. 

Commercial uses are along Columbus Avenue two blocks to the east and along Hyde Street two 

blocks to the west. 

The City College use at this site continues the previous public school use (when the building was 

occupied by the SFUSD).  This site, a moderate-scale building, has housed an educational use 

since around 1900, and is part of a pattern of school use within residential areas found in many 

older parts of San Francisco.  The alternative, consolidating the Chinatown/North Beach Campus 

sites from seven locations, would intensify the institutional use in a predominately residential area, 

compared to the mixed-use area around the Project Site.  Compared to the mixed-use character of 

the Project Site at Kearny Street and Washington Street, changes with Alternative E would be 

considered to have an adverse impact on land use character at the Filbert Street site. 

Section III.B, Visual Quality, found that the 244.5-foot-tall Project would be considered to have a 

significant adverse effect on the visual context of Columbo Building, a structure eligible for listing 

on the National Register, and on views from Portsmouth Square.   

While this alternative would avoid the Project’s significant visual impact, it would have significant 

adverse visual impacts because the new 135-foot high 740 Filbert Street Building would be 

constructed in a low-rise residential neighborhood setting of Russian Hill.  A 10-story mid-rise 
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building on this site would not be compatible with the characteristic of this area.  The Planning 

Code height and bulk district for the site and vicinity is 40-X, or a 40-foot height limit.  

The Project would introduce a high-rise building in the Chinatown neighborhood near an existing 

high-rise development in the Financial District.  With Alternative E, the contrast to a 135- to 152-

foot building at the Filbert Street site with the surrounding low-rise residential buildings would be 

considered to result in more substantial adverse visual effects compared to the Project.   

The alternative would not be expected to cast new shadows on open space under the jurisdiction of 

the Recreation and Park Department, including Washington Square about three blocks east of 940 

Filbert Street. 

The 940 Filbert Street building was built prior to 1900 and could be considered to be a historic 

resource under CEQA.  According to the Planning Department, although it has not been formally 

evaluated for its historic significance, given its age and style, it is possible that it would be found 

to be a significant historic resource.  Reuse of the site for new construction would potentially be 

an adverse effect on an historic resource.5  

Transportation effects for Alternative E would not be expected to adversely affect intersection 

conditions.  940 Filbert Street is served by MUNI lines 30 and 45 and the Hyde Street Cable Car. 

MUNI line 41 that operates only during the AM and PM rush hour also serves this site.  This site 

is about 1.5 miles from the major transit services on Market Street and Mission Street, about a 

mile farther than the Project Site.  While not considered a significant adverse effect, the on-street 

and off-street parking resources around the Filbert Street site are more limited than at the Project 

Site. 

Alternative E would not avoid the temporary, short-term Project construction impacts (which 

would be less than significant after mitigation).   

The soils at 940 Filbert are slope debris and ravine fill derived from the Franciscan shale and thin-

bedded sandstone of Russian Hill.  The materially generally can be excavated and compacted 
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easily with standard power equipment.  Slope stability is good in dry weather, but very poor in 

wet weather.  Seismic stability is moderate.  Foundation support capacity would depend on the 

specific material at the site.6  The soil conditions of the underlying bedrock would likely require 

driven piles for foundation support.  The excavation and pile-driving activities for this alternative 

would have short-term construction noise and air quality effects on the surrounding neighborhood. 

 These effects would be limited with standard mitigation measures.  Short-term construction 

effects would not be avoided, but would not be significant adverse effects under CEQA. 

As with the Project, this alternative would be expected not to have significant adverse impacts on 

Geology and Soils, Hazards, Public Services, Utilities, Wind, Air Quality, and Noise.  Unlike the 

Project, this alternative may have adverse impacts on Land Use and Zoning, Historic Resources, 

and Shadows. 

Alternative E would accommodate the programs envisioned by the District.  While the building 

would be designed to provide adequate disabled, pedestrian, and bicycle access, the relatively 

steep slope of Filbert Street would make it difficult for persons in wheelchairs and the elderly to 

access the site, compared to the Project site. 

The District would not pursue this alternative at this time because of the site constraints presented 

by land use, visual quality, and parking conditions.   

C.  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

An EIR is required to identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the range of 

reasonable alternatives that are evaluated.  Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires 

that an environmentally superior alternative be designated and states that “if the environmentally 

superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 

superior alternative among the other alternatives”. 

 
5  Mark Luellen, preservation Coordinator, San Francisco Planning Department, electronic correspondence with 

PBS&J, March 30, 2007. 
6  Schlocker, J.C., et al, Geology of the San Francisco North Quadrangle, California, United States Geological 

Survey, Miscellaneous Geologic Investigations Map I-272, Washington, D.C., 1958, scale 1:24 000. 
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From the alternatives evaluated for the Project, the environmentally superior alternative would be 

the No Project Alternative.  This alternative would avoid all significant impacts associated with 

the Project.  However, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, an environmentally superior 

alternative must also be selected from the remaining alternatives.  Alternative A would avoid the 

significant unavoidable visual quality impact of the Project because two 65-foot-tall buildings 

would be constructed.  However, Alternative A would not meet all of the program goals of the 

Project.  As noted above, Alternative A could accommodate about 38,750 asf compared to the 

83,325 asf for the Project, or about 45 percent of the entire program proposed for the Project.   
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