
7. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, presents the alternatives analysis as required by 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed Pier 70 Mixed-Use District 
Project.  The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed Project and 
evaluates their environmental effects as compared to those of the Proposed Project and each of its 
scenarios.  The ability of the alternatives to meet project objectives is discussed, and an 
environmentally superior alternative is identified based on the impact analysis.  Finally, other 
alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration are 
summarized, along with the reasons for their elimination.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
evaluate “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  An EIR 
need not consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project.  Rather, it must consider a 
range of potentially feasible alternatives governed by the “rule of reason” in order to foster 
informed decision-making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(f)(1) and (f)(3) state that “among the factors that may be 
taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should 
consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent)” and 
that an EIR “need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative.”  The final determination of feasibility will be 
made by project decision-makers based on substantial evidence in the record. 

Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis 

The following alternatives are analyzed in this chapter: 

• No Project Alternative 

• Code Compliant Alternative 

• 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 
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These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives 
required under CEQA for the Proposed Project.  They would each lessen significant adverse 
impacts that were identified for the Proposed Project.  Table 7.1: Comparison of Proposed Project 
to Alternatives and Summary of Their Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, summarizes and 
compares the characteristics of the Proposed Project and its significant and unavoidable impacts 
to those of the alternatives.   

As shown in Table 7.1, and as identified, described, and evaluated in EIR Chapter 4, 
Environmental Setting and Impacts, the Proposed Project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to Transportation (TR-5, bus transit; TR-12, loading demand; and C-
TR-4, cumulative bus transit), Noise and Vibration (NO-2, construction noise; NO-5, operational 
noise; and C-NO-2, cumulative operational noise), and Air Quality (AQ-1, construction dust and 
criteria air pollutants; AQ-2, operational emissions of criteria air pollutants; and C‐AQ‐1: 
cumulative regional air quality impacts). 

As shown in Table7.1, the No Project Alternative would result in a continuation of existing 
conditions within the project site and would thereby not result in any project impacts.  The Code 
Compliant Alternative and the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would each reduce the 
duration and site disturbance of construction from that under the Proposed Project and would 
thereby reduce the significant and unavoidable construction-related Noise and Vibration and Air 
Quality impacts, but not to a less-than-significant level.  During operation, these alternatives 
would each reduce the population of residents, employees, and visitors within the project site 
from that under the Proposed Project and would thereby reduce the significant and unavoidable 
operational Transportation, Noise and Vibration, and Air Quality impacts, but not to a less-than-
significant level.      

The three alternatives are presented and analyzed below in Sections B, C and D, respectively.  
Each section presents a description of the alternative and a detailed analysis of its impacts 
compared to those of the Proposed Project.  The impact analysis is based on the same 
environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in 
Chapter 4 and uses the same approach to analysis.  The analysis here is generally qualitative 
relative to the identified impacts of the Proposed Project.  Transportation, Noise, and Air Quality 
present a quantitative analysis in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of 
impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the Proposed Project. 

Section F, Alternatives Considered and Rejected, pp. 7.95-7.98, identifies alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency and identifies the reasons for their elimination from detailed 
consideration in the EIR (e.g., ability to meet the project objectives; ability to substantially lessen 
or avoid environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project; and potential feasibility).     
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Table 7.1:  Comparison of Proposed Project to Alternatives and Summary of Their Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

 
Proposed Project – 

Maximum Residential 
Scenario 

Proposed Project – 
Maximum Commercial 

Scenario 

No Project 
Alternative 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Legend:  NI = No Impact; LS = Less than Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation; NA = Not Applicable 

Characteristics of Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Zoning/Height Limits SUD/65-X, 90-X, 40-X SUD/65-X, 90-X, 40-X M-2/65-X, 40-X M-2 and P/65-X, 40-X SUD/90-X 

Existing buildings (gsf) 351,800 351,800 351,800 351,800 351,800 

Existing buildings to be retained 
(gsf)  237,800 237,800 351,800 227,800 293,228 

Residential (gsf) 2,630,000 1,430,000 0 519,950 160,440 

No. of units 3,025 1,645 0 590 195 

Commercial (gsf) 1,102,250 2,262,350 0 1,162,260 1,698,780 

RALI (gsf) 479,980 486,950 0 199,150 294,110 

Retail 269,795 275,075 0 156,780 188,610 

Restaurant 67,375 68,765 0 0 0 

Arts/Light-Industrial 143,110 143,110 0 42,370 105,500 

Total (gsf) 4,212,230 4,179,300 351,800 1,881,360 2,153,330 

Total Parking (spaces) 3,656 3,781 323 1,135 2,525 

Off-street 3,371 3,496 171 985 2,120 

On-street 285 285 152 150 405 

Open Space 9 acres 9 acres 0 5.76 acres 8.07 acres 

Grading (cy)           

Export 340,000 340,000 0 47,962 47,962 

Import 20,000 20,000 0 8,900 8,900 
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Table 7.1 Continued 

 
Proposed Project – 

Maximum Residential 
Scenario 

Proposed Project – 
Maximum Commercial 

Scenario 

No Project 
Alternative 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Ability to meet Project sponsors 
Objectives?* Yes Yes No Some Some 

Summary of Significant and Unavoidable Impacts of Proposed Project and Alternatives  

Transportation 

TR-5: The Proposed Project 
would cause one individual Muni 
route to exceed 85 percent 
capacity utilization in the a.m. 
and p.m. peak hours in both the 
inbound and outbound directions. 

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project  
(SUM) 

TR-12: The Proposed Project’s 
loading demand during the peak 
loading hour would not be 
adequately accommodated by 
proposed on-site/off-street 
loading supply or in proposed on-
street loading zones, which may 
create hazardous conditions or 
significant delays for transit, 
bicycles or pedestrians.   

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project  
(SUM) 

C-TR-4: The Proposed Project 
would contribute considerably to 
significant cumulative transit 
impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th 
Street and 22 Fillmore bus routes.   

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project  
(SUM) 
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Table 7.1 Continued 

 
Proposed Project – 

Maximum Residential 
Scenario 

Proposed Project – 
Maximum Commercial 

Scenario 

No Project 
Alternative 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Noise and Vibration 

NO-2: Construction of the 
Proposed Project would cause a 
substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the 
project. 

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project  
(SUM) 

NO-5: Operation of the Proposed 
Project would cause substantial 
permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels along some roadway 
segments in the project site 
vicinity. 

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project  
(SUM) 

C-NO-2: Operation of the 
Proposed Project, in combination 
with other cumulative 
development, would cause a 
substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity. 

SUM SUM NI 
Less than the Proposed 

Project  
(LS)  

Less than the 
Proposed Project  

(LS) 

Air Quality 

AQ-1: Construction of the 
Proposed Project would generate 
fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants, which would violate 
an air quality standard, contribute 
substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, 
and result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants. 

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project (SUM) 
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Table 7.1 Continued 

 
Proposed Project – 

Maximum Residential 
Scenario 

Proposed Project – 
Maximum Commercial 

Scenario 

No Project 
Alternative 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

AQ-2: At project build-out, the 
Proposed Project would result in 
emissions of criteria air pollutants 
at levels that would violate an air 
quality standard, contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation, and result in a 
cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants. 

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project (SUM) 

C‐AQ‐1: The Maximum 
Residential or Maximum 
Commercial scenarios, in 
combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the project area, 
would contribute to cumulative 
regional air quality impacts. 

SUM SUM NI 
Similar to but less than 
the Proposed Project 

(SUM) 

Similar to but less 
than the Proposed 

Project (SUM) 

Source: Forest City 2016, SWCA 2016 
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B. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires that, among the project alternatives, a “no project” 
alternative be evaluated.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that the no project 
alternative analysis “discuss the existing conditions…as well as what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current 
plans and policies and consistent with the available infrastructure and community services.”  As 
noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR on “a development project on identifiable 
property,” typically analyzes a no project alternative, i.e., “the circumstance under which the 
project does not proceed.  Such a discussion would compare the environmental effects of the 
property remaining in its existing state against environmental effects that would occur if the 
project is approved.  If disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable 
actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’ consequence 
should be discussed.” 

Description 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the project site would not change.  The 
35-acre project site, which contains approximately 351,800 gross square feet (gsf) of mostly 
vacant buildings and facilities, most of which are unoccupied, would be retained in its current 
condition with the current level of maintenance (e.g., roof, window, and door repairs; building 
systems maintenance [electrical, plumbing, and life safety]; and cosmetic repairs [painting]).  
Current uses on the site, all of which are either on short-term leases or are temporary, would 
continue.  The Port of San Francisco would continue to renew the existing short-term leases on 
the project site, or undertake other similar short term leases; no tenant relocation plan would be 
proposed.  While it is likely that the project sponsors could develop portions or all the 28-Acre 
Site and Illinois Parcels over a period of time, such development is speculative and therefore not 
analyzed under the No Project Alternative.   

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no amendment to the Planning Code, no 
rezoning of the entire 35-acre project site, no height increase for the 28-Acre Site, and no 
adoption of a special use district (SUD) enabling development controls.  None of the 
approximately 3,422,265 gsf or 801,400 gsf of new buildings and improvements to existing 
structures on the 28-Acre Site and the Illinois Parcels, respectively, proposed as part of the 
Proposed Project would be constructed or improved.  No new proposed residential, commercial, 
retail/arts/light-industrial (RALI) or open space uses would be constructed on the project site 
under this alternative.  No affordable residential units complying with the City’s Affordable 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance would be built.  There would be no demolition or rehabilitation 
of contributors to the Union Iron Works National Register Historic District (UIW Historic 
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District) on the project site.  There would be no traffic or street and circulation improvements, no 
infrastructure or utilities improvements, no new 20th Street Pump Station, no grading or 
stabilization improvements, and no shoreline protection or sea level rise adaptation strategies on 
the project site.  See Table 7.16: Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives, on pp. 7.92-
7.95. 

There would be no exchange of land under the Public Trust Exchange Agreement.  

Impacts of the No Project Alternative 

This analysis assumes that the existing on-site structures and uses on the project site would not 
change and that the existing physical conditions, as described in detail for each environmental 
topic in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting and Impacts, would remain the same.   

If the No Project Alternative were implemented, none of the impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 4, would occur.  The No Project Alternative would not 
preclude future development of the project site with a range of land uses that are principally 
permitted at the project site.  Development and growth would continue within the vicinity of the 
project site as nearby projects are approved, constructed, and occupied.  These projects would 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts in the vicinity, but under the No Project Alternative, 
the existing land use activity on the project site would continue and would therefore not 
contribute to these cumulative impacts beyond existing levels.  

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing land use conditions on the project site would not 
change.  The project site would continue to include approximately 351,800 gsf of mostly vacant 
and deteriorating buildings and facilities.  Existing uses on the site, such as special event venues, 
artists’ studios, storage facilities, automobile storage lots, parking, soil recycling, and office 
spaces could continue into the foreseeable future.  (Building 117 within the project site would be 
demolished as part of a separate 20th Street Historic Core Building 117 Project, Case No. 2016-
000346E.)  No redevelopment of the project site as a mixed-use neighborhood would occur.  
None of the project approvals required for the Proposed Project would be required.  As under the 
Proposed Project, which would not result in any significant land use effects and would not 
physically divide an established community, nor result in an adverse impact upon the existing 
character of the project vicinity, the No Project Alternative would also not result in any impact 
under these land use subtopics.  Unlike the Proposed Project, this alternative would not conflict 
with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation with jurisdiction over the project.  Unlike 
the proposed project, this alternative would not further existing plans and policies like local, 
regional and State policies that encourage the provision of public access to the waterfront.  
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Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant land use impacts, as 
described in Section 4.B, Land Use and Land Use Planning, the No Project Alternative would not 
have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute considerably to any significant 
cumulative impact related to land use and land use planning. 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Under the No Project Alternative, none of the residential units, commercial development, or 
RALI uses under either the Maximum Residential Scenario or Maximum Commercial Scenario 
would be developed on the project site.  The number of employees on the project site would be 
expected to remain essentially the same as under existing conditions.  Like the Proposed Project, 
no housing units or current on-site employees would be displaced.  Unlike the Proposed Project, 
there would no increase in population in the area, either directly or indirectly.  Unlike the 
Proposed Project, there would be no increase in demand for additional housing or for construction 
of new housing units.  Compared to Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant 
population and housing impacts as described in Section 4.C, Population and Housing, the No 
Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any 
cumulative impact related to population and housing. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archeological Resources 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing archeological resources would not be affected.  Since 
the No Project Alternative would not result in any excavation or ground disturbance, there would 
not be any disturbance of potential archeological deposits or human remains.  Significant 
archeological impacts would not occur.  The required mitigation measures identified for the 
Proposed Project (M-CR-1a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery, and Reporting 
and M-CR-1b: Interpretation) would not be applicable to this alternative.  Compared to the 
Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant archeological resources impacts with 
mitigation as described in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, the No Project Alternative would not 
have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to 
archeological resources. 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the Pier 70 project site would not change.  
The 35-acre project site, which contains approximately 351,800 gsf of mostly vacant buildings 
and facilities would be retained in its current condition.  There would be no demolition or 
rehabilitation of contributors to the UIW Historic District under the No Project Alternative.  
(Building 117 within the project site would be demolished as part of a separate 20th Street 
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Historic Core Building 117 Project, Case No. 2016-000346E.)  In addition, there would be no 
new infill construction in the UIW Historic District, or improvements to infrastructure or open 
spaces.  The less-than-significant impacts with mitigation associated with the demolition of 
contributing buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66, and the alterations to the Irish Hill 
contributing landscape feature, as well as the rehabilitation of historic Buildings 2, 12, and 21, 
would not occur under the No Project Alternative.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which 
would have less-than-significant impacts on historic architectural resources with mitigation as 
described in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, the No Project Alternative would not have any 
project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to historic 
architectural resources. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The No Project Alternative would not result in any changes to the existing transportation network 
on the project site; no new streets or sidewalks would be constructed and no improvements to 
existing streets or sidewalks would occur.  No new traffic signals would be installed at 
intersections near the project site.  The proposed bicycle lanes and signage would not be installed, 
and the Bay Trail/Blue Greenway would continue to be designated on Illinois Street rather than 
relocated to 20th Street and the waterfront on the project site.  No shuttle service would be 
provided.  Because land uses would not change, no new person trips and no new vehicle trips 
would be generated on the Pier 70 project site or in the transportation study area (Figure 4.E.1: 
Transportation Study Area and Study Intersections, in Section 4.E, Transportation and 
Circulation, p. 4.E.2, shows the transportation study area).  No changes to emergency access to 
the project site would occur.  No construction travel would be generated.  The No Project 
Alternative would not have any transportation or circulation impacts and would make no 
transportation network improvements. 

The transit capacity utilization standard would not be exceeded on the 48 Quintara/24th Street 
Muni bus route under the No Project Alternative, and the significant unavoidable project-specific 
and cumulative impact on transit identified in Impact TR-, and Impact C-TR-4 for the Proposed 
Project would not occur.  Mitigation Measures M-TR-5 and M-C-TR-4, to increase capacity on 
this bus route, would not be applicable.  Because there would not be a substantial increase in 
pedestrian trips into and out of the project site, the existing barriers to accessible pedestrian travel 
along Illinois Street between 20th and 22nd streets would remain, but would not result in new 
significant impacts on pedestrians and Mitigation Measure M-TR-109 would not be applicable.  
No new loading demand would be generated and M-TR-12a and M-TR-12b would not be 
applicable.   

Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have significant and unavoidable transportation 
and circulation impacts as described in Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, the No 
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Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any 
cumulative impact related to transportation and circulation. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

Under the No Project Alternative, the significant and unavoidable construction-related noise 
increases and vibration effects, significant operational noise increases from stationary equipment, 
and significant traffic noise increases on local roadways in the project vicinity that are attributable 
to the project would not occur.  In addition, noise compatibility issues posed by the proximity of 
proposed residential uses to existing and future industrial and commercial uses would also be 
avoided.  The required mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project would not be 
applicable to this alternative.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have significant 
and unavoidable noise impacts as described in Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, the No Project 
Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative 
impact related to noise and vibration. 

AIR QUALITY 

The No Project Alternative does not include demolition or construction activities on the project 
site, and, consequently, no new sources of air pollutants would be added.  Existing stationary 
sources of air pollution near the project site and major roadways contributing to air pollution in 
the project vicinity would remain as in existing conditions.  Because potential construction air 
quality impacts that would occur under the Proposed Project would not occur under this 
alternative, the construction emissions minimization plan mitigation measure identified for the 
Proposed Project would not be applicable to this alternative.  Compared to the Proposed Project, 
which would have significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality as described in 
Section 4.G, Air Quality, the No Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, 
and would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to air quality and none of the 
operational or construction-related mitigation measures would be required.  Because there would 
be no increase in criteria air pollutant or TAC emissions associated with the No Project 
Alternative, it would be consistent with the goals of the existing 2010 Clean Air Plan of the 
BAAQMD and would therefore have a less than significant impact with regard to conflicts with, 
or obstruction of, the applicable air quality plan.  In addition, the No Project Alternative would 
not create any new source of odors.   

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no new sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  The existing uses and continued operation of uses on the project site would be subject 
to the requirements consistent with the City of San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy, as 
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applicable.  Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant GHG impacts as 
described in Section 4.H, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the No Project Alternative would not result 
in a significant GHG impact and would not contribute considerably to a cumulative GHG impact.  

WIND AND SHADOW 

Wind 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change in existing wind conditions on or 
around the project site.  The No Project Alternative would not result in the construction of any 
new buildings or structures that would intercept overhead wind currents, redirect them downward, 
and alter ground-level wind conditions.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have 
less-than-significant wind impacts as described in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow, the No Project 
Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative 
impact related to wind. 

Shadow 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change in existing sunlight conditions on 
any of the nearby open spaces or public sidewalks.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which 
would have less-than-significant shadow impacts as described in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow, 
the No Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to 
any cumulative impact related to shadow. 

RECREATION 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no new residential units or commercial and 
RALI space that would result in an increase in residential, employee, or visitor population at the 
project site, unlike the Proposed Project.  Therefore, there would be no incremental increase in 
demand for and use of existing adjacent parks, recreational facilities, nearby City recreational 
facilities, or regional, State, and Federal recreational facilities under this alternative, unlike the 
Proposed Project.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant 
recreation impacts, as described in Section 4.J, Recreation, the No Project Alternative would not 
have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to 
recreation. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing uses at the project site would not change.  There would 
be no increase in the potable water or wastewater demands, and no need for the construction of 
related infrastructure, including the new components of the combined sewer system and the 
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20th Street Pump Station that would be constructed under the Proposed Project.  Both 
individually, and on a cumulative basis, the existing wastewater flows would remain within the 
capacity of the existing wastewater infrastructure and the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant 
(SEWPCP).  Because there would be no development triggering the City’s Stormwater 
Management Requirements and Design Guidelines, there would be no reduction in stormwater 
flows to the combined sewer system as would occur under the Proposed Project.  There would be 
no change in the amount of stormwater runoff and no need for the construction of new 
stormwater infrastructure.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-
significant utilities and service systems impacts as described in Section 4.K, Utilities and Service 
Systems, the No Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not 
contribute to any cumulative impact related to utilities and service systems. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no new residential units or commercial and 
RALI space that would result in an increase in residential, employee, or visitor population at the 
project site, unlike the Proposed Project.  The project site is currently adequately served by 
existing police protection, fire protection and emergency medical services, public school 
facilities, and public libraries.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-
significant public services impacts as described in Section 4.L, Public Services, the No Project 
Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative 
impact related to public services. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the Pier 70 project site would not change.  
The less-than-significant impacts with mitigation associated with rehabilitation of existing 
buildings within the project site or building demolition or construction with potential to adversely 
affect resident or migratory terrestrial or aquatic special-status species would not occur under this 
alternative.  No improvements to the existing shoreline protection, existing bulkhead, or 
stormwater outfalls requiring in-bay construction would occur under the No Project Alternative 
thus there would be no impact to jurisdictional waters, subtidal habitat, or special-status aquatic 
species using migratory corridors as compared to the Proposed Project.  Compared to the 
Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant biological resources impacts with 
mitigation as described in Section 4.M, Biological Resources, the No Project Alternative would 
not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to 
biological resources. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the Pier 70 project site would not change.  
There would be no new construction that could be exposed to seismic hazards, and there would 
be no increase in site uses that could expose more people to seismic hazards.  Existing 
Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would not be improved, as would occur under the Proposed Project, and 
would potentially be subject to greater damage in the event of a major earthquake.  Because there 
would be no land disturbance under this alternative, there would be no increase in the potential 
for soil erosion, no change in site topography, no potential to create an unstable slope, and no 
potential to encounter paleontological resources.  The Proposed Project includes Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-3b: Signage and Restricted Access to Piers to restrict access to the existing 
dilapidated pier at the project site.  The No Project Alternative would not include this mitigation 
requirement.  The pier is currently fenced off and public access to the pier is restricted.  The 
Proposed Project would remove existing barriers to waterfront access necessitating this mitigation 
measure.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant geology and 
soils impacts with mitigation, as described in Section 4.N, Geology and Soils, the No Project 
Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any cumulative 
impact related to geology and soils. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the Pier 70 project site would not change.  
Because there would be no land disturbance under this alternative, there would be no increase in 
the potential for soil erosion and related water quality effects and no groundwater dewatering 
would be required.  Similarly, there would be no changes at the project site that would result in an 
alteration of drainage patterns that could increase the potential for erosion, siltation, or flooding 
on or off site.  No shoreline improvements or new stormwater infrastructure would be 
constructed, and the combined sewer discharge (CSD) structures would not be repaired.  
Therefore, there would be no in-bay construction and related water quality effects.  In addition, 
this alternative would not result in any new wastewater or stormwater discharges or the addition 
of any stormwater pollutants that could affect water quality.  The alternative would not require 
construction of a new 20th Street Pump Station, and would not affect the frequency of CSDs from 
the 20th Street sub-basin of the City’s combined sewer system.  Because the site uses would not 
change, there would be no increase in littering which could affect San Francisco Bay water 
quality. 

There would be no impact related to depletion of groundwater resources or interference with 
groundwater recharge because there would be no groundwater use and no increase in the amount 
of impervious surfaces.  No shoreline protection features would be constructed under this 
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

alternative, and the project site would remain subject to future flooding as a result of sea level rise 
and flooding in the event of a tsunami as for existing conditions.  

Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant hydrology and water 
quality impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.O, Hydrology and Water Quality, the 
No Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and would not contribute to any 
cumulative impact related to hydrology and water quality or flooding as a result of sea level rise 
or tsunami. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Under the No Project Alternative, existing conditions at the Pier 70 project site would not change.  
Because there would be no land disturbance or building demolition under this alternative, there 
would be no potential to encounter hazardous building materials during demolitions, no potential 
to encounter PCBs as a result of transformer removal, no uses of hazardous materials during 
construction, and no potential to encounter hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater 
during construction.  Implementation of this alternative would not include any construction that 
would generate diesel particulate matter (DPM) or dust containing naturally-occurring asbestos or 
metals within one-quarter mile of a school. 

Existing and future occupants of the project site would be protected from exposure to hazardous 
materials in the soil and groundwater through implementation of the Pier 70 Master Plan Area 
Risk Management Plan and Hoedown Yard Site Management Plan.  There would be no new site 
uses under the No Project Alternative; therefore, there would be no impacts related to the use of 
hazardous materials during operation, no changes in the street network or traffic patterns that 
could affect emergency response, and no increase in the risk of fires. 

Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials with mitigation as described in Section 4.P, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, the No Project Alternative would not have any project-level impacts, and 
would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES 

There are no known mineral resources within the project site.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the 
No Project Alternative would have no impact on a mineral resource and would not contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact on a mineral resource. 

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change in the level of energy consumption 
within the project site.  Like the Proposed Project, under the No Project Alternative there would 
be no activities which would result in the use of wasteful or large amounts of fuel, water or 

 
December 21, 2016  Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
Case No. 2014-001272ENV 7.15 Draft EIR 



7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

energy.  Compared to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant energy 
resources impacts as described in Section 4.Q, Mineral and Energy Resources, the No Project 
Alternative would continue existing energy consumption levels within the project site and would 
not have any project-level impacts or contribute considerably to any cumulative impact related to 
energy resources. 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

As with the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not convert farmland, conflict 
with agricultural or forest land zoning or a Williamson Act contract, nor result in a loss or 
conversion of forest land or farmland.  Therefore, like the Proposed Project, which would have no 
impact on agricultural and forest resources, as described in Section 4.R, Agricultural and Forest 
Resources, the No Project Alternative would not have any impacts related to agricultural and 
forest resources. 

C. CODE COMPLIANT ALTERNATIVE 

Description 

Unlike the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would meet applicable provisions 
of the Planning Code and would not require any Planning Code amendments nor establishment of 
an SUD.  Under this alternative, the project site would remain in M-2 (Heavy Industrial) and 
P (Public) Zoning Districts and would include approximately 1,881,360 gsf of development, 
about 45 percent less than under the Proposed Project.  (See Figure 7.1: Code Compliant 
Alternative – Land Use Plan.)  Under this alternative, the project site would remain within the 
existing Height and Bulk Districts of 65-X and 40-X.  Voter approval, pursuant to Proposition B, 
would not be required under the Code Compliant Alternative because changes to the height 
districts would not be proposed.  (See Figure 7.2: Code Compliant Alternative – Maximum 
Height Plan.)   

The Code Compliant Alternative would include 590 residential units totaling 519,950 gsf, 
1,162,260 gsf of commercial (office) use, 156,780 gsf of retail use, and 42,370 gsf of RALI uses.  
The Code Compliant Alternative would provide 150 on-street vehicle parking spaces and 
985 off-street spaces located on several surface parking lots on the site.  Under this alternative, 
5.76 acres of public open space would be constructed, including promenade and terrace areas 
along the waterfront, an Irish Hill playground area, and a plaza and market square around 
Building 12.  Unlike the Proposed Project, this alternative does not include the Maximum 
Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario as optional development scenarios.   
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would include a Design for Development document 
comparable to that of the Proposed Project, but would apply specifically to the height districts, 
use program, and site plan for streets, configuration of parcels, and open spaces under this 
alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, the Design for Development under this alternative 
would establish standards and guidelines for the rehabilitation of historic buildings, buildable 
zones for infill construction, and would contain project-wide as well as location-specific massing 
and architecture requirements that would govern the design of infill construction within the 
project site to ensure architectural compatibility with historic buildings within the UIW Historic 
District.   

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, 237,800 gsf located in Buildings 2, 12, and 21 on the 
project site would be retained and rehabilitated in accordance with Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards.  As with the Proposed Project, the northern spur of the Irish Hill remnant would be 
removed to allow for the construction of 21st Street.  Also, as under the Proposed Project, 
Building 21 would be relocated about 75 feet to the southeast.  The remaining seven structures on 
the project site (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66), containing 123,200 gsf, would be 
demolished.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative includes construction of 
transportation and circulation improvements.  Under this alternative, the following transportation 
and circulation improvements would be implemented: construction of a new 21st Street, 
reconstruction of 20th and 22nd streets, and construction of new Louisiana and Maryland streets.  
All new and reconstructed streets would be built with sidewalks.  As under the Proposed Project, 
the Code Compliant Alternative would include the same bicycle circulation improvements (Bay 
Trail extension, Class II and Class III facilities on internal streets, and a bikeshare location).  The 
Code Compliant Alternative would include the same Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program as the Proposed Project, with exception of those items that pertain only to 
residential tenants.  A TDM program would include the following: establishment of a 
Transportation Management Association (TMA) that employs an on-site transit coordinator, 
operation of a shuttle system, maintenance of a TMA website with real-time transit information, 
distribution of educational documents, coordination of ride-matching services, enrollment in 
Emergency Ride Home program, employment of a “district” parking strategy, unbundled 
residential and commercial parking, provision of car-share parking spaces, metering of on-street 
parking, and parking wayfinding signage across the site.  

Under this alternative, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure would be constructed, 
including a new 20th Street Pump Station.  A combined sewer and stormwater system would be 
built, similar to Option 1 under the Proposed Project, but it would have slightly different 
alignments due to different building and roadway siting and locations.  Unlike the Proposed 
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Project, this alternative does not include variants.  The Code Compliant Alternative would further 
some of the project sponsors’ objectives, as shown in Table 7.16: Ability of Alternatives to Meet 
Project Objectives, pp. 7.92-7.95. 

The Code Compliant Alternative includes about 47,962 cubic yards of off-haul of excavated 
materials and about 8,900 cubic yards of clean fill import.  This alternative includes construction 
of an engineered berm along the eastern property boundary with an approximately 3:1 slope and a 
maximum height of approximately four feet to address projected sea level rise flooding risks.  
Shoreline protection improvements, including placing riprap along the water’s edge, under this 
alternative would be similar to those under the Proposed Project.  Implementation of this 
alternative would take place over a period of 11 years, similar to the Proposed Project, and in up 
to four phases (as opposed to five for the proposed project). 

Under this alternative, an exchange of land under the Public Trust Exchange Agreement would 
occur in order to clarify the Public Trust status of portions of Pier 70 and free some portions of 
the project site from the Public Trust while committing others to the Public Trust.   

Impacts of the Code Compliant Alternative 

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING 

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, the number of residential units would be considerably 
reduced to 590 units (80.5 percent fewer units than under Maximum Residential Scenario and 
64.1 percent fewer units than under the Maximum Commercial Scenario).  The amount of 
commercial development under the Code Compliant Alternative (in gsf) would be roughly 
comparable to that of the Proposed Project under the Maximum Residential Scenario (about 
5.4 percent more) and considerably reduced from the Maximum Commercial Scenario (about 
49 percent less).  The amount of RALI development under the Code Compliant Alternative would 
be considerably reduced from that of the Proposed Project under both the Maximum Residential 
Scenario (about 58.5 percent less) and the Maximum Commercial Scenario (about 59.1 percent 
less).   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant land use impacts as described 
in Section 4.B, Land Use and Land Use Planning, this alternative would not divide an established 
community and would not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, such that a substantial adverse 
physical change in the environment related to Land Use would result.  As such, the Code 
Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts, and would not 
make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to land use and land 
use planning. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, the residential and employee population within the 
project site would be considerably reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed 
Project, which would have less-than-significant population and housing impacts as described in 
Section 4.C, Population and Housing, this alternative would not induce substantial population 
growth and would not displace any existing housing units or current on-site employees.  As such, 
the Code Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts, and 
would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to 
population and housing. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Archeological Resources 

Compared with the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less potential 
for impacts on archeological resources (including human remains that may be considered 
archeological resources) due to less soils disturbance under the reduced grading program under 
this alternative and a reduced overall construction program.  However, under this alternative, 
potential impacts related to archeological resources would be substantially similar in character to 
those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources (disturbance of 
archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources, if such resources are 
present within the project site, and cumulative impacts).  Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: 
Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting, and Mitigation Measure M-
CR-1b: Interpretation, identified and described for the Proposed Project, would also be applicable 
to this alternative to ensure that potential project-level impacts on archeological resources, if 
present within the project site, would be less than significant.   

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant archeological resources 
impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, this alternative, with 
mitigation, would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a  historical 
resource or archeological resource, or disturb human remains.  As such, the Code Compliant 
Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not 
make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to archeological 
resources. 

Historic Architectural Resources 

The Code Compliant Alternative would meet applicable provisions of the Planning Code, and the 
project site would remain within the existing Height and Bulk Districts of 65-X for the Illinois 
Parcels and 40-X for the 28-Acre Site.  Similar to the Proposed Project, seven contributors to the 
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UIW Historic District would be demolished (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 19, 25, 32, and 66) and historic 
Buildings 2, 12 and 21 would be retained and rehabilitated in accordance with Secretary of the 
Interior Standards.  (Building 117 within the project site would be demolished as part of a 
separate 20th Street Historic Core Building 117 Project, Case No. 2016-000346E.)  As with the 
proposed project, the northern spur of Irish Hill (a contributing landscape feature of the UIW 
Historic District) would be removed.  Also, as under the Proposed Project, Building 21 would be 
relocated about 75 feet to the southeast.  The Code Compliant Alternative would include 
approximately 1,881,360 gsf of new infill development, about 45 percent less development than 
under the Proposed Project.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, the less-than-significant impact associated with demolition of 
contributors to the UIW Historic District would be less-than-significant under this alternative.  
Improvement Measures I-CR-4a and 4b, Documentation and Public Interpretation would also 
apply to this alternative.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, the significant impact under Impact CR-5 associated with 
rehabilitation of contributing buildings would also be significant under this alternative.  As with 
the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure M-CR-5: Preparation of Historic Resource Evaluation 
Reports, Review, and Performance Criteria, would also apply to this alternative to reduce the 
impact of rehabilitation to a less-than-significant level.  

The indirect impacts of new infill construction within the UIW Historic District under this 
alternative would be reduced when compared to the Proposed Project, as there would be about 
45 percent less development under this alternative.  The height of new infill development would 
be reduced from a maximum of 90 feet in many project site areas under the Proposed Project to 
40 feet under this alternative, which would allow for new buildings to be approximately the same 
in height, or shorter than, the historic buildings to be retained; in particular, Building 2, at nearly 
80 feet in height, would be taller than any of the new development, while Building 12, at nearly 
60 feet, would be taller than most new development and similar in height to new buildings on the 
Illinois Parcels, and Building 21, at 44 feet, would be comparable in height to new development 
except on the Illinois Parcels.  This would allow for these historic buildings to maintain a 
somewhat greater integrity of setting, in that they would be less obscured from public viewpoints 
on the project site, compared to conditions with the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, however, new infill development would have a less-than-
significant impact on the UIW Historic District, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-
CR-11: Performance Criteria and Review Process for New Construction, which would also apply 
to this alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, the impacts on the UIW Historic District 
associated with the grading plan, changes to historic landscape elements such as Irish Hill, the 
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demolition of non-contributory structures, and changes and additions to the network of streets and 
open spaces would also be less-than-significant under this alternative. 

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant historic architectural resources 
impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, this alternative, with 
mitigation, would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic 
architectural resource.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant 
project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact related to historic architectural resources. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The Code Compliant Alternative would include construction of the same transportation network 
improvements as described for the Proposed Project.  Transportation Demand Management 
measures would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, except without those measures that 
are specific to residential units, as noted above. 

Trip Generation 

The travel demand for the Code Compliant Alternative was calculated using methodologies and 
assumptions similar to those used for the Proposed Project and is based on the 2002 San 
Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines), 
and information to account for the mixed-use qualities and scale of the development program.1  
Thus, as for the Proposed Project, the person trip calculations for the Code Compliant Alternative 
take into account person trips internal to the project site (e.g., trips from an office to a retail 
establishment on the site) as well as trips to or from points outside of the project site.  With fewer 
dwelling units and less office and RALI uses, the Code Compliant Alternative would generate 
fewer person trips and fewer vehicle trips than the Proposed Project. 

Table 7.2:  Code Compliant Alternative Trip Generation – Internal and External Person-Trips, 
compares person trips generated by each of the two scenarios analyzed for the Proposed Project 
to those generated by the Code Compliant Alternative.  As shown, the Code Compliant 
Alternative would generate just under 40 percent of the total daily person-trips that the Proposed 
Project would generate under either the Maximum Residential Scenario or Maximum 
Commercial Scenario.    

1 The analysis and results presented for the Code Compliant Alternative are based on the information in 
the Fehr & Peers memorandum to Manoj Madhavan, Transportation Planner, regarding Pier 70 
Alternatives Analysis, Transportation and Circulation, December 9, 2016. 
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Table 7.2:  Comparison of Proposed Project and Code Compliant Alternative Trip 
Generation - Internal + External Person Trips 

Scenario 
Number and Proportion of Person-Trips1 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Proposed Project Maximum Residential Scenario 
Internal 24,300 18.5% 1,796 16.9% 3,643 23.0% 
External 107,059 81.5% 8,809 83.1% 12,227 77.0% 

Total  131,359 100.0% 10,605 100.0% 15,870 100.0% 
Proposed Project Maximum Commercial Scenario 
Internal 14,099 10.0% 1,046 9.7% 2,844 18.2% 
External 127,266 90.0% 9,721 90.3% 12,808 81.8% 

Total  141,365 100.0% 10,767 100.0% 15,652 100.0% 
Code Compliant Alternative 
Internal 4,882 9.6% 311 9.4% 902 18.2% 
External 46,036 90.4% 2,987 90.6% 4,048 81.8% 

Total  50,918 100.0% 3,298 100.0% 4,950 100.0% 
Note: 
1 Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

Sources: Fehr & Peers, 2016; Adavant Consulting, 2016 

As shown in Table 7.3:  External Person Trips by Mode – Code Compliant Alternative, transit 
trips generated by the Code Compliant Alternative also would be reduced: 1,025 a.m. peak hour 
trips compared to the range of 2,665–2,818 a.m. peak hour transit trips under the Proposed 
Project scenarios; 1,042 p.m. peak hour trips compared to the range of 2,893–2,809 p.m. peak 
hour transit trips under the Proposed Project scenarios; and 10,156 daily transit trips compared to 
the range of 22,423–26,018 under the Proposed Project scenarios. 

Similarly, the vehicle trips generated by the alternative would be approximately one-third the 
amount generated by either the Maximum Residential Scenario or the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario under the Proposed Project, as shown in Table 7.4: Vehicle Trip Generation - Code 
Compliant Alternative. 

Construction Impacts 

The types of travel generated by construction activities for this alternative would be similar to 
those of the Proposed Project, but with approximately 45 percent less development, would result 
in fewer total truck trips over the multi-year construction period.  Localized transportation 
impacts during construction would remain less than significant, as for the Proposed Project.  
Improvement Measure I-TR-A:  Construction Management Plan, would still be applicable to the 
alternative. 
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Table 7.3:  Comparison of Proposed Project and Code Compliant Alternative External 
Person Trips by Mode 

Scenario 
Number and Proportion of Person-Trips1 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Proposed Project - Maximum Residential Scenario 
Auto Person Trips 54,109 50.5% 4,564 51.8% 6,251 51.1% 
Transit Person Trips 22,423 20.9% 2,665 30.3% 2,893 23.7% 
Walk/Bike/Other Person Trips 30,527 28.5% 1,579 17.9% 3,083 25.2% 

Total  107,059 100.0% 8,808 100.0% 12,227 100.0% 
Proposed Project - Maximum Commercial Scenario 
Auto Person Trips 63,827 50.2% 5,087 52.3% 6,632 51.8% 
Transit Person Trips 26,018 20.4% 2,818 29.0% 2,809 21.9% 
Walk/Bike/Other Person Trips 37,421 29.4% 1,816 18.7% 3,366 26.3% 

Total  127,266 100.0% 9,721 100.0% 12,807 100.0% 
Code Compliant Alternative 
Auto Person Trips 23,054 50.1% 1,593 53.3% 2,119 52.3% 
Transit Person Trips 10,156 22.1% 1,025 34.3% 1,042 25.7% 
Walk/Bike/Other Person Trips 12,826 27.9% 369 12.4% 888 21.9% 

Total  46,036 100.0% 2,987 100.0% 4,049 100.0% 
Note: 
1 Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

Sources: Fehr & Peers, 2016; Adavant Consulting, 2015 
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Table 7.4:  Comparison of Proposed Project and Code Compliant Alternative Vehicle 
Trip Generation 

Scenario 
Number of Vehicle Trips1 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Proposed Project - Maximum Residential Scenario 

In 15,508 1,954 1,885 

Out 15,508 1,300 2,045 

Total  31,015 3,254 3,930 

Proposed Project - Maximum Commercial Scenario 

In 17,395 2,509 1,461 

Out 17,395 930 2,462 

Total  34,790 3,439 3,923 

Code Compliant Alternative 

In 6,384 938 417 

Out 6,384 237 930 

Total  12,767 1,175 1,347 
Note: 
1 Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
Sources: Fehr & Peers, 2016; Adavant Consulting, 2016 

Operational Impacts 

VMT Impacts 

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ASSESSMENT 

The average VMT per capita for individual uses would be the same for the Code Compliant 
Alternative as for the Proposed Project.  For residential development, the regional average daily 
household VMT per capita is 17.2.  For office and retail development, regional average daily 
work-related VMT per employee is 19.1 and 14.9, respectively.  The existing average daily VMT 
per capita are 8.8, 14.6, and 10.8 for households, office employees, and retail visitors, 
respectively, for the transportation analysis zone where the project site is located. 

Given that the project site is located in an area where the existing VMT per capita is more than 
15 percent below the existing regional average, similar to the Proposed Project, the retail, office, 
and open space uses associated with the Code Compliant Alternative are presumed not to result in 
substantial additional VMT and traffic impacts would be less than significant.  Moreover, and 
also similar to the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would be located within a 
close proximity to a high-quality transit station and corridor, which also leads to a presumption 
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that the Code Compliant Alternative would not result in substantial additional VMT and that for 
that reason as well, traffic impacts would be less than significant. 

INDUCED TRAVEL 

The Code Compliant Alternative would have a similar effect on induced travel as that described 
for the Proposed Project.  As for the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would 
include features that would slightly alter the transportation network.  These features would be 
sidewalk widening on adjacent streets, on-street loading zones, curb cuts, and on-street safety 
strategies and intersection signalization.  These features fit within the general types of 
transportation network projects identified that would not substantially induce automobile travel.  
Therefore, as described for the Proposed Project, impacts would be less than significant for the 
alternative. 

Traffic Impacts 

The roadway network for the Code Compliant Alternative would be the same as that in the 
Proposed Project.  Therefore, no new traffic hazards would be created, and traffic impacts would 
be less than significant, as for the Proposed Project. 

Transit Impacts 

Impacts on transit capacity utilization associated with the Code Compliant Alternative would be 
somewhat less than with the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project was found to cause a 
significant and unavoidable (with mitigation) impact to local Muni Route 48 Quintara/24th Street 
by increasing ridership beyond the 85 percent utilization threshold during both AM and PM peak 
hours.  All other transit impacts of the Proposed Project were found to be less than significant.   

Using similar methodologies and assumptions as the analysis for the Proposed Project, transit 
trips for Project Alternatives were assigned to specific Muni routes.  Since there were no 
significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project on any other Muni routes other than the 
48 Quintara/24th Street, downtown screenlines, or regional screenlines and the Code Compliant 
Alternative would generate fewer transit trips than either of the Proposed Project scenarios, the 
alternative would also have a less-than-significant impact on those specific routes, the downtown 
screenlines, and regional screenlines.  Therefore, this analysis focused solely on Muni Route 
48 Quintara/24th Street to determine if the Project Alternatives would also cause significant 
impacts.  As shown in Table 7.5: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization AM & PM – 
Baseline Plus Code Compliant Alternative, the Code Compliant Alternative would continue to 
increase ridership on Muni Route 48 beyond the 85 percent utilization threshold during the 
AM peak hour (outbound direction) and PM peak hour (inbound direction).  The impact of the 
Code Compliant Alternative on Muni transit capacity would therefore be a significant and 
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Table 7.5: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization A.M. & P.M. – Comparison of Baseline Plus Proposed Project with 
Baseline Plus Code Compliant Alternative  

 Baseline Baseline Plus Project – Residential Baseline Plus Project – Commercial Baseline Plus Code Compliant 
Alternative 

Ridership Capacity Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Alternative Trips Alt Ridership Alt Utilization 

AM  
Inbound 119 252 47% 149 268 106% 118 237 94% 31 150 60% 
Outbound 199 252 79% 224 423 168% 319 518 206% 127 326 129% 

PM  
Inbound 160 252 63% 211 371 147% 274 434 172% 112 272 108% 
Outbound 213 252 85% 196 409 162% 161 374 148% 51 264 105% 

Note:  
Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater. 

 

Source:  Fehr & Peers 2016  
 

 

 
December 21, 2016  Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
Case No. 2014-001272ENV 7.28 Draft EIR 



7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

unavoidable impact, similar to, although somewhat less than, the impact resulting from the 
Proposed Project scenarios. 

Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, identified Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Monitor and 
increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus route as needed, which would provide 
additional capacity for the 48 Quintara/24th Street route during the peak hours for the proposed 
project.  As presented in Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, one option to accomplish this would be to 
add buses to this route [four (Maximum Residential) or six (Maximum Commercial) vehicles] 
during the peak hours, increasing the capacity of the route.  Because the Code Compliant 
Alternative would generate fewer transit riders than the Proposed Project, the number of buses 
required to be added to this route would be fewer than that specified in Mitigation Measure M-
TR-5.  Mitigation Measure M-TR-5 would be modified to require the project sponsors to 
purchase three new Muni vehicles under the Code Compliant Alternative, increasing the capacity 
of the route by a similar amount to the Code Compliant Alternative’s contribution to over-
capacity conditions.  Alternatively, as noted in Mitigation Measure M-TR-4, if preferable to 
SFMTA at the time of implementation, the Project Sponsor may contribute a comparable amount 
toward alternative measures to increase capacity along the route, such as transit priority 
treatments, a change in fleet to higher-capacity vehicles, or initiation of a new route providing 
comparable service.  However, as with the Proposed Project, SFMTA has not formally agreed to 
operate increased service on this route, and therefore cannot guarantee implementation of this 
mitigation measure, and its feasibility remains uncertain.  The other three options discussed under 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-5 – to fund the addition of articulated buses, increase travel speeds, or 
add a new route – would also require additional operational and construction funding throughout 
the route and beyond the impacts caused by the Code Compliant Alternative.  Thus, because the 
feasibility of this mitigation measure is uncertain, the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation for the Code Compliant Alternative, similar to under the Proposed 
Project.   

Pedestrian Impacts 

The pedestrian network and improvements for the Code Compliant Alternative would be identical 
to those for the Proposed Project.  Although the Code Compliant Alternative would generate 
fewer pedestrian trips to/from the project site, impacts would remain the same.  Pedestrian 
facilities within the project site would be improved and would accommodate pedestrian travel 
generated by the alternative.  Pedestrian travel to and from the project site would be expected to 
occur from Illinois Street at 20th Street to the north and 22nd Street to the south, as assumed for the 
Proposed Project. Several barriers to accessible pedestrian travel currently exist along these off-
site pedestrian routes and particularly on the east side of Illinois Street, at the access points to the 
project site. Impacts on pedestrian circulation associated with the Code Compliant Alternative 
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would be considered significant.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Improve 
pedestrian facilities on streets adjacent to and leading to the project site, identified for the 
Proposed Project under Impact TR-10, the impact associated with the Code Compliant 
Alternative would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  Improvement Measure I-TR-B: 
Queue Abatement would ensure that queues from on-site, off-street parking facilities would not 
extend into the public right-of- way, which would reduce potential conflicts with pedestrians.  
This mitigation measure includes sidewalk widening, construction of new traffic signals at 
Illinois Street/20th Street and Illinois Street/22nd Street, as well as the relocation of obstructions 
such as fire hydrants and power poles (if feasible) to ensure an accessible path of travel is 
provided to and from the project site.   

Bicycle Impacts 

The Code Compliant Alternative would increase bicycle trips in the project area, although to a 
lesser extent than either Proposed Project scenario.  Bicyclists would continue to use various 
nearby bicycle routes to access the project site.  The Code Compliant Alternative would not 
provide space for a bikeshare program, unlike the Proposed Project. 

The Planning Code outlines specific requirements for Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking by land 
use, as summarized in Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, in Impact TR-11.  
Specifically, the Code Compliant Alternative would meet Planning Code requirements by 
providing 509 Class 1 and 110 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces.  

The Code Compliant Alternative bicycle trips would be accommodated within the proposed street 
and bicycle network, both on the project site and along nearby existing bicycle routes, and the 
proposed bicycle parking supply would meet Planning Code requirements.  Additionally, because 
the Code Compliant Alternative would generate fewer auto trips than the Proposed Project, it 
would result in fewer bicycle conflicts than the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed 
Project, bicycle impacts for the Code Compliant Alternative would be less than significant.  No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Loading Impacts 

The delivery/service vehicle demand forecasts for the Code Compliant Alternative are based on 
the methodology and truck trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines.  Delivery/service 
vehicle demand is based on the types and amount of land uses proposed for the alternative.  The 
Code Compliant Alternative would generate a demand for 303 daily delivery/service vehicle-
trips, consisting primarily of small trucks and vans.  This corresponds to a peak demand for 
15 loading spaces during an average hour of loading activities and 18 loading spaces during the 
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peak hour of loading activities.  The Code Compliant Alternative would create less loading 
demand than either Proposed Project scenario. 

The Code Compliant Alternative would provide loading facilities similar to the Proposed Project, 
with both on-street and off-street loading spaces.  The Code Compliant Alternative would provide 
15 loading spaces.  This proposed loading supply would result in a shortfall of three loading 
spaces during the peak hour of loading.  This shortfall is less than the 9-space shortfall under the 
Proposed Project; however, similar to the Proposed Project, loading impacts would be significant.  
Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure M-TR-12a, which directs the 
project’s Transportation Coordinator to coordinate with building tenants and delivery services to 
minimize deliveries during AM and PM peak periods, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-12b, which 
directs the project sponsor to conduct on- and off-street commercial loading space utilization 
studies after Phase 1 to determine whether or not conversion of general purpose on-street parking 
spaces to commercial loading spaces is warranted, would be applicable to the Code Compliant 
Alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, loading impacts could remain significant and 
unavoidable even with implementation of identified mitigation. 

Emergency Access 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative’s internal streets would be 
designed to accommodate emergency vehicle access.  Additionally, the Proposed Project’s traffic 
generation would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access.  Improvement Measure I-TR-
C: Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions During Events would still apply and reduce 
the potential for project-related traffic – particularly during events at the project site – to interfere 
with emergency vehicle access.  Because the Code Compliant Alternative would generate 
somewhat fewer vehicle trips than the Proposed Project, its effect on emergency vehicle 
circulation would be less and would therefore also create a less than significant impact to 
emergency vehicle access. 

2040 Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project would not cause any significant cumulative impacts to VMT, induced 
travel, other traffic hazards, pedestrian or bicycle circulation, loading, emergency access, or 
construction, and thus the Code Compliant Alternative also would not result in a considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts.  This conclusion is based on the reduction in 
overall development under the alternative: it would result in substantially fewer residential units 
and approximately the same amount of commercial space and substantially less RALI space than 
the Maximum Residential Scenario. 
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As under the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would cause a significant project-
specific impact on local Muni route 48 Quintara/24th Street.  The Proposed Project was found to 
contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th Street and 
22 Fillmore routes by increasing ridership more than 5 percent on routes expected to operate 
beyond the 85 percent utilization threshold during both AM and PM peak hours.   

As shown on Table 7.6: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization AM & PM – Comparison of 
Cumulative with Proposed Project and Cumulative with Code Compliant Alternative, under the 
Code Compliant Alternative, Muni route 48 would operate beyond the 85 percent utilization 
threshold during both the AM (outbound only) and PM peak hours and also would contribute 
more than 5 percent to the total ridership, as for the Proposed Project.  The contribution to this 
impact on Muni transit capacity would be considered significant.  Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: 
Monitor and increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus route, would be modified under 
the Code Compliant Alternative to require the purchase of three new vehicles.  This mitigation 
measure would reduce the Code Compliant Alternative’s contribution to significant cumulative 
impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th Street to a less-than-significant level, and therefore, Mitigation 
Measure M-C-TR-4A: Increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes as needed, 
would not be required under the Code Compliant Alternative and no additional mitigation is 
necessary.  Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4B: Increase capacity on the 22 Fillmore bus route 
under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, would not be required under the Code Compliant 
Alternative, because the 22 Fillmore bus route is projected to operate within the 85 percent 
capacity utilization threshold under cumulative conditions with the Code Compliant Alternative. 

Parking 

Due to the requirements within SB 743, which apply to the Proposed Project and the Code 
Compliant Alternative, San Francisco does not consider parking conditions to be environmental 
impacts as defined by CEQA for this project; however, Project parking demand/supply is of 
interest to the public and decision makers.  Peak parking demand for the alternative was 
calculated using the same methodologies as for the Proposed Project.  The Code Compliant 
Alternative would have a parking demand of approximately 3,308 spaces during the mid-day 
peak parking period, approximately 3,370 fewer than the parking demand from the Maximum 
Residential Scenario and 4,325 fewer than the Maximum Commercial Scenario.  These 
differences are due to the lower intensity of land uses included in the Code Compliant Alternative 
than in either Proposed Project scenario.   

The Code Compliant Alternative would provide approximately 150 on-street parking spaces and 
985 off-street spaces, for a total of 1,135 parking spaces.  This supply would not accommodate 
the calculated demand for parking on the project site.  As for the Proposed Project, the lack of  
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Table 7.6: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization AM & PM – Comparison of Cumulative with Proposed Project and 
Cumulative with Code Compliant Alternative  

 Cumulative Cumulative Plus Project – 
Residential 

Cumulative Plus Project – 
Commercial 

Cum. Plus Code Compliant 
Alternative 

Ridership Capacity Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Alternative Trips Alt Ridership Alt Utilization 

AM  
Inbound 95 252 38% 149 244 97% 118 213 85% 31 126 50% 
Outbound 244 252 97% 224 468 186% 319 563 223% 127 371 147% 

PM  
Inbound 184 252 73% 211 395 157% 274 458 182% 112 296 117% 
Outbound 175 252 69% 196 371 147% 161 336 133% 51 226 90% 

Note:  
Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater. 

 

Source:  Fehr & Peers 2016  
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parking may result in motorists looking for parking outside of the project site.  However, existing 
and proposed residential permit parking areas in the vicinity would discourage spillover parking 
from the Code Compliant Alternative.  Some drivers would shift to public transit or other modes 
of travel such as bicycling, use carshare facilities when a vehicle is needed, and would not own a 
car.  It is possible that such a shift from automobile use to transit would add additional demand to 
public transit facilities.  

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

While the level of development under the Code Compliant Alternative would be less than the 
Proposed Project, the same types of building demolition, rehabilitation, and construction activities 
would still occur.  Therefore, construction-related noise and vibration impacts under this 
alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project (Impacts NO-1, NO-2, and NO-3).  However, 
there would be less excavated materials hauled off-site and less materials delivered to the site 
(i.e., fewer haul/delivery truck trips) than either scenario of the Proposed Project.  Under this 
alternative, Mitigation Measures M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Plan, M-NO-2: Noise 
Control Measures During Pile Driving, and M-NO-3: Vibration Controls Measures During 
Construction would still be required to reduce this alternative’s construction-related impacts.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-1 and M-NO-3 would reduce construction-related 
noise and vibration impacts identified in Impacts NO-1 and NO-3 to less than significant.  
However, like the Proposed Project, pile driving noise impacts under this alternative 
(Impact NO-2) would still be significant and unavoidable even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-2. 

Under this alternative, building heights would be less than 70 feet, so no roof-top emergency 
generators would be required.  This would reduce the potential operational noise impacts from 
stationary equipment (Impact NO-4) compared to the Proposed Project.  However, like the 
Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure M-NO-4 would still be required under this alternative for 
any other rooftop equipment such as HVAC equipment.  Therefore, like the Proposed Project, 
this impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level under this alternative with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4. 

Because the level of development under this alternative would be less than either scenario of the 
Proposed Project and less traffic would be generated, traffic noise increases would likewise be 
less.  Table 7.7: Comparison of Existing Traffic Noise Increases from Proposed Project Versus 
Alternatives, lists the road segments where significant traffic noise increases were identified 
under either scenario of the Proposed Project (Impact NO-5) and then compares them to the 
significant traffic noise increases under the Code Compliant Alternative.  Under the Proposed 
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Table 7.7: Comparison of Existing Traffic Noise Increases from Proposed Project Versus Alternatives 

Street 
Segment 

or Cross-Street 

Ldn/CNEL Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Feet from Roadway Centerline 

Existing  
Use 

Baseline 
(2020) 

With 
Proposed 
Project  

(Highest 
Levels Under 

Either 
Scenario) 

Highest 
Project 

Changes 

With 
Code 

Compliant 
Alternative 

Code 
Compliant 
Alternative 

Change 

With 
2010 Pier 

70 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 
Alternative 

Change 

20th 
Street 

Third to Illinois 59.7 65.1 5.5 62.9 3.2 63.3 3.7 Res/ 
School/ 
Ind 

22nd 
Street 

Tennessee to 
Third 

58.4 61.6 3.2 59.8 1.4 60.0 1.7 Com/Res 

Third to Illinois 58.1 66.9 8.7 63.0 4.8 63.5 5.4 Ind 

East of Illinois 51.1 65.4 14.3 61.0 9.9 62.0 10.9 Ind 
Illinois 
Street 

20th to Driveway 58.9 64.7 5.7 61.5 2.6 61.9 3.0 Ind 
Driveway to 22nd 58.9 65.9 7.0 62.5 3.6 63.0 4.1 Ind 
South of 22nd 57.6 63.2 5.7 60.6 3.0 61.2 3.6 Ind 

Notes:  
Noise levels may vary by up to one-tenth of a decibel due to rounding. For comparison purposes, the roadway segments identified as “East of Third” and “West of 
Illinois” were consolidated into one row in this table (with highest increase presented) because they are the same roadway segment that extends from Third Street to 
Illinois Street. Noise levels in bold exceed either of the following threshold increases when compared to baseline noise levels: (1) an increase of 5 dBA or more, or 
(2) an increase of 3 dBA or more in areas where the existing or resulting noise increase exceeds acceptable (or satisfactory) levels for the affected noise sensitive 
(e.g., residential) use (see Figure 4.F.3, San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise, in Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, p. 4.F.23).  
Ldn/CNEL: CNEL and Ldn are 24-hour noise descriptors that add a 10-dBA penalty to all nighttime noise levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. However, Ldn does 
not add the evening 5-dBA penalty between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m.  In practice, Ldn and CNEL usually differ by less than 1 dBA at any given location from 
transportation noise sources.  
dBA: A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies.  

Source: Orion Environmental Associates, 2016 
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Project, significant traffic noise increases would occur on seven road segments, while under this 
alternative, only two road segments would have a significant traffic noise increase: 20th Street 
(Third to Illinois) and 22nd Street (east of Illinois Street). 

Although the incremental increase on these two roadway segments under this alternative would 
be less than the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would still substantially 
increase the ambient noise levels on one of the two segments by almost 10 dBA, a significant 
impact.  The impact on one segment, 22nd Street (east of Illinois), under this alternative would be 
significant and unavoidable with mitigation (as opposed to three road segments under the 
Proposed Project that would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation) even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1f: Transportation Demand Management.  
Implementation of this mitigation measure could result in traffic reductions of up to 20 percent, 
and such reductions could provide noise level reductions of up to 1 dBA, which would be 
sufficient to reduce the projected 3.2 dBA increase on 20th Street (Third to Illinois) to less than 
significant levels. However, this mitigation measure would not reduce the estimated 9.9-dBA 
traffic noise increase on 22nd Street (east of Illinois) to a less-than-significant level. 

Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would also result in a mix of residential, commercial, 
RALI uses, but the locations of these uses would vary slightly.  This alternative is expected to 
have similar noise compatibility concerns with future noise levels as those identified for both 
scenarios of the Proposed Project (Impact NO-6), and would be less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses. 

Since this alternative’s construction-related noise and vibration impacts would be similar to those 
of the Proposed Project, construction-related cumulative noise impacts would be less than 
significant and this alternative’s contribution to cumulative construction noise increases would 
also be like the Proposed Project, less than cumulatively considerable (Impact C-NO-1).  

This alternative’s contribution to cumulative operational traffic noise increases would be 
substantially less than the Proposed Project and slightly less than the 2010 Pier 70 Alternative.  
Table 7.8: Comparison of Cumulative Traffic Noise Increases from Proposed Project Versus 
Alternatives, compares significant cumulative traffic noise increases under this alternative to 
those identified for either scenario of the Proposed Project.  When compared to 2040 cumulative 
noise levels (cumulative baseline), this alternative would avoid the significant cumulative noise 
increases that would occur under either scenario of the Proposed Project (Impact C-NO-2).   
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Table 7.8: Comparison of Cumulative Traffic Noise Increases from Proposed Project Versus Alternatives 

Street Segment or  
Cross-Street 

Ldn/CNEL Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Feet from Roadway Centerline    

Existing  
Use 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Cumulative 
Baseline 
(2040) 

With 
Cumulative 

+Project 
(Max Res) 

Change 
from 

Baseline 

Change 
from 

Cumulative 

With 
Cumulative 

+ Code Compliant 
Alternative 

Change 
from 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Change from 
Cumulative 

Baseline 
(2040) 

With 
Cumulative 

+ 2010 Pier 70 
Alternative 

Change 
from 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Change from 
Cumulative 

Baseline 
(2040) 

Third Street North of Harrison 67.1 67.3 67.7 0.6 0.4 67.5 0.5 0.2 67.6 0.5 0.3 Res/Com/Off 
Harrison to Bryant 67.8 68.3 68.6 0.8 0.3 68.5 0.7 0.2 68.5 0.8 0.2 Res/Com/Ind 
South of Bryant 67.5 67.9 68.3 0.8 0.4 68.2 0.6 0.3 68.2 0.7 0.3 Res/Com/Ind 
North of King 67.3 68.2 68.6 1.3 0.4 68.4 1.1 0.3 68.5 1.1 0.3 Res/Com 
King to Terry Francois 66.3 67.7 68.5 2.2 0.7 68.1 1.8 0.4 68.2 1.9 0.5 Ballpark/Res 
Terry Francois to Channel 65.6 67.4 68.2 2.6 0.8 67.9 2.2 0.4 68.0 2.3 0.5 Vacant/Parking 
Channel to Mission Rock 65.5 68.0 68.8 3.3 0.7 68.4 3.0 0.4 68.5 3.0 0.5 Res/Parking 
South of Mission Rock 65.3 67.7 68.5 3.2 0.8 68.1 2.8 0.4 68.2 2.9 0.5 UCSF/Inst/Res 
North of 16th 66.2 67.9 68.8 2.5 0.9 68.4 2.2 0.5 68.5 2.3 0.6 UCSF/Inst 
16th to Mariposa 66.4 67.5 68.7 2.3 1.2 68.1 1.7 0.6 68.2 1.8 0.7 Hospital/Ind 
Mariposa-20th 65.5 67.4 68.4 2.8 1.0 67.8 2.3 0.4 67.9 2.3 0.5 Res/Com/Ind 
20th to 22nd 66.0 68.4 69.2 3.1 0.8 68.9 2.9 0.5 69.0 3.0 0.6 Res/Com/Ind 
22nd to 23rd 66.4 68.2 69.9 3.5 1.7 69.0 2.6 0.8 69.1 2.7 0.9 Com/Res 
23rd to 25th 66.2 67.4 69.2 3.0 1.9 68.2 2.0 0.9 68.4 2.1 1.0 Ind 
25th to Cesar Chavez 66.3 67.7 69.1 2.8 1.4 68.3 2.0 0.6 68.4 2.1 0.7 Com/Ind 
South of Cesar Chavez 65.6 67.1 67.5 1.9 0.3 67.3 1.7 0.1 67.3 1.7 0.2 Ind 

 16th Street West of Mississippi 64.5 65.9 66.5 2.0 0.6 66.2 1.7 0.3 66.3 1.7 0.3 Com/Ind 
East of Mississippi 65.7 66.8 67.5 1.8 0.7 67.1 1.4 0.3 67.1 1.4 0.3 Com/Ind 
West of Owens 65.7 66.9 67.6 1.9 0.7 67.2 1.5 0.3 67.2 1.6 0.3 UCSF/Inst. 
East of Owens 65.9 66.3 67.2 1.3 0.9 66.8 0.9 0.4 66.8 0.9 0.5 UCSF/Inst. 
West of Third  65.4 66.6 67.8 2.4 1.2 67.2 1.8 0.6 67.2 1.8 0.6 UCSF/Hospital 
East of Third 60.0 63.1 64.3 4.4 1.3 63.6 3.6 0.5 63.7 3.8 0.7 UCSF/Inst. 

18th Street West of Arkansas 54.7 54.9 55.8 1.1 0.9 55.3 0.5 0.3 55.4 0.6 0.4 Res/Ind 
East of Arkansas 55.4 56.6 57.2 1.9 0.6 56.8 1.5 0.2 56.9 1.5 0.3 Res/Com 
West of Texas 58.3 59.1 59.5 1.1 0.4 59.2 0.9 0.1 59.3 0.9 0.2 Res/Com 
Texas to Pennsylvania 58.5 59.1 59.4 0.9 0.3 59.2 0.7 0.1 59.2 0.7 0.1 Res/Com 
East of Pennsylvania 59.0 59.9 61.0 2.0 1.1 60.2 1.2 0.3 60.2 1.2 0.3 Off/Com 
West of Indiana 59.0 59.9 61.0 2.0 1.1 60.2 1.2 0.3 60.2 1.2 0.3 Ind 
East of Indiana 59.2 60.7 62.3 3.1 1.5 61.3 2.1 0.6 61.4 2.2 0.7 Ind 
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Table 7.8 Continued 

Street Segment or  
Cross-Street 

Ldn/CNEL Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Feet from Roadway Centerline    

Existing  
Use 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Cumulative 
Baseline 
(2040) 

With 
Cumulative 

+Project 
(Max Res) 

Change 
from 

Baseline 

Change 
from 

Cumulative 

With 
Cumulative 

+ Code Compliant 
Alternative 

Change 
from 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Change from 
Cumulative 

Baseline 
(2040) 

With 
Cumulative 

+ 2010 Pier 70 
Alternative 

Change 
from 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Change from 
Cumulative 

Baseline 
(2040) 

20th Street West of Third 58.9 59.8 60.7 1.8 0.9 60.4 1.5 0.7 60.5 1.6 0.7 Res/School/Ind 

East of Third 59.7 61.8 65.9 6.2 4.1 64.0 4.4 2.2 64.4 4.7 2.6 Ind 

West of Illinois 59.6 62.8 66.2 6.7 3.4 64.6 5.0 1.8 64.9 5.3 2.1 Ind 

East of Illinois 62.4 64.5 67.9 5.5 3.4 65.9 3.5 1.5 66.3 3.9 1.8 Ind 

22nd Street West of Indiana 59.4 61.8 63.5 4.1 1.8 62.5 3.1 0.7 62.6 3.2 0.9 Ind 

Indiana to Tennessee 58.8 61.1 63.1 4.4 2.0 61.9 3.2 0.8 62.1 3.3 1.0 Res 

Tennessee to Third 58.4 59.8 62.3 4.0 2.5 60.9 2.5 1.0 61.1 2.7 1.3 Com/Res 

East of Third 58.5 59.6 67.1 8.6 7.5 63.5 5.0 3.9 64.0 5.5 4.4 Ind 

West of Illinois 58.1 59.0 67.0 8.9 8.0 63.3 5.2 4.3 63.8 5.7 4.8 Ind 

East of Illinois 51.1 59.5 66.3 15.2 6.7 63.1 12.0 3.6 63.7 12.6 4.2 Ind 

23rd Street West of Third 56.5 58.4 60.9 4.4 2.6 59.5 3.0 1.1 59.7 3.2 1.3 Ind 

East of Third 54.9 58.3 60.5 5.5 2.1 59.2 4.3 0.9 59.4 4.5 1.1 Ind 

West of Illinois 53.6 58.4 60.5 6.9 2.1 59.2 5.7 0.9 59.4 5.9 1.1 Ind 

East of Illinois 50.9 53.2 53.2 2.3 0.0 53.2 2.3 0.0 53.2 2.3 0.0 Ind 

25th Street West of Pennsylvania 56.5 59.5 59.5 3.0 0.0 59.5 3.0 0.0 59.5 3.0 0.0 Res 

East of Pennsylvania 59.4 60.7 62.5 3.1 1.8 61.6 2.1 0.9 61.7 2.3 1.1 Ind 

West of Indiana 59.3 60.7 62.5 3.2 1.8 61.6 2.2 0.9 61.7 2.4 1.1 Ind 

East of Indiana 59.4 60.7 62.5 3.1 1.8 61.6 2.1 0.9 61.7 2.3 1.1 Ind 

West of Third 57.4 59.6 62.7 5.3 3.1 61.2 3.9 1.6 61.6 4.3 2.0 Ind 

East of Third 53.0 57.7 60.0 7.0 2.3 58.9 5.9 1.2 59.3 6.3 1.6 Ind 

West of Illinois 54.0 57.7 60.0 6.0 2.3 58.9 4.9 1.2 59.3 5.3 1.6 Ind 

East of Illinois 49.5 53.7 53.7 4.1 0.0 53.7 4.1 0.0 53.7 4.1 0.0 Ind 

Cesar Chavez West of Pennsylvania 65.1 65.5 66.7 1.6 1.2 66.0 0.9 0.5 66.1 1.0 0.6 Ind 

East of Pennsylvania 64.6 65.2 67.6 3.0 2.4 66.3 1.7 1.0 66.5 1.9 1.2 Ind 

West of Third 63.4 64.4 67.1 3.7 2.7 65.6 2.2 1.2 65.8 2.4 1.4 Ind 

East of Third 58.2 60.4 63.5 5.2 3.1 61.7 3.5 1.3 62.0 3.7 1.6 Ind 

Arkansas Street North of 18th  54.9 56.1 56.1 1.2 0.0 56.1 1.2 0.0 56.1 1.2 0.0 Res/Ind 

South of 18th 54.2 55.5 55.5 1.3 0.0 55.5 1.3 0.0 55.5 1.3 0.0 Res 

Future Driveway East of Illinois NA NA 65.2 NA NA 60.6 NA NA 61.6 NA NA Ind 
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Table 7.8 Continued 

Street Segment or  
Cross-Street 

Ldn/CNEL Noise Level (dBA) at 50 Feet from Roadway Centerline    

Existing  
Use 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Cumulative 
Baseline 
(2040) 

With 
Cumulative 

+Project 
(Max Res) 

Change 
from 

Baseline 

Change 
from 

Cumulative 

With 
Cumulative 

+ Code Compliant 
Alternative 

Change 
from 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Change from 
Cumulative 

Baseline 
(2040) 

With 
Cumulative 

+ 2010 Pier 70 
Alternative 

Change 
from 

Baseline 
(2020) 

Change from 
Cumulative 

Baseline 
(2040) 

Illinois Street North of Mariposa 56.8 60.4 62.0 5.3 1.6 61.1 4.4 0.7 61.3 4.5 0.9 Vacant/UCSF 

Mariposa-19th  59.9 60.4 63.7 3.8 3.3 62.1 2.2 1.8 62.4 2.5 2.0 Res/Com/Ind 

19th to 20th  60.4 60.6 64.6 4.1 4.0 62.6 2.2 2.0 62.9 2.5 2.3 Res/Com/Ind 

20th to Driveway 58.9 59.5 64.8 5.9 5.3 61.9 3.0 2.4 62.2 3.3 2.7 Ind 

Driveway to 22nd  58.9 60.9 66.4 7.5 5.5 63.5 4.6 2.6 63.9 5.0 3.0 Ind 

South of 22nd  57.6 59.6 63.9 6.3 4.3 61.7 4.1 2.1 62.2 4.6 2.6 Ind 

Indiana Street North of 22nd  54.1 55.3 55.3 1.1 0.0 55.3 1.1 0.0 55.3 1.1 0.0 Com/Ind 

South of 22nd  54.6 55.2 55.2 0.6 0.0 55.2 0.6 0.0 55.2 0.6 0.0 Ind 

North of 25th 58.6 61.5 62.5 3.8 0.9 62.0 3.3 0.5 62.1 3.5 0.6 Ind/Res 

South of 25th 57.5 60.0 60.0 2.6 0.0 60.0 2.6 0.0 60.0 2.6 0.0 Ind/Res 

Mariposa Street West of I-280 Ramp 63.8 64.3 64.3 0.5 0.1 64.3 0.5 0.0 64.3 0.5 0.0 Ind/Res 

East of I-280 Ramp 65.6 67.2 67.5 1.9 0.2 67.4 1.9 0.2 67.5 1.9 0.2 Ind 

East of Indiana 63.4 65.5 66.0 2.6 0.4 65.8 2.4 0.2 65.8 2.4 0.3 Ind 

West of Third 62.5 64.8 65.3 2.8 0.5 65.1 2.6 0.3 65.1 2.6 0.3 Ind/Res 

East of Third 60.3 63.1 63.8 3.5 0.7 63.3 3.0 0.2 63.4 3.1 0.3 Ind 

West of Illinois 60.2 63.1 63.8 3.6 0.7 63.3 3.1 0.2 63.4 3.2 0.3 Ind 

East of Illinois 59.6 61.5 61.5 1.9 0.0 61.5 1.9 0.0 61.5 1.9 0.0 Ind 

Tennessee Street North of 22nd  53.4 56.0 56.0 2.7 0.0 56.0 2.7 0.0 56.0 2.7 0.0 Com/Res 

South of 22nd  49.7 49.9 49.9 0.2 0.0 49.9 0.2 0.0 49.9 0.2 0.0 Res/Com 

Texas Street North of 18th  52.6 53.1 53.1 0.5 0.0 53.1 0.5 0.0 53.1 0.5 0.0 Res 

South of 18th  51.5 52.9 52.9 1.4 0.0 52.9 1.4 0.0 52.9 1.4 0.0 Res 

Notes: 
For comparison purposes, only the Proposed Project’s Maximum Residential Scenario is presented in this table because the same roadway segments would be significantly affected by both scenarios; the slight variations in the incremental changes on the affected 
segments under each scenario are presented in Table 4.F.13: Summary of Cumulative Traffic Noise Levels, in Section 4.F, Noise and Vibration, pp. 4.F.77-4.F.81. 
Noise levels may vary by up to one-tenth of a decibel due to rounding. Noise levels in bold exceed either of the following threshold increases when compared to baseline noise levels: (1) an increase of 5 dBA or more, or (2) an increase of 3 dBA or more in areas 
where the existing or resulting noise increase exceeds acceptable (or satisfactory) levels for the affected noise sensitive (e.g., residential) use (see Figure 4.F.3, San Francisco Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise, p. 4.F.23). 
Ldn/CNEL: CNEL and Ldn are 24-hour noise descriptors that add a 10-dBA penalty to all nighttime noise levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. However, Ldn does not add the evening 5-dBA penalty between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m.  In practice, Ldn and CNEL 
usually differ by less than 1 dBA at any given location from transportation noise sources.  
dBA: A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. 

Source: Orion Environmental Associates, 2016 
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When compared to 2020 baseline noise levels, this alternative would substantially reduce the 
number of roadway segments subject to significant noise increases (decreasing from 20 roadway 
segments with noise increases exceeding the 3-dBA/5-dBA thresholds to five roadway segments). 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1f: Transportation Demand Management, 
these increases could be reduced by up to 1.0 dB, and all but one of these significant cumulative 
noise increases would be reduced to less than significant. Although there would still be a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact under this alternative for one roadway segment 
(20th Street east of Illinois Street) after implementation of this mitigation measure, the degree of 
impact would be less than the Proposed Project. This alternative’s contribution to this cumulative 
impact would still be cumulatively considerable on this one roadway segment, but substantially 
less than the Proposed Project and slightly less than the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. It is 
noted that although the incremental noise increase on this roadway segment is considered to be 
significant (exceeding the 5-dBA threshold), future residences located adjacent to this segment 
would not be adversely affected by future noise levels because noise attenuation measures would 
be incorporated into these units as necessary to ensure that interior noise levels are maintained at 
acceptable levels even with future traffic noise level increases (see Mitigation Measure M-NO-6: 
Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses).   

AIR QUALITY 

Impacts During Construction 

Like the Proposed Project, air quality impacts during construction of the Code Compliant 
Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. This alternative would also 
have five phases of construction whereby buildings constructed during the earlier phases would 
be occupied during construction of the later phases.  As described in Chapter 4, Section 4.G, Air 
Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the Proposed Project 
would exceed the applicable significance thresholds during construction of phases 3, 4 and 5 with 
operational emissions from the previously constructed phases 1 and 2. Even with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1a (Construction Emissions Minimization) through M-AQ-1h, 
emissions would exceed the significance thresholds with ROG levels at 152 pounds per day, NOx 
levels at 89 pounds per day, and PM10 levels at 75 pounds per day during construction of phase 5 
under the Maximum Commercial Scenario and operation of the previous phases of the proposed 
project. Under the Code Compliant Alternative, NOx and PM10 would be reduced to below their 
respective significance thresholds during construction of Phases 4 and 5 and operation of the 
previous phases, but emissions of ROG would remain significant and unavoidable.  As shown in 
Table 7.9: Mitigated Average Daily Emissions for the Code Compliant Alternative, the sum of 
construction-related and concurrent operational ROG emissions for the Code Compliant 
Alternative would be 66 pounds per day with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a   

 
December 21, 2016  Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
Case No. 2014-001272ENV 7.41 Draft EIR 



7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 

Table 7.9:  Mitigated Average Daily Emissions for the Code Compliant Alternative 

  Average Daily Emissions (lb/day) 

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Phase 1 and 2 Construction 11 10 0.20 0.20 

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Above Threshold? No No No No 

Phase 2 Construction (Post Phase 1) 10 6.6 0.18 0.18 

Phase 1 Operation 21 16 9.9 3.1 

Phase 2 Total 31 23 10 3.3 

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Above Threshold? No No No No 

Phase 3 Construction 8.3 5.4 0.12 0.11 

Phase 1 and 2 Operation 39 26 18 5.7 

Phase 3 Total 47 31 18 5.8 

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Above Threshold? No No No No 

Phase 4 Construction 9.4 5.7 0.15 0.15 

Phase 1, 2 and 3 Operation 50 28 23 7.3 

Phase 4 Total 59 34 23 7.4 

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Above Threshold? Yes No No No 

Phase 5 Construction 2.5 4.6 0.13 0.13 

Phase 1, 2, 3 and 4 Operation 63 32 28 8.8 

Phase 5 Total 66 37 28 8.9 

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 

Above Threshold? Yes No No No 

Notes: 
lb = pounds 
ROG = Reactive Organic Gases 
NOx =Nitrogen Oxides 
PM10 = Particulate matter <10 microns in diameter 
PM2.5 = Fine particulate matter <2.5 microns in diameter 
a The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 
Bolded numerical values are totals during construction of a given phase with the addition of operational emissions from previous 
phases. If the total exceeds a threshold then the exceedance is identified by a bolded “Yes” response.  

Source: ESA. 2016 
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through M-AQ-1g. Thus, similar to the Proposed Project, an offset emissions mitigation measure 
would be required to reduce ground-level ozone precursors exceeding the significance thresholds. 
Consequently, criteria pollutant emissions during construction of the Code Compliant Alternative 
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  

Operational Impacts 

Like the Proposed Project, operational air quality impacts of the Code Compliant Alternative at 
build out would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Section 
4.G, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG, NOx and PM10 under the Proposed 
Project would be 154, 84 and 77 pounds per day, respectively under the Maximum Residential 
Scenario and, 157, 87 and 84 pounds per day, respectively under the Maximum Commercial 
Scenario exceeding significance thresholds.  

The Code Compliant Alternative would result in substantially lower vehicle trip generation 
compared to the Proposed Project Scenarios and, consequently, would have lower operational 
emissions.  The Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario of the 
Proposed Project would generate 31,016 and 34,790 vehicle trips per weekday, respectively while 
the Code Compliant Alternative would generate only 12,690 vehicle trips per weekday2.  As 
shown in Table 7.10: Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the Code 
Compliant Alternative at Buildout (2030) with Mitigation, under the Code Compliant Alternative, 
NOx and PM10 would be reduced to below their respective significance thresholds during 
operation after full buildout of the Alternative, but emissions of ROG would remain significant 
and unavoidable. The same mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project would apply 
to the Code Compliant Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset required would be 
1.6 tons/year of ROG only as opposed to 25 tons/year of ozone precursors and 1 ton of PM10 
required by the project under Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1h. Implementation of the emissions 
reduction project pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1h could be conducted by the 
BAAQMD and would be outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and not fully within the 
control of the project sponsor. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1h also allows the project sponsor to 
directly fund or implement an offset project; however no such project has yet been identified. 
Therefore, the residual impact of the Code Compliant Alternative emissions at full build out is 
conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

 

2 Adavant, Consulting, Pier 70 Special Use District – Alternatives, Technical Trip Generation Tables, 
received via e-mail, from A. Kosinski of Fehr and Peers on June 1, 2016. 
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Table 7.10: Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the Code 
Compliant Alternative at Buildout (2030) with Mitigation 

 
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Emission Source         

Mobile 28 22 28 8.2 
Energy 0.97 8.7 0.67 0.67 
Area Sources 35 0.28 0.14 0.14 
Totala 64 30 29 9.0 

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 
Above Threshold? Yes No No No 

 
Maximum Annual Emissions (short 

tons/year) 

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Emission Source         

Mobile  5.1 3.9 5.1 1.5 
Energy 0.18 1.6 0.12 0.12 
Area Sources 6.3 0.05 0.03 0.03 
Totala 11.6 5.5 9.5 1.7 
Significance Threshold 10 10 15 10 
Above Threshold? Yes No No No 
Estimated Emissions Reduction Required by 
Offsets 1.6 0 0 0 
Notes: 
lb = pounds 
ROG = Reactive Organic Gases 
NOx =Nitrogen Oxides 
PM10 = Particulate matter <10 microns in diameter 
PM2.5 = Fine particulate matter <2.5 microns in diameter 
a The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 
Bolded numerical values are totals during construction of a given phase with the addition of operational emissions 
from previous phases. If the total exceeds a threshold then the exceedance is identified by a bolded “Yes” response.  
Mitigated mobile emissions include a 20 percent reduction from implementation of TDM program. 

Source: ESA, 2016 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Similar to the Proposed Project, construction and operation of the Code Compliant Alternative 
would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter.  However, under this 
alternative, building heights would be reduced and backup diesel generators would not be 
required for any buildings, resulting in fewer emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM).  As 
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discussed above, the Code Compliant Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the 
Proposed Project.  Additionally the Code Compliant Alternative would result in reduced square 
footage of development and reduced construction emissions of exhaust-emitted PM2.5.   

Construction-related PM2.5 emissions are estimated to be 5 percent and 6 percent less than the 
Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum Commercial Scenario, respectively.  Like the 
Proposed Project (see Table 4.G.14: Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions 
of the Maximum Residential Scenario at Off-Site Receptors, and Table 4.G.15: Lifetime Cancer 
Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions of the Maximum Commercial Scenario at Off-Site 
Receptors, in Section 4.G, Air Quality, p. 4.G.66 and p. 4.G.67, respectively), resultant PM2.5 
concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for 
construction and operation of the Code Compliant Alternative.  Similarly, like the Proposed 
Project (see Table 4.G.16: Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions at the 
Maximally Impacted On-Site Receptors, p. 4.G.68), resultant PM2.5 concentrations at on-site 
receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation.  
Therefore, the Code Compliant Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations 
meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to 
construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 

The Code Compliant Alternative would result in less square footage of development and reduced 
construction emissions of exhaust-emitted DPM.  Construction-related DPM emissions are 
estimated to be 5 and 6 percent less than the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario, respectively.  The lifetime cancer risk at on-site receptors under the Code 
Compliant Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, like for the Proposed 
Project, and the Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a: Construction Emissions Minimization, would 
apply to this alternative.  For the Proposed Project (see Table 4.G.16), the unmitigated risk would 
exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a would 
reduce the risk to less than significant.  Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b: Diesel Backup Generator 
Specifications would not be required under this alternative because building heights would be 
reduced to the extent that backup diesel generators would not be required for any buildings. 

For the Code Compliant Alternative, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a would 
further ensure that increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted on-site receptors would be 
below the threshold of 100 in one million.  As with the Proposed Project, no off-site receptor 
location under the Code Compliant Alternative would experience cumulative excess cancer risk 
exceeding 100 per one million persons exposed with or without implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-1.  Therefore, the Code Compliant Alternative would not result in sensitive 
receptor locations meeting the APEZ criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and 
operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Consistency with Clean Air Plan 

Like the Proposed Project, impacts related to consistency with the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP) for 
the Code Compliant Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation.  Under the Code 
Compliant Alternative there would be fewer vehicle trips and building heights would be reduced 
such that backup diesel generators would not be required for any buildings, resulting in fewer 
emissions.   

The Code Compliant Alternative would align with the applicable recommended measures of the 
2010 CAP in the same manner as presented for the Proposed Project in Table 4.G.17: Control 
Strategies of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, pp. 4.G.71-4.G.74.  Like the Proposed Project, it would 
require implementation of the same TDM Program (see Chapter 2, Project Description, p. 2.51), 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-4 to improve local bus service if SFMTA acknowledges it is 
warranted, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1f, which requires implementation of additional TDM 
measures.  The additional inclusion of bike lanes and unbundled parking would ensure 
consistency with applicable Transportation Control Measures contained in the 2010 CAP.  
Applicable Mobile Source Control measures of the 2010 CAP would be implemented via 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1g and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1h.  Energy and Climate Measures 
of the 2010 CAP would be addressed through compliance with the City’s Green Building 
Requirements for energy efficiency and renewable energy as well as the inclusion of open space 
into the Code Compliant Alternative.  The Code Compliant Alternative would also not hinder 
implementation of the 2010 CAP.  Therefore, the Code Compliant Alternative would not conflict 
with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 CAP, and this impact would be less than significant 
with mitigation.  

Odors 

Although there may be some potential for small-scale, localized odor issues to emerge around 
development uses under the Code Compliant Alternative such as solid waste collection, food 
preparation, etc., substantial odor sources and consequent effects on on-site and off-site sensitive 
receptors would be unlikely.  BAAQMD Regulation 7 places general limitations on odorous 
substances and specific emission limitations on certain odorous compounds and applies to 
restaurants that employ more than five persons.  Therefore, like the Proposed Project, the Code 
Compliant Alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial 
number of people. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

Like the Proposed Project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Code Compliant Alternative 
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  Because the Proposed Project would result 
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in both construction and operational emissions of ROG, NOx and PM10 exceeding their 
respective significance thresholds, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality 
impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation.  Similarly, the Code 
Compliant Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts from 
emissions of ROG after implementation of mitigation measures, and consequently, would result 
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts.  Therefore, 
this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

Although the Code Compliant Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips and building heights 
would be reduced such that backup diesel generators would not be required for any buildings, the 
Code Compliant Alternative would result in a similar cumulative health risk impact as the 
Proposed Project, which was determined to be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a: Construction Emissions Minimization, primarily as the result of 
construction-related emissions of DPM.  As discussed for the proposed project, 2040 cumulative 
heath risk modeling is based on growth projections that would have reasonably accounted for the 
traffic emissions from the reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 4.A, Introduction to 
Chapter 4, pp. 4.A.9-4.A.18.  That modeling shows future background risks are projected to be 
reduced in 2040 compared to existing conditions as a result of improved vehicle fleets and the 
electrification of Caltrain.  Therefore, by adding the project’s health risks on top of 2040 health 
risk conditions, the Code Compliant Alternative with mitigation would not result in new locations 
meeting the APEZ criteria that otherwise would not. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

A variety of controls are in place to ensure that development in San Francisco would not impair 
the State’s ability to meet Statewide GHG reduction targets outlined in AB 32, nor impact the 
City’s ability to meet San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets.  Projects that are consistent 
with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy would not contribute significantly to global climate 
change.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would be required to 
comply with these regulations and requirements that reduce GHG emissions and would be 
consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.  As with the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would introduce a mixed-use development in an area that is served by public transit, 
and would include Class I and Class II bicycle parking spaces, energy efficiency features beyond 
Title 24 requirements, low-impact stormwater management design, water-efficient landscaping, 
water-conserving interior design, convenient recycling and composting, street trees, and other 
features consistent with San Francisco’s ordinances and requirements. Similar to the proposed 
project, development would be consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy by 
including residential and commercial uses in a designated Priority Development Area per Plan 
Bay Area, furthering the region’s goals for reducing GHG emissions.  Therefore, as with the 
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Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would have a less than cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative GHG impacts. 

WIND AND SHADOW 

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, most of the buildings would be 40 feet tall, except parcels 
HDY, PKN, and PKS located at the western end of the development on Illinois Street, which 
would be 65 feet in height (see Figure 7.1 on p. 7.17).  At 65 feet, the western parcels are the 
same height as those of the Proposed Project.  However, other buildings in this alternative are 
significantly shorter in height when compared to the Proposed Project, where buildings range in 
height from 50 to 90 feet, with the tallest buildings being in the interior of the layout.  The layout 
of the parcels in the plan for this alternative would be similar to that of the Proposed Project but 
with less open space (5.76 acres, versus 9 acres under the Proposed Project) and more area 
dedicated to surface parking lots.  

Wind 

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, wind speeds in the interior of the project site would be 
reduced compared to the existing conditions.3  Under this alternative, the taller buildings at the 
western end of the project site would buffer winds and provide wind protection for the interior of 
the project site and the shorter buildings to the east.  However, the taller buildings would result in 
increased wind speeds, compared to existing conditions, on Illinois and 20th streets that form the 
upwind boundaries of the site.  It is expected that under this alternative, winds at all locations 
within the project site would not exceed the Planning Code’s hazard criterion.  Under the 
Proposed Project, winds were predicted to exceed the hazard criterion at one off-site location to 
the north of the project site.  It is likely that, under this alternative, winds at that location could 
potentially continue to exceed the hazard criterion. 

Wind speeds that exceed the 11 miles per hour (mph) comfort criterion occur under existing 
conditions at the majority of locations tested.  However, as with the Proposed Project, the 
buildings under this alternative would reduce the exposure of the site to the prevailing westerly 
winds and thereby reduce wind speeds in the interior streets and open spaces between buildings.  
Therefore, winds at a majority of the areas in the interior of the site are expected to comply with 
the 11 mph comfort criterion under the Code Compliant Alternative.  In addition, wind speeds 
under this alternative would be similar to or lower than those under the Proposed Project due to 
the similar layout of the building footprints and the lower building heights. 

3  Neetha Vasan and Frank Kriksic, RWDI, Consulting Engineers and Scientists, Memorandum: 
Pedestrian Wind Analysis – Review of DEIR Alternatives, Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, June 17, 
2016.  
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Under the Proposed Project plus cumulative development scenario, cumulative projects would not 
have a substantial influence on the wind conditions on and around the project site when compared 
to the baseline conditions.  As under the Proposed Project, under the Code Compliant Alternative 
cumulative projects would be relatively low in height and separated from the project site by a few 
blocks.  For these reasons, cumulative projects are not expected to cause any substantial 
difference in wind conditions on the project site under the Code Compliant Alternative.   

Under the Code Compliant Alternative, wind speeds would be reduced overall when compared to 
those under the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-
significant wind impacts as described in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow, this alternative, with 
mitigation, would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.  As such, the 
Code Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts, and would 
not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to wind. 

Shadow 

Under this alternative, the new buildings within the project site would be shorter than those under 
the Proposed Project.  As such, shadow under this alternative would not reach any existing public 
open spaces in the vicinity of the project site (including the future Crane Cove Park) at any time 
of year from one hour after sunrise to one hour before sunset.  Under this alternative shadow 
impacts on existing streets within the vicinity of the project site would be less than those of the 
Proposed Project.   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant shadow impacts as described 
in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow, this alternative would not create new shadow in a manner that 
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.  As such, the Code 
Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts, and would not 
make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to shadow. 

The discussion of shadow from new buildings on public open spaces that would be constructed 
within the project site under the Code Compliant Alternative is provided for informational 
purposes.   

With the exception of the Illinois Street parcels at the westernmost portion of the project site, 
building heights under this alternative would be limited to 40 feet within the 28-Acre Site.  Thus, 
at any given time, shadows from such buildings would be commensurately and proportionally 
shorter than the 90- and 70-foot-tall buildings proposed for the 28-Acre Site under the Proposed 
Project.  However, the shorter shadows under this alternative would be offset by the overall 
smaller area of public open space under this alternative, such that reduced shadow under this 
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alternative would occupy a comparatively greater proportion of the reduced amount of open space 
created under this alternative.  

Shadow from buildings within the project site under the Code Compliant Alternative would 
behave in a similar fashion as under the Proposed Project.  Shadows would be longest at sunrise 
and sunset when the sun is lowest in the sky and shortest at midday when the sun is highest in the 
sky.  At sunrise, when the sun is in the eastern sky, shadows would reach westward.  As the 
morning progresses, shadows would sweep eastward while growing shorter.  At midday, shadows 
would reach northward and would be at their shortest.  From midday, shadows would continue to 
sweep eastward while growing longer through the afternoon and into the early evening until 
sunset.  Thus, shadow is ephemeral and generally moves across properties from west to east in a 
clockwise sweep radiating from the project site.   

The shadow on the waterfront parks under this alternative would be qualitatively similar to that 
described for the Waterfront Terrace and Waterfront Promenade open spaces under the Proposed 
Project in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow.  Shadow under this alternative would be somewhat 
reduced from those of the Proposed Project in the early afternoon due to the lower height of 
buildings along the waterfront south of 21st Street.  However, this reduction in shadow would be 
offset by the absence of the Slipways Commons open space.  Under the Proposed Project, 
Slipways Commons creates a sunny gap between shadows cast on the Waterfront Terrace and 
Waterfront Promenade open spaces by waterfront buildings during afternoons for most of the 
year.   

As with the Proposed Project, shadow from the Code Compliant Alternative would not 
substantially affect the use of the proposed network of open spaces included as part of this 
alternative.  As new public open spaces would be created under this alternative, shadow from new 
buildings under this alternative would not interfere with any existing recreational uses within the 
project site or any existing recreation-based expectations for sunlight on these spaces.  During 
peak hours of use throughout most of the year, the open spaces created under this alternative 
would be mostly or substantially in sun and are assumed to provide ample seating opportunities in 
sunny locations for users who prefer sun, as well as shady locations for those who prefer shade.   

RECREATION 

The Code Compliant Alternative would reduce the amount of open space provided on the project 
site from about 9 acres under the Proposed Project, to 5.76 acres of open space under this 
alternative (by 36 percent).  However, as discussed above under Population and Housing for this 
alternative, the residential population within the project site would be considerably reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project under either scenario due to the reduction in number of 
residential units under this alternative (590 units) compared to the Proposed Project under the 
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Maximum Residential Scenario (3,025 units) or the Maximum Commercial Scenario 
(1645 units).   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant recreation impacts as 
described in Section 4.J, Recreation, this alternative would not increase the use of recreational 
facilities such that physical deterioration of the facilities would be accelerated, would not require 
construction of new or expanded recreational facilities, and would not physically degrade existing 
recreational resources.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant 
project-level impacts, and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact related to recreation. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The Code Compliant Alternative would include approximately 45 percent less square footage of 
development than the Proposed Project.  The potable water or wastewater demands under this 
alternative would increase relative to existing conditions, but would be less than that evaluated 
under the Proposed Project.  However, similar to the Proposed Project, new water and wastewater 
infrastructure would be constructed at the project site to accommodate the increased flows, 
including the new components of the combined sewer system and the 20th Street Pump Station 
that would be constructed under the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, 
development under the Code Compliant Alternative would trigger the requirements of the City’s 
Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines, and stormwater flows to the 
combined sewer system would be reduced by up to 25 percent.  Because the wastewater flows 
would be less than under the Proposed Project, the flows would remain within the capacity of the 
SEWPCP.  

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on 
utilities and service systems as described in Section 4.K, Utilities and Service Systems, the Code 
Compliant Alternative, with mitigation, would not exceed applicable wastewater treatment 
requirements, require construction or expansion of water, wastewater or stormwater facilities, 
would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements, would not result in a 
determination that that project has inadequate wastewater treatment capacity, would be served by 
a landfill with sufficient capacity, and would comply with Federal, State and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less-
than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to utilities and service systems. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES 

As discussed above under Population and Housing for the Code Compliant Alternative, the 
residential and employee population within the project site would be considerably reduced under 
this alternative, as compared to that of the Proposed Project.  This alternative would not adversely 
affect the ability for the site to be adequately served by existing police protection, fire protection 
and emergency medical services, public school facilities, and public libraries.   

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant public services impacts as 
described in Section 4.L, Public Services, this alternative would not result in adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of, or need for new or physically altered facilities the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services 
such as fire and emergency medical protection, police protection, schools, libraries, or other 
services.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would not have any significant project-level 
impacts, and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact 
related to public services. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Compared with the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less potential 
for impacts on biological resources due to less soils disturbance under the reduced grading 
program for this alternative and a reduced overall construction program.  However, potential 
impacts on biological resources would be substantially similar in character to the terrestrial and 
marine biological impacts analyzed for the Proposed Project with respect to ground disturbance, 
land conversion, geotechnical stabilization, and infrastructure development.   

This alternative includes construction of an engineered berm along the eastern property boundary 
and riprap along the water’s edge to address projected sea level rise flooding risks.  Similar to the 
Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would require a certification and/or waste 
discharge requirements from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and a permit 
from San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) for development 
within the shoreline band of the Bay.   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant biological resources impacts 
with mitigation, as described in Section 4.M, Biological Resources, this alternative, with 
mitigation, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a candidate, sensitive or special status 
species, riparian habitat, sensitive natural community, or on Federally protected wetlands; would 
not interfere with the movement of any migratory fish or wildlife species; would not conflict with 
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources; and would not conflict with an 
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adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan or other approved habitat 
conservation plan.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant 
project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact related to biological resources.  

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

While the gross square footage of development under the Code Compliant Alternative is 
approximately 45 percent less than under the Proposed Project, the development footprint is about 
the same.  Similar to the Proposed Project, new development under this alternative would be 
required to comply with the City of San Francisco and Port of San Francisco Building Code to 
reduce seismic hazards.  As for the Proposed Project, existing Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would be 
improved to meet seismic safety building code requirements.  Because the extent of soil 
disturbance would be approximately the same as the Proposed Project and this alternative 
includes the same street network improvements, the potential for soil erosion, change in site 
topography, creation of unstable slopes, and disturbance of paleontological resources is similar to 
the Proposed Project.  This alternative would result in similar risks related to rockfall hazard that 
would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-3a:  Reduction 
of Rockfall Hazards, which requires the use of active controls or setbacks to reduce risks 
associated with rock falls.  This alternative would result in similar risks related to use of the 
dilapidated pier, assuming implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-3b: Signage and 
Restricted Access to Piers, to restrict access to the existing dilapidated pier.   

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant geology and soils impacts with 
mitigation as described in Section 4.N, Geology and Soils, this alternative, with mitigation, would 
not expose people or structures to seismic risks, would not result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil, would not be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, and would not 
substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site, 
including paleontological resources.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative would have less-
than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to geology and soils.  

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The Code Compliant Alternative would include approximately 45 percent less square footage of 
development than the Proposed Project.  The wastewater demands under this alternative would 
increase relative to existing conditions, but would be less than under the Proposed Project.  The 
volume of stormwater discharged to the City’s combined sewer system would be approximately 
the same as would occur under wastewater and stormwater Option 1 of the Proposed Project 
because the development footprint would be approximately the same as the Proposed Project and 
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development under this alternative would trigger the applicability of the Stormwater Management 
Requirements and Design Guidelines, which require up to a 25 percent reduction in stormwater 
flows.  Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would include construction of new 
wastewater and stormwater infrastructure, including a new 20th Street Pump Station.  The change 
in wastewater and stormwater flows could potentially cause the frequency of CSDs from the 20th 
Street sub-basin and/or downstream basins to increase beyond the long-term average of 10 CSD 
events per year, in violation of the Bayside National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit.  However, assuming implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-2a: Design 
and Construction of Proposed Pump Station for Options 1 and 3, which specifies performance 
standards for the pump station, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation as for 
the Proposed Project. 

Because the Code Compliant Alternative development footprint would be similar to the Proposed 
Project and the amount of impervious surfaces created would be similar, water quality impacts 
related to the potential for soil erosion, groundwater dewatering, alteration of drainage patterns, 
and groundwater depletion and interference with groundwater recharge would be similar to the 
less-than-significant impacts of the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would include construction of shoreline improvements and repairs to the CSD outfalls 
as would occur under all Proposed Project stormwater options, which could result in water quality 
effects related to in-bay construction, but these impacts would remain less than significant 
through the implementation of regulatory requirements.  Because this alternative would use the 
City’s combined sewer system, the in-bay construction would be the same as would be required 
for Option 1.  However, this alternative would not require the construction of a new stormwater 
outfall as would be constructed under wastewater and stormwater management Options 2 and 3 of 
the Proposed Project, therefore there would be less in-bay construction under this alternative as 
compared to wastewater and stormwater management Options 2 and 3.  Because development 
would be less under this alternative, there would be less of a potential for littering, and water 
quality impacts related to littering would be less than for the Proposed Project.   

This alternative includes construction of a four-foot-high berm along the waterfront portion of the 
project site that would raise the grade along the waterfront to an elevation of about 15.4 feet 
NAVD88 (104 feet project datum), which is approximately the same elevation as the projected 
100-year flood elevation with 66 inches of sea level rise.  This berm would have a slope of 3:1 
and would not substantially alter the patterns of flood flows at the project site or in the vicinity, 
and would protect the interior of the project site from future flooding as a result of sea level rise 
and from flooding due to a tsunami.  Further, the stormwater drainage system that would be 
installed as part of this alternative would be sized to adequately convey stormwater flows in 
accordance with San Francisco’s subdivision regulations and this alternative would not 
exacerbate future flooding conditions.    
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Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant hydrology and water quality 
impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.O, Hydrology and Water Quality, this 
alternative, with mitigation, would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge, would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, 
would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area housing or structures that would impede or 
redirect flood flows, and would not expose people or structures to a significant risks involving 
flooding, inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative 
would have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to hydrology and water 
quality.  

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

While the Code Compliant Alternative would include approximately 45 percent less square 
footage of development than the Proposed Project, the development footprint would be similar to 
the Proposed Project and the same buildings would be demolished and retained.  Therefore, this 
alternative would have impacts similar to the Proposed Project related to the use of hazardous 
materials during construction, the potential to encounter hazardous building materials, the 
potential to encounter PCBs as a result of transformer removal, the potential to encounter 
hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater during construction, the potential to damage 
existing groundwater monitoring wells, the potential to interfere with remediation of the PG&E 
Responsibility Area, and the emissions of DPM and dust containing naturally-occurring asbestos 
or metals within ¼ mile of a school.  With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-2a: 
Conduct Transformer Survey and Remove PCB Transformers, M-HZ-2b: Conduct Sampling and 
Cleanup if Stained Building Materials Are Observed, M-HZ-2c: Conduct Soil Sampling if 
Stained Soil is Observed, M-HZ- 3a: Implement Construction-Related Measures of the Pier 70 
RMP, M-HZ-3b: Implement Well Protection Requirements of the Pier 70 RMP, M-HZ-4: 
Implement Construction-Related Measures of the Hoedown Yard Site Management Plan, and M-
HZ-5: Delay Development on Proposed Parcel H2 Until Remediation of the PG&E 
Responsibility Area is Complete, all of these impacts would be less than significant for the Code 
Compliant Alternative, as for the Proposed Project.    

Similar to the Proposed Project, existing and future occupants of the project site would be 
protected from exposure to hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater as well as naturally-
occurring asbestos and metals through implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-6: 
Additional Risk Evaluations and Vapor Control Measures for Residential Land Uses,  M-HZ-7: 
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Modify Hoedown Yard Site Mitigation Plan, M-HZ-8a:  Prevent Contact with Serpentinite 
Bedrock and Fill Materials in Irish Hill Playground, and M-HZ-8b: Restrictions on the use of 
Irish Hill Playground.  There would be fewer new site uses under the Code Compliant 
Alternative; therefore, less hazardous materials would likely be used during operation and there 
would be less of a fire risk.  The changes in the street network would be the same as the Proposed 
Project, and there would be less operational traffic; therefore, this alternative would have less of a 
potential impact on interference with emergency response. 

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.P, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
this alternative, with mitigation, would not create a significant hazard through handling of 
hazardous materials, would not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites, would not be located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport or in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would not interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires.  As such, the Code 
Compliant Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and 
would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to hazards 
and hazardous materials.  

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES 

There are no known mineral resources within the project site.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the 
Code Compliant Alternative would have no impact on a mineral resource and would not 
contribute to a significant cumulative impact on a mineral resource. 

The potential impacts related to minerals and energy resources under the Code Compliant 
Alternative would be similar to, but slightly less than, those of the Proposed Project.  Like the 
Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant energy resources impacts as described 
in Section 4.Q, Mineral and Energy Resources, this alternative would not involve the use of 
wasteful or large amounts of fuel, water or energy.  As such, the Code Compliant Alternative 
would not have any significant project-level impacts, and would not make a considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to mineral and energy resources. 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the Code Compliant Alternative would not convert farmland, 
conflict with agricultural or forest land zoning or a Williamson Act contract, nor result in a loss or 
conversion of forest land or farmland.  The potential impacts related to agricultural and forest 
resources under the Code Compliant Alternative would be the same as those for the Proposed 
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Project.  Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, there would be no impacts related to 
agricultural and forest resources under the Code Compliant Alternative. 

D. 2010 PIER 70 MASTER PLAN ALTERNATIVE 

Description 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would conform with the Port of San Francisco’s 2010 
Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan.  (See “Port of San Francisco Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan” in 
Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, on pp. 3.7-3.9.)  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative includes 
approximately 31.4 acres, and would not include development on the 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard; 
this parcel would continue to be owned and operated by PG&E as a storage and maintenance 
yard.  

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include approximately 2,153,330 gsf of 
development, about 50 percent less square footage than under the Proposed Project.  (See 
Figure 7.3: 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative – Land Use Plan.)  This alternative would 
include 195 residential units totaling 160,440 gsf, 1,698,780 gsf of commercial (office) use, 
188,610 gsf of retail use, and 105,500 gsf of RALI uses.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would provide 405 on-street vehicle parking spaces and 2,120 off-street spaces 
located on several surface parking lots on the site.  Under this alternative, 8.07 acres of open 
space would be constructed, including promenade and terrace areas along the waterfront, a plaza 
and market square around Buildings 2 and 12, an open space block along the northern portion of 
the 28-Acre Site, and a plaza on 20th Street north of Building 3A.  Unlike the Proposed Project, 
this alternative does not include the Maximum Residential Scenario and the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario as optional development scenarios.  

Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would include a Design for Development document 
comparable to that of the Proposed Project, but would apply specifically to the height districts, 
use program, and site plan for streets, configuration of parcels, and open spaces under this 
alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, the Design for Development under this alternative 
would establish standards and guidelines for the rehabilitation of historic buildings, buildable 
zones for infill construction, and would contain project-wide as well as location-specific massing 
and architecture requirements that would govern the design of infill construction within the 
project site to ensure architectural compatibility with historic buildings within the UIW Historic 
District.   
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Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, a total of 293,228 gsf of existing buildings 
would be retained and rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  
Buildings 2, 12, and 19 on the project site would be retained and rehabilitated in their current 
location, and Building 21 would be relocated just to the south of the 20th Street Historic Core 
boundary,4 at the intersection of Louisiana and 21st streets within the project site.  The remaining 
six structures on the project site (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 25, 32, and 66), containing about 858,572 
gsf, would be demolished.  As with the proposed project, the northern spur of the Irish Hill 
remnant would be removed to allow for the construction of 21st Street.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would amend the General Plan and Planning 
Code, adding a new Pier 70 SUD, which would establish land use and zoning controls for the 
31.4-acre site.  The existing Zoning Map would be amended to show changes from the current 
Zoning District (M-2 and P) to the proposed SUD zoning.  Under this alternative, as under the 
Proposed Project, the existing Height and Bulk Districts of 65-X and 40-X would be increased to 
90-X, except for a 100-foot-wide portion adjacent to the shoreline that would remain at 40 feet, 
but would become public open space under this alternative.  (See Figure 7.4:  2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative – Maximum Height Plan.)   

Similar to the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative includes construction of 
transportation and circulation improvements.  Under this alternative, the following transportation 
and circulation improvements would be implemented: construction of a new 21st Street, 
reconstruction of 20th and 22nd streets, and construction of new Louisiana and Maryland streets.  
All new and reconstructed streets would be built with sidewalks.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would include the same bicycle circulation improvements (Bay Trail extension, 
Class II and Class III facilities on internal streets, and a bikeshare location) as the Proposed 
Project.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include the same TDM program as the 
Proposed Project, with exception of those items that pertain only to residential tenants.  The TDM 
program would include establishment of a TMA that employs an on-site transit coordinator, 
operation of a shuttle system, maintenance of a TMA website with real-time transit information, 
distribution of educational documents, coordination of ride-matching services, enrollment in 
Emergency Ride Home program, employment of a district parking strategy, unbundled residential 
and commercial parking, provision of car-share parking spaces, metering of on-street parking, 
and parking wayfinding signage across the site. 
  

4 The 20th Street Historic Core is an approximately 7-acre portion of the UIW Historic District located 
immediately north of the 28-Acre Site along 20th Street.  It contains 270,000 gsf of largely vacant 
industrial and office space currently undergoing rehabilitation for adaptive reuse. 
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 

Under this alternative, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, and a new 20th Street Pump 
Station, would be constructed.  A combined sewer and stormwater system would be built, similar 
to Option 1 under the Proposed Project, but with slightly different alignments due to different 
building and roadway siting and locations.  Unlike the Proposed Project, this alternative does not 
include variants.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would further some of the project 
sponsors’ objectives, as shown in Table 7.16:  Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives, 
pp. 7.92-7.95. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative includes about 47,962 cubic yards of off-haul of 
excavated materials and about 8,900 cubic yards of clean fill import.  It also includes construction 
of an engineered berm along the eastern property boundary with an approximately 3:1 slope and a 
maximum height of approximately four feet to address projected sea level rise flooding risks.  
Shoreline protection improvements under this alternative, including placement of new riprap 
along the water’s edge, would be similar to those under the Proposed Project.  Implementation of 
this alternative would take place over a period of 11 years, like the Proposed Project, and in up to 
four phases (as opposed to up to five for the proposed project). 

Similar to the Proposed Project, an exchange of land under the Public Trust Exchange Agreement 
would occur under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative in order to clarify the Public Trust 
status portions of Pier 70, which would free some portions of the project site from the Public 
Trust while committing others to the Public Trust.   

Impacts of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING 

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, the number of residential units would be 
considerably reduced to 195 units (93.6 percent fewer units than under Maximum Residential 
Scenario, and 88.1 percent fewer units than under the Maximum Commercial Scenario).  The 
amount of commercial development under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan (in gsf) would be 
increased to 1,698,780, considerably more than that of the Proposed Project under the Maximum 
Residential Scenario (about 54.1 percent more) and considerably reduced from the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario (about 24.9 percent less).  The amount of RALI development under the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be considerably reduced from that of the Proposed 
Project under both the Maximum Residential Scenario (about 38.7 percent less) and the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario (about 39.6 percent less).   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant land use impacts as described 
in Section 4.B, Land Use and Land Use Planning, this alternative would not divide an established 
community and would not conflict with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 
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purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, such that a substantial adverse 
physical change in the environment related to Land Use would result.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts, and would not 
make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to land use and land 
use planning.  

POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, the residential population within the project site 
would be considerably reduced compared to the Proposed Project under either the Maximum 
Residential Scenario or Maximum Commercial Scenario, while the employee population would 
be considerably greater than that of the Proposed Project under the Maximum Residential 
Scenario and considerably less than that of the Maximum Commercial Scenario.  Like the 
Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant population and housing impacts as 
described in Section 4.C, Population and Housing, this alternative would not induce substantial 
population growth and would not displace any existing housing units or current on-site 
employees.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-significant 
project-level impacts, and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact related to population and housing.  

CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Archeological Resources 

Compared with the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less 
potential for impacts on archeological resources due to less soils disturbance under the reduced 
grading program under this alternative, a reduced overall construction program, and because the 
3.6-acre Hoedown Yard on PG&E property would not be developed under this alternative.  
However, under this alternative, potential impacts related to archeological resources would be 
substantially similar in character to those described for the Proposed Project in Section 4.D, 
Cultural Resources (disturbance of archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural 
resources, if such resources are present within the project site, and cumulative impacts).  
Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting, 
and Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Interpretation, identified and described for the Proposed 
Project, would also be applicable to this alternative to ensure that, similar to the Proposed Project, 
potential project-level impacts on archeological resources, if present within the project site, would 
be less than significant.  

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant archeological resources 
impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, this alternative, with 
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7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 

mitigation, would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a  historical 
resource or archeological resource, or disturb human remains.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and 
would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to 
archeological resources. 

Historic Architectural Resources  

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include a development program that is 
consistent with the Port’s Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan, and the existing Height and Bulk 
Districts of 65-X and 40-X would be increased to 90-X, except for a 100-foot-wide portion 
adjacent to the shoreline that would remain at 40 feet.  Under this alternative, six contributors to 
the UIW Historic District would be demolished (Buildings 11, 15, 16, 25, 32, and 66), instead of 
the seven under the Proposed Project (Building 117 within the project site would be demolished 
as part of a separate 20th Street Historic Core Building 117 Project, Case No. 2016-000346E.)  
Unlike the Proposed Project, under this alternative Building 19 (a one-story, corrugated metal 
warehouse along the northern edge of the 28-Acre Site) would be retained.  As with the Proposed 
Project, historic Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would also be retained and rehabilitated in accordance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  As with the Proposed Project, the northern spur of 
Irish Hill (a contributing landscape feature of the UIW Historic District) would be removed.  
Building 21 would be relocated to the south of the 21st Street and to the east of the Louisiana 
Street alignment and rehabilitated according to Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  The 2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include approximately 2,153,330 gsf of new infill 
development, about 50 percent less development than under the Proposed Project, in part because 
there would be no development on the PG&E parcel under this alternative.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, the less-than-significant impact associated with demolition of 
contributors to the UIW Historic District would be less-than-significant under this alternative.  
Improvement Measures I-CR-4a: Documentation and I-CR-4b: Public Interpretation would also 
apply to this alternative.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, the significant impact under Impact CR-5 associated with 
rehabilitation of contributing buildings would also be significant under this alterative.  As with 
the proposed project, Mitigation Measure M-CR-5: Preparation of Historic Resource Evaluation 
Reports, Review, and Performance Criteria, which would also apply to this alternative to reduce 
the impact of rehabilitation to a less-than-significant level.   

The less-than-significant impacts associated with the demolition of contributing Building 19, 
specifically, under the Proposed Project, would be reduced to a level of no impact under this 
alternative, because this building would be retained.  
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The indirect impacts of new infill construction within the UIW Historic District under the 2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be reduced when compared to the Proposed Project, as 
there would be about half the development under this alternative as under the Proposed Project.  
Similar to the Proposed Project, the maximum height of new infill development under this 
alternative would also be 90 feet, except for a 100-foot-wide portion adjacent to the shoreline that 
would remain at 40 feet.  Compared to the Proposed Project, new infill development associated 
with this alternative would appear taller in some areas, and shorter in others, especially those 
areas closest to the shoreline, where buildings up to 90 feet in height could be developed along 
the entire Bay frontage, compared to heights of 50 to 70 feet along the central portion of the 
shoreline under the Proposed Project.  Compared with the Proposed Project, views of the historic 
buildings to be retained would be somewhat more obscured from various public viewpoints, 
especially along the shoreline, from proposed infill development at 90 feet in height as well as a 
reduction of east-west oriented open space visually linking these historic buildings to the Bay.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, however, new infill development would have a less-than-
significant impact on the UIW Historic District, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-
CR-11: Performance Criteria and Review Process for New Construction, which would also apply 
to this alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, the impacts on the UIW Historic District 
associated with the grading plan, changes to historic landscape elements such as Irish Hill, the 
demolition of non-contributory structures, and changes and additions to the network of streets and 
open spaces would also be less than significant under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. 

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant historic architectural resources 
impacts with mitigation, as described in Section 4.D, Cultural Resources, this alternative, with 
mitigation, would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic 
architectural resource.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-
significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact related to historic architectural resources. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include construction of a transportation network 
of improvements similar to those described for the Proposed Project.  New Louisiana Street 
would be configured somewhat differently than under the Proposed Project, as shown on 
Figure 7.3, p. 7.58.  In particular the jog connecting the southern segment of Louisiana Street to 
the segment north of 21st Street would instead be a longer diagonal southeast-to-northwest 43-
foot-wide alley, ending in a “Y” with short alleys connecting to Maryland Street to the east and 
20th Street to the north.  Additionally, Maryland Street would not be designed and configured as a 
shared-use street; instead, it would be outfitted with typical sidewalks, curbs, and gutters, similar 
to the rest of the project streets.  The TDM Program would be similar to that included in the 
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Proposed Project, except for those features related only to residential uses, as the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative would include only 195 residential units. 

Trip Generation 

The travel demand for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative was calculated using 
methodologies and assumptions similar to those used for the Proposed Project and are based on 
the 2002 San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
(SF Guidelines), and information to account for the mixed-use qualities and scale of the 
development program.5  Thus, as for the Proposed Project, the person trip calculations for the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative take into account person trips internal to the project site 
(e.g., trips from an office to a retail establishment on the site) as well as trips to or from points 
outside of the project site.  With fewer dwelling units, and less office and RALI uses, the 2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would generate fewer person trips and fewer vehicle trips than 
the Proposed Project. 

Table 7.11: 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative Trip Generation – Internal + External Person-
Trips, compares person trips generated by each of the two scenarios analyzed for the Proposed 
Project to person trips generated by the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. 

As shown in the table, the alternative would generate about 47.9 percent of the daily person-trips 
generated by the Maximum Residential Scenario, and about 44.5 percent of the daily person-trips 
generated by the Maximum Commercial Scenario. 

Similarly, substantially fewer vehicle trips would be generated by the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative than would be generated by either the Maximum Residential Scenario or the 
Maximum Commercial Scenario under the Proposed Project, as shown in Table 7.12: Vehicle 
Trip Generation, 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would generate a range of approximately 18,250 to 22,115 fewer vehicle trips 
compared to the Maximum Residential or Maximum Commercial Scenario. 

As shown in Table 7.13:  External Person Trips by Mode –2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, 
transit trips generated by the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative also would be reduced:  1,247 
a.m. peak hour trips compared to the range of 2,665 - 2,818 a.m. peak hour trips under the 
Proposed Project scenarios; 1,319 p.m. peak hour trips compared to the range of 2,893 – 2,809 
p.m. peak hour trips under the Proposed Project scenarios; and 13,244 daily transit trips compared 
to the range of 22,423 – 26,018 daily transit trips under the Proposed Project scenarios.   

5 The analysis and results presented for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative are based on the 
information in the Fehr & Peers memorandum to Manoj Madhavan, Transportation Planner, regarding 
Pier 70 Alternatives Analysis, Transportation and Circulation, December 9, 2016.   
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Table 7.11:  Comparison of Proposed Project and 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 
Trip Generation - Internal + External Person Trips 

Scenario 
Number and Proportion of Person-Trips1 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Proposed Project - Maximum Residential Scenario 

Internal 24,300 18.5% 1,796 16.9% 3,643 23.0% 

External 107,059 81.5% 8,809 83.1% 12,227 77.0% 

Total  131,359 100.0% 10,605 100.0% 15,870 100.0% 

Proposed Project - Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Internal 14,099 10.0% 1,046 9.7% 2,844 18.2% 

External 127,266 90.0% 9,721 90.3% 12,808 81.8% 

Total  141,365 100.0% 10,767 100.0% 15,652 100.0% 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 

Internal 1,660 2.6% 114 3.0% 369 6.5% 

External 61,195 97.4% 3,741 97.0% 5,301 93.5% 

Total  62,885 100.0% 3,855 100.0% 5,670 100.0% 

Note: 
1 Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

Sources: Fehr & Peers, 2016; Adavant Consulting, 2016 
 

Table 7.12:  Vehicle Trip Generation – Comparison of Proposed Project and 2010 Pier 
70 Master Plan Alternative 

Scenario 
Number of Vehicle Trips1 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Proposed Project - Maximum Residential Scenario 

In 15,508 1,954 1,885 
Out 15,508 1,300 2,045 

Total  31,015 3,254 3,930 
Proposed Project - Maximum Commercial Scenario 

In 17,395 2,509 1,461 
Out 17,395 930 2,462 

Total  34,790 3,439 3,923 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 

In 8,153 1,290 386 
Out 8,153 133 1,311 

Total  16,305 1,423 1,697 
Note: 
1 Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
Sources: Fehr & Peers, 2016; Adavant Consulting, 2016  
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Table 7.13:  External Person Trips by Mode – Comparison of Proposed Project and 2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 

Scenario 
Number and Proportion of Person-Trips1 

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Proposed Project - Maximum Residential Scenario 
Auto Person Trips 54,109 50.5% 4,564 51.8% 6,251 51.1% 
Transit Person Trips 22,423 20.9% 2,665 30.3% 2,893 23.7% 
Walk/Bike/Other Person Trips 30,527 28.5% 1,579 17.9% 3,083 25.2% 

Total  107,059 100.0% 8,808 100.0% 12,227 100.0% 
Proposed Project - Maximum Commercial Scenario 

Auto Person Trips 63,827 50.2% 5,087 52.3% 6,632 51.8% 
Transit Person Trips 26,018 20.4% 2,818 29.0% 2,809 21.9% 
Walk/Bike/Other Person Trips 37,421 29.4% 1,816 18.7% 3,366 26.3% 

Total  127,266 100.0% 9,721 100.0% 12,807 100.0% 
2010 Pier 70 Preferred Master Plan Alternative 

Auto Person Trips 30,425 49.7% 2,005 53.6% 2,763 52.1% 
Transit Person Trips 13,244 21.6% 1,247 33.3% 1,319 24.9% 
Walk/Bike/Other Person Trips 17,526 28.6% 489 13.1% 1,218 23.0% 

Total  61,195 100.0% 3,741 100.0% 5,300 100.0% 
Note: 
1 Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
Sources: Fehr & Peers, 2016; Adavant Consulting, 2015 

Construction Impacts 

The types of travel generated by construction activities for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, but with approximately 50 percent 
less development, would result in fewer total truck trips over the multi-year construction period.  
Localized transportation impacts during construction would remain less than significant, as for 
the Proposed Project.  Improvement Measure I-TR-A:  Construction Management Plan, would 
still be applicable to the alternative. 

Operational Impacts 

VMT Impacts 

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ASSESSMENT 

The average VMT per capita for individual uses would be the same for the 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative as for the Proposed Project. For residential development, the regional average 
daily household VMT per capita is 17.2. For office and retail development, regional average daily 
work-related VMT per employee is 19.1 and 14.9, respectively. The existing average daily VMT 
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per capita are 8.8, 14.6, and 10.8 for households, office employees, and retail visitors, 
respectively, for the transportation analysis zone where the project site is located. 

Given that the project site is located in an area where the existing VMT per capita is more than 15 
percent below the existing regional average, similar to the Proposed Project, the retail, office, and 
open space uses associated with the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not result in 
substantial additional VMT and traffic impacts would be less than significant.  Moreover, and 
also similar to the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be located 
within a close proximity to a high-quality transit station and corridor, which also leads to a 
presumption that the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not result in substantial 
additional VMT and that for that reason as well, traffic impacts would be less than significant. 

INDUCED TRAVEL 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have a similar effect on induced travel as that 
described for the Proposed Project. As for the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would include features that would slightly alter the transportation network. These 
features would be sidewalk widening on adjacent streets, on-street loading zones, curb cuts, and 
on-street safety strategies and intersection signalization. These features fit within the general 
types of transportation network projects identified that would not substantially induce automobile 
travel. Therefore, as described for the Proposed Project, impacts would be less than significant for 
the alternative. 

Traffic Impacts 

The roadway network for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be the same as that of 
the Proposed Project.  Therefore, no new traffic hazards would be created, and impacts would be 
less than significant, as for the Proposed Project. 

Transit Impacts 

Impacts on transit capacity utilization associated with the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 
would be somewhat less than with the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project was found to cause 
a significant and unavoidable impact to local Muni Route 48 Quintara/24th Street by increasing 
ridership beyond the 85 percent utilization threshold during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours. All 
other transit impacts of the Proposed Project were found to be less than significant   

Using similar methodologies and assumptions as the analysis for the Proposed Project, transit 
trips for Project Alternatives were assigned to specific Muni routes. Since there were no 
significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project on any other Muni routes other than the 48 
Quintara/24th Street, downtown screenlines, or regional screenlines and the 2010 Pier 70 Master 
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Plan Alternative would generate fewer transit trips than either of the Proposed Project scenarios, 
the alternative would also have a less than significant impact on those specific routes, the 
downtown screenlines and regional screenlines. Therefore, this analysis focused solely on Route 
48 Quintara/24th Street to determine if the Project Alternatives would also cause significant 
impacts. As shown in Table 7.14: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization AM & PM –2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would continue to 
increase ridership on Muni Route 48 beyond the 85 percent utilization threshold during the a.m. 
peak hour (outbound direction) and p.m. peak hour (inbound direction). The impact of the 2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative on Muni transit capacity would therefore be a significant and 
unavoidable impact, similar to, although somewhat less than the impact resulting from the 
Proposed Project scenarios. 

Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, identified Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, Monitor and 
increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus route as needed, which would provide 
additional capacity for the 48 Quintara / 24th Street route during the peak hours for the proposed 
project.  As presented in Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, one option to accomplish this would be to 
add buses to this route [four (Maximum Residential) or six (Maximum Commercial) vehicles] 
during the peak hours, increasing the capacity of the route.  Because the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would generate fewer transit riders than the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure M-
TR-5 would need to be modified to require project sponsors to purchase four new Muni vehicles, 
the same as for the Maximum Residential scenario but reduced from the six vehicles necessary to 
mitigate impacts under the Maximum Commercial scenario.  This would increase the capacity of 
the route by a similar amount to the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative’s contribution to over-
capacity conditions.  Alternatively, as noted in Mitigation Measure M-TR-5, if preferable to 
SFMTA at the time of implementation, the Project Sponsor may contribute a comparable amount 
toward alternative measures to increase capacity along eh route, such as transit priority 
treatments, a change in fleet to higher-capacity vehicles, or initiation of a new route providing 
comparable service.  However, as with the Proposed Project, SFMTA has not formally agreed to 
operate increased service on this route, and therefore cannot guarantee implementation of this 
mitigation measure, and its feasibility remains uncertain.  The other three options discussed under 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-5 – to fund the addition of articulated buses, increase travel speeds, or 
add a new route – would also require additional operational and construction funding throughout 
the route and beyond the impacts caused by the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative.  Thus, the 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable with the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, 
similar to under the proposed project.  
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Table 7.14: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization A.M. & P.M. – Comparison of Baseline Plus Proposed Project with 
Baseline Plus 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative  

 Baseline Baseline Plus Project – Residential Baseline Plus Project – Commercial Baseline Plus 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Ridership Capacity Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Alternative Trips Alt Ridership Alt Utilization 

AM  
Inbound 119 252 47% 149 268 106% 118 237 94% 16 135 54% 
Outbound 199 252 79% 224 423 168% 319 518 206% 189 388 154% 

PM  
Inbound 160 252 63% 211 371 147% 274 434 172% 169 329 131% 
Outbound 213 252 85% 196 409 162% 161 374 148% 47 260 103% 

Note:  
Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater. 

 

Source:  Fehr & Peers 2016.  
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Pedestrian Impacts 

The pedestrian network and improvements for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be 
identical to those for the Proposed Project.  Although the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 
would generate fewer pedestrian trips to/from the project site, impacts would remain the same.  
Pedestrian facilities within the project site would be improved and would accommodate 
pedestrian travel generated by the alternative.  Pedestrian travel to and from the project site would 
be expected to occur from Illinois Street at 20th Street to the north and 22nd Street to the south, as 
assumed for the Proposed Project. Several barriers to accessible pedestrian travel currently exist 
along these off-site pedestrian routes and particularly on the east side of Illinois Street, at the 
access points to the project site. Impacts on pedestrian circulation associated with the 2010 Pier 
70 Master Plan Alternative would be considered significant.  Further, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Improve pedestrian facilities on streets adjacent to and leading to 
the project site, identified for the Proposed Project under Impact TR-10, the impact associated 
with the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
This mitigation measure includes sidewalk widening, construction of new traffic signals at 
Illinois Street/20th Street and Illinois Street/22nd Street, as well as the relocation of obstructions 
such as fire hydrants and power poles (if feasible) to ensure an accessible path of travel is 
provided to and from the project site.  Improvement Measure I-TR-B: Queue Abatement would 
ensure that queues from on-site, off-street parking facilities would not extend into the public 
right-of-way, which would reduce potential conflicts with pedestrians.   

Bicycle Impacts 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would increase bicycle trips in the project area, 
although to a lesser extent than either Proposed Project scenario.  Bicyclists would continue to 
use various nearby bicycle routes to access the project site.  

The Planning Code outlines specific requirements for Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking by land 
use, as summarized in Section 4.E, Transportation and Circulation, in the discussion under 
Impact TR-11. Specifically, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would meet Planning Code 
requirements by providing 441 Class 1 and 217 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces.  

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative bicycle trips would be accommodated within the 
proposed street and bicycle network, both on the project site and along nearby existing bicycle 
routes, and the proposed bicycle parking supply would meet requirements. Additionally, because 
the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would generate fewer auto trips than the Proposed 
Project, it would result in fewer bicycle conflicts than the Proposed Project.  Similar to the 
Proposed Project, bicycle impacts for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be less than 
significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 
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Loading Impacts 

The delivery/service vehicle demand forecasts for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative are 
based on the methodology and truck trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines.  
Delivery/service vehicle demand is based on the types and amount of land uses proposed for the 
alternative.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would generate a demand for 425 daily 
delivery/service vehicle-trips, consisting primarily of small trucks and vans. This corresponds to a 
peak demand for 20 loading spaces during an average hour of loading activities and 24 loading 
spaces during the peak hour of loading activities.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 
would create less loading demand than either Proposed Project scenario. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would provide loading facilities similar to the Proposed 
Project, with both off-street and on-street loading spaces.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would provide 22 loading spaces.  This proposed loading supply would result in a 
shortfall of two loading spaces during the peak hour of loading.  This shortfall is less than the 
9-space shortfall under the Proposed Project; however, similar to the Proposed Project, loading 
impacts would be significant.  Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure M-
TR-12a, which directs that the project’s Transportation Coordinator to coordinate with building 
tenants and delivery services to minimize deliveries during AM and PM peak periods, and 
Mitigation Measure M-TR-12b, which directs the project sponsor to conduct on- and off-street 
commercial loading space utilization studies after Phase 1 to determine whether or not conversion 
of general purpose on-street parking spaces to commercial loading spaces is warranted, would be 
applicable to the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, loading 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of identified 
mitigation. 

Emergency Access 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative’s internal streets would 
be designed to accommodate emergency vehicle access.  Although detailed designs have not yet 
been prepared for the roadways and intersections in this Alternative, the proposed roadway 
circulation network, including the “Y” intersection at Maryland Street/21st Street could likely be 
designed to accommodate emergency vehicle circulation. Additionally, the Proposed Project’s 
traffic generation would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access.  Because the 2010 Pier 
70 Master Plan Alternative would generate somewhat fewer vehicle trips than the Proposed 
Project, its effect on emergency vehicle circulation would be less and would therefore also create 
a less than significant impact to emergency vehicle access. 
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2040 Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Project would not cause any significant cumulative impacts to VMT, induced 
travel, other traffic hazards, pedestrian or bicycle circulation, loading, emergency access, or 
construction, and thus the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative also would not result in a 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts.  This conclusion is based on the 
reduction in overall development under the alternative: it would result in only 195 residential 
units, substantially fewer than under either Proposed Project scenario; nearly 600,000 gsf more 
commercial space than under the Maximum Residential scenario; and about 60 percent of the 
RALI space compared to the Maximum Residential Scenario.   

As under the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would cause a 
significant project-specific impact on local Muni route 48 Quintara/24th Street.  The Proposed 
Project was found to contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts on the 
48 Quintara/24th Street and 22 Fillmore routes by increasing ridership more than 5 percent on a 
route expected to operate beyond the 85 percent utilization threshold during both AM and PM 
peak hours.   

As shown on Table 7.15: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization AM & PM – Comparison of 
Cumulative with Proposed Project and Cumulative with 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, 
under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, Muni route 48 would operate beyond the 
85 percent utilization threshold during both the a.m. (outbound only) and p.m. peak hours and 
also would contribute more than 5 percent to the total ridership, as for the Proposed Project.  
Mitigation Measure M-TR-5: Monitor and increase capacity on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus 
route, would be modified under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative to require the purchase 
of four new vehicles.  This mitigation measure would reduce the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus 
route to less than significant, and therefore, Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4A: Increase capacity 
on the 48 Quintara/24th Street bus routes as needed would not be required under the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative and no additional mitigation is necessary.  Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-
4B: Increase capacity on the 22 Fillmore bus route under the Maximum Commercial Scenario, 
would not be required under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, because the 22 Fillmore 
bus route is projected to operate within the 85 percent capacity utilization threshold under 
cumulative conditions with the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative.  
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Table 7.15: 48 Quintara/24th Street Capacity Utilization A.M. & P.M. – Comparison of Cumulative with Proposed Project and 
Cumulative with 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative  

 Cumulative Cumulative Plus Project – 
Residential 

Cumulative Plus Project – 
Commercial 

Cum. Plus 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative 

Ridership Capacity Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Project Trips Ridership Utilization Alternative Trips Alt Ridership Alt Utilization 

AM  
Inbound 95 252 38% 149 244 97% 118 213 85% 16 111 44% 
Outbound 244 252 97% 224 468 186% 319 563 223% 189 433 172% 

PM  
Inbound 184 252 73% 211 395 157% 274 458 182% 169 353 140% 
Outbound 175 252 69% 196 371 147% 161 336 133% 47 222 88% 

Note:  
Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater. 

 

Source:  Fehr & Peers 2016.  
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Parking 

Due to the requirements within SB 743, which apply to the Proposed Project and the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative, San Francisco does not consider parking conditions to be environmental 
impacts as defined by CEQA for this project; however, Project parking demand/supply is of 
interest to the public and decision makers.  Peak parking demand for the alternative was 
calculated using the same methodologies as for the Proposed Project.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative would have a parking demand of approximately 4,022 spaces during the mid-day 
peak parking period, approximately 3,056 fewer than the parking demand from the Maximum 
Residential Scenario and 3,611 fewer than the Maximum Commercial Scenario.  These 
differences are due to the lower intensity of land uses included in the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative than in either Proposed Project scenario.   

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would provide approximately 405 on-street parking 
spaces and 2,120 off-street spaces, for a total of 2,525 parking spaces.  This supply would not 
accommodate the calculated demand for parking on the project site.  As with the Proposed 
Project, the lack of parking may result in motorists looking for parking outside of the project site.  
However, existing and proposed residential permit parking areas in the vicinity would discourage 
spillover parking from the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative.  Some drivers would shift to 
public transit or other modes of travel such as bicycling, use carshare facilities when a vehicle is 
needed, and would not own a car.  It is possible that such a shift from automobile use to transit 
would add additional demand to public transit facilities.   

NOISE AND VIBRATION 

While the level of development under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be less 
than the Proposed Project, it would be more than the Code Compliant Alternative.  The same 
types of building demolition, rehabilitation, and construction activities would still occur.  
Therefore, construction-related noise and vibration impacts under this alternative would be 
similar to the Proposed Project (Impacts NO-1, NO-2, and NO-3).  Like the Code Compliant 
Alternative, there would be less excavated materials hauled off-site and less materials delivered to 
the site (i.e., fewer haul/delivery truck trips) than under either scenario of the Proposed Project.  
Under this alternative, Mitigation Measures M-NO-1: Construction Noise Control Plan, M-NO-2: 
Noise Control Measures During Pile Driving, and M-NO-3: Vibration Controls Measures During 
Construction would still be required to reduce this alternative’s construction-related impacts.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-1 and M-NO-3 would reduce construction-related 
noise and vibration impacts identified in Impacts NO-1 and NO-3 to less than significant.  
However, like the Proposed Project, pile driving noise impacts under this alternative (Impact 
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NO-2) would still be significant and unavoidable even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-2. 

Under this alternative, building heights could exceed 70 feet, like the Proposed Project, so noise 
issues associated with stationary sources including HVAC and rooftop emergency generators 
would be the same as the Proposed Project (Impact NO-4).  Like the Proposed Project, Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-4 would still be required under this alternative for such rooftop equipment and 
this impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level under this alternative with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-4. 

Because the level of development under this alternative would be less than either scenario of the 
Proposed Project and less traffic would be generated, traffic noise increases would likewise be 
less.  Table 7.7, p. 7.35 above, compares significant traffic increases under this alternative to 
those identified for the Proposed Project.  There would be two road segments under this 
alternative with significant traffic noise increases, as compared with six segments under either 
scenario of the Proposed Project (Impact NO-5).  While this alternative would have fewer road 
segments with significant traffic noise increases than the Proposed Project, it would have one 
more road segment with significant traffic noise increases than the Code Compliant Alternative.  
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1f: Transportation Demand 
Management could result in traffic reductions of up to 20 percent, and such reductions could 
provide noise level reductions of up to 1 dBA, which would be sufficient to reduce traffic noise 
increases on one of the two road segments to less-than-significant levels.  Like the Proposed 
Project and Code Compliant Alternative, traffic noise increases on 22nd Street east of Illinois 
would still be significant.  

Despite the increase of nearly 11 dBA on 22nd Street (east of Illinois Street) under the 2010 Pier 
70 Master Plan Alternative, residential uses are not proposed along this segment of 22nd Street 
under this alternative.  No mitigation measures are necessary to maintain acceptable noise levels 
for residential uses along 22nd Street.   

Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would also have a mix of residential, commercial, and 
RALI uses.  The location of residential uses under this alternative would be limited to one parcel 
adjacent to Illinois Street, and therefore, it is expected that the noise compatibility issues 
identified for the Proposed Project in this same area would still occur under this alternative 
(Impact NO-6).  However, this alternative would have a greater potential for noise disturbance at 
these residences because the Hoedown Yard would continue to operate, but in proximity to future 
residential uses.  In addition to noise levels being higher in the Hoedown Yard vicinity, the nature 
of the noise (i.e., heavy equipment operations, with materials being loaded/unloaded to/from 
trucks) would increase the potential for noise disturbance of any nearby future residents.  Since 
there would be no residential uses in proximity to future commercial office and RALI uses, 
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potential noise conflicts between future residents and other future uses and activities in open 
space areas identified for the Proposed Project would not occur under the 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative.  

Since the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative’s construction-related noise and vibration impacts 
would be similar to the Proposed Project, construction-related cumulative noise impacts would be 
less than significant and this alternative’s contribution to cumulative construction noise increases 
would also be like the Proposed Project, less than cumulatively considerable (Impact C-NO-1).  

This alternative’s contribution to cumulative operational traffic noise increases would be 
substantially less than the Proposed Project but slightly more than the Code Compliant 
Alternative.  Table 7.8, pp. 7.37-7.39 above, compares significant cumulative traffic noise 
increases under this alternative to those identified for the Proposed Project.  When compared to 
2040 cumulative noise levels (cumulative baseline), this alternative would avoid the significant 
cumulative noise increases that would occur under either scenario of the Proposed Project 
(Impact C-NO-2).  

When compared to 2020 baseline noise levels, this alternative would substantially reduce the 
number of roadway segments subject to significant noise increases (decreasing from 20 roadway 
segments with noise increases exceeding the 3-dBA/5-dBA thresholds to six roadway segments; 
one more than the Code Compliant Alternative, 20th Street west of Illinois Street)). With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1f, Transportation Demand Management, these 
increases could be reduced by up to 1.0 dB, and all but two of these significant cumulative noise 
increases would be reduced to less than significant. Although there would still be a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impact under this alternative for two roadway segments (20th Street east of 
Illinois Street and 25th Street east of Third Street), the degree of impact on both of these segments 
would be less than the Proposed Project. This alternative’s contribution to this cumulative impact 
would still be cumulatively considerable, but substantially less than the Proposed Project and 
slightly more than the Code Compliant Alternative. It is noted that although the incremental noise 
increases on these two roadway segments are considered to be significant (exceeding the 5-dBA 
threshold), no adverse noise impacts would occur because no noise-sensitive land uses are planned 
for the affected section of 20th Street and the affected section of 25th Street is developed with 
industrial uses. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impacts During Construction 

The developed square footage under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be greater 
than that of the Code Compliant Alternative but less than that of the Proposed Project.  
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As described in Section 4.G, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and 
NOx for the Proposed Project would exceed the applicable significance thresholds during 
construction of Phases 3, 4 and 5 with operational emissions from the previously constructed 
Phases 1 and 2.  Even with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1a (Construction 
Emissions Minimization) through M-AQ-1h, emissions would exceed the significance thresholds 
with ROG levels at 155 pounds per day, NOx levels at 89 pounds per day, and PM10 levels at 
135 pounds per day during construction of Phase 5 under the Maximum Commercial Scenario.  
Under the Code Compliant Alternative, NOx and PM10 would be reduced to below their 
respective significance thresholds during construction of Phases 4 and 5 and operation of the 
previous phases, but emissions of ROG would remain significant and unavoidable.  As shown in 
Table 7.9, p. 7.42, the sum of construction-related and concurrent operational ROG emissions for 
the Code Compliant Alternative would be 66 pounds per day with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-1a through M-AQ-1h. 

Because the development metrics of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would fall between 
those of the Code Compliant Alternative and the Proposed Project, the resultant construction-
related emissions would also be more than those of the Code Compliant Alternative but less than 
those of the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project and Code Compliant Alternative, air 
quality impacts during construction of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be 
significant and unavoidable with Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1a through Mitigation Measure M-
AQ-1h.  

Operational Impacts 

Like the Proposed Project, operational impacts of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would 
be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.  As described in Section 4.G, Air Quality, 
estimated operational emissions of ROG, NOx and PM10 under the Proposed Project would be 
154, 84 and 77 pounds per day, respectively, under the Maximum Residential Scenario and 157, 
87 and 84 pounds per day, respectively, under the Maximum Commercial Scenario exceeding 
significance thresholds.  

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips compared to the 
Proposed Project Scenarios but greater vehicle trips than that of the Code Compliant Alternative.  
As discussed above, the Code Compliant Alternative would generate 12,690 vehicle trips per 
weekday compared to the 16,193 vehicle trips per weekday generated by the 2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan.6  The Code Compliant Alternative would also construct less square footage of development 
than that of the 2010 Pier 70 aster Plan Alternative.  Additionally, while the Proposed Project 

6 Adavant, Consulting, Pier 70 Special Use District – Alternatives, Technical Trip Generation Tables, 
received via e-mail, from A. Kosinski of Fehr and Peers on June 1, 2016. 
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would have 11 parcels with building heights that would require backup diesel generators, the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have 8 parcels with building heights that would 
require backup diesel generators and result in criteria air pollutant emissions, requiring 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b: Diesel Backup Generator Specification.  
Therefore, since the calculated mitigated operational criteria pollutant emissions of the Code 
Compliant Alternative would result in ROG emissions that exceed the significance threshold of 
54 pounds per day as discussed above, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would generate 
more emissions and would also result in operational emissions that would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Similar to the Proposed Project, construction and operation of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter from 
construction equipment.  Additionally, while the Proposed Project would have 11 parcels with 
building heights that would require backup diesel generators, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would have 8 parcels with building heights that would require backup diesel 
generators and result in DPM emissions.   

As discussed above, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips 
than the Proposed Project.  Additionally the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in 
reduced square footage of development and reduced construction emissions of exhaust-emitted 
PM2.5.  Like the Proposed Project (see Table 4.G.14: Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 
Concentration Contributions of the Maximum Residential Scenario at Off-Site Receptors, and 
Table 4.G.15: Lifetime Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentration Contributions of the Maximum 
Commercial Scenario at Off-Site Receptors, in Section 4.G, Air Quality, p. 4.G.66 and p. 4.G.67, 
respectively), resultant PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below 
significance thresholds for construction and operation of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative.  Similarly, like the Proposed Project (see Table 4.G.16: Lifetime Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentration Contributions at the Maximally Impacted On-Site Receptors, p. 4.G.68), 
resultant PM2.5 concentrations at on-site receptor locations would be below significance 
thresholds for construction and operation.  Therefore, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative 
would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the APEZ criteria for PM2.5, and impacts 
related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in reduced square footage of development 
and reduced construction emissions of exhaust-emitted DPM compared to the Proposed Project.  
Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at on-site receptors under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project, and the same 
mitigation measure would apply to this alternative.  For the Proposed Project (see Table 4.G.16), 
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the unmitigated risk to on-site receptors would exceed the significance threshold but 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a: Construction Emissions Minimization would 
reduce the health risk impact to less than significant.  

For the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a 
would also ensure that increased cancer risk at the maximally affected sensitive receptors would 
be below the threshold of 100 in one million.  Furthermore, at no location, would cumulative 
excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a with additional reduction from Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1b 
which would be required to address emissions from criteria air pollutants, as described above.  
Therefore, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor 
locations meeting the APEZ criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational 
cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Consistency with Clean Air Plan 

Like the Proposed Project, impacts related to consistency with the 2010 CAP for the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative there would be fewer vehicle trips and fewer 
buildings over 70 feet that would require backup diesel generators, resulting in fewer emissions.   

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would align with the applicable recommended 
measures of the 2010 CAP in the same manner as presented for the Proposed Project in 
Table 4.G.17: Control Strategies of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, pp. 4.G.71-74.  Like the Proposed 
Project, it would require implementation of the TDM Program (see Chapter 2, Project 
Description, pp. 2.51), Mitigation Measure M-TR-4 to improve local bus service if SFMTA 
acknowledges it is warranted, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1f, which would require 
implementation of additional TDM measures.  The additional inclusion of bike lanes and 
unbundled parking would ensure consistency with applicable Transportation Control Measures 
contained in the 2010 CAP.  Applicable Mobile Source Control measures of the 2010 CAP would 
be implemented via Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1g and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1h.  Energy 
and Climate Measures of the 2010 CAP would be addressed through compliance with the City’s 
Green Building Requirements for energy efficiency and renewable energy as well as the inclusion 
of open space into the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative.  The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP.  Therefore, the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 CAP, 
and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.  
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Odors 

Although there may be some potential for small-scale, localized odor issues to emerge around 
uses under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative such as solid waste collection, food 
preparation, etc., substantial odor sources and consequent effects on on-site and off-site sensitive 
receptors would be unlikely.  BAAQMD Regulation 7 places general limitations on odorous 
substances and specific emission limitations on certain odorous compounds and applies to 
restaurants that employ more than five persons.  Therefore, like the Proposed Project, this 
alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

Like the Proposed Project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  Because the Proposed Project 
would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG, NOx and PM10 exceeding 
their respective significance thresholds, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative air 
quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation.  Similarly, the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality 
impacts from emissions of ROG after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and 
consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air 
quality impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in a similar cumulative health risk impact 
as the Proposed Project, which was determined to be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a: Construction Emissions Minimization. 

Although the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in fewer vehicle trips and 
building heights would be reduced such that fewer backup diesel generators would be required, 
the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would result in a similar cumulative health risk impact 
as the Proposed Project, which was determined to be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a, primarily as the result of construction-related emissions of DPM.  
As discussed for the proposed project, 2040 cumulative heath risk modeling is based on growth 
projections that would have reasonably accounted for the traffic emissions from the reasonably 
foreseeable projects listed in Section 4.A, Introduction to Chapter 4, pp. 4.A.9-4.A-18.  That 
modeling shows future background risks are projected to be reduced in 2040 compared to existing 
conditions as a result of improved vehicle fleets and the electrification of Caltrain.  Therefore, by 
adding the project’s risks on top of 2040 health risk conditions, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative with mitigation would not result in new locations meeting the APEZ criteria that 
otherwise would not. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

A variety of controls are in place to ensure that development in San Francisco would not impair 
the State’s ability to meet Statewide GHG reduction targets outlined in AB 32, nor impact the 
City’s ability to meet San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets.  Projects that are consistent 
with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy would not contribute significantly to global climate 
change.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be 
required to comply with these regulations and requirements that reduce GHG emissions and 
would be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.  As with the Proposed Project, 
this alternative would introduce a mixed-use development in an area that is served by public 
transit, and would include Class I and Class II bicycle parking spaces, energy efficiency features 
beyond Title 24 requirements, low-impact stormwater management design, water-efficient 
landscaping, water-conserving interior design, convenient recycling and composting, street trees, 
and other features consistent with San Francisco’s ordinances and requirements.  Similar to the 
proposed project, development would be consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
by including residential and commercial uses in a designated Priority Development Area per Plan 
Bay Area, furthering the region’s goals for reducing GHG emissions.  Therefore, as with the 
Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have a less than cumulatively 
considerable contribution to significant cumulative GHG impacts. 

WIND AND SHADOW 

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, buildings would range from 50 to 90 feet in 
height, with the majority 90 feet tall and located at the eastern end of the project site along the 
waterfront (see Figure 7.4 on p. 7.60).  The 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard at the southwestern corner of 
the project site would not be developed.  An 85-foot-tall building (on Parcel 3A) would be 
located to the north of the unoccupied site along Illinois Street, and an 80-foot-tall building (on 
Parcel 7A) would be located to the east of the unoccupied site and east of Louisiana Street.  All 
other interior buildings would be 50 to 55 feet tall.  Under this alternative, the taller buildings are 
situated along the outer perimeter of the project site, and are comparable in height to the tallest 
buildings under the Proposed Project.  Under this alternative, there would be less public open 
space, with 8.07 acres in total compared to 9 acres under the Proposed Project.   

Wind 

Proposed buildings near the northwestern corner of the project site would be taller than existing 
development to the north, northwest, and west, and they would be exposed to prevailing winds.  
Under this alternative, these buildings would result in a slight wind acceleration on Illinois Street, 
the unoccupied Hoedown Yard, and at the north and west façades of these buildings when 
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compared to the existing wind conditions.7  Overall, the resulting wind impacts within the project 
site and vicinity would be similar to the impacts under the Proposed Project in that there would be 
a substantially lower number of areas where winds would exceed the 11 mph comfort criterion 
compared to the existing conditions.  However, the overall wind speeds would likely be 
somewhat higher than those under the Proposed Project due to the taller buildings proposed under 
the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. 

Under this alternative, no new hazard locations would be added in the interior areas of the project 
site when compared to the wind tunnel test results for the existing and Proposed Project 
configurations.  However, winds could exceed the hazard criterion at two new locations – one at 
the southwestern corner of Parcel 3A on Illinois Street and the other at the northwestern corner of 
Parcel 7A.  For the Proposed Project, winds were predicted to exceed the hazard criterion at one 
off-site location to the north of the project site.  It is likely that winds at that location would not 
be influenced by the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative and could potentially continue to 
exceed the hazard criterion. 

Under the Proposed Project plus cumulative development scenario, cumulative projects would not 
have a substantial influence on the wind conditions on and around the project site when compared 
to the baseline surroundings.  As under the Proposed Project, cumulative projects would be 
relatively low in height and separated from the project site by a few blocks under the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative.  For these reasons, under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, 
cumulative projects are not expected to cause any substantial difference in wind conditions on the 
project site.   

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, wind speeds would be increased overall when 
compared to those under the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, which would have 
less-than-significant wind impacts as described in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow, this alternative, 
with mitigation, would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas.  As such, 
the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts 
with mitigation, and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact related to wind. 

Shadow 

The new buildings within the project site under this alternative would be shorter than those under 
the proposed project.  As such, shadow under this alternative would not reach any existing public 
open spaces in the vicinity of the project site (including the future Crane Cove Park) at any time 

7 Neetha Vasan and Frank Kriksic, RWDI, Consulting Engineers and Scientists, Memorandum: 
Pedestrian Wind Analysis – Review of DEIR Alternatives, Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project, June 17, 
2016.  

 
December 21, 2016  Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project 
Case No. 2014-001272ENV 7.83 Draft EIR 

                                                      



7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 

of year from one hour after sunrise to one hour before sunset.  Under this alternative shadow 
impacts on existing streets within the vicinity of the project site would be less than those of the 
proposed project, commensurate with the lower building heights within the project site.   

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, shadow would be increased overall when 
compared to shadow under the Proposed Project.  Like the Proposed Project, which would have 
less-than-significant shadow impacts, as described in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow, the 2010 
Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.  It would therefore have less-than-
significant project-level impacts, and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact related to shadow. 

The discussion of shadow from new buildings on public open spaces that would be constructed 
within the project site under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative is provided for 
informational purposes.   

Under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, building heights would be comparable to those 
of the Proposed Project but would be distributed differently.  The majority of new buildings 
would be 90 feet tall and would line the eastern end of the project site along the waterfront.  A 
80-foot-tall building would also occupy the southcentral portion of the project site.  An 85-foot-
tall building would occupy the northwest corner.  Under this alternative, there would be less 
public open space (8.07 acres in total, compared to 9 acres under the Proposed Project).  For this 
reason, shadow under this alternative would affect a smaller area of public open space, such that 
shadow under this alternative would occupy a comparatively greater proportion of the reduced 
open space provided under this alternative.   

Shadow from buildings within the project site under this alternative would behave in a similar 
fashion as under the Proposed Project.  Shadows would be longest at sunrise and sunset when the 
sun is lowest in the sky and shortest at midday when the sun is highest in the sky.  At sunrise, 
when the sun is in the eastern sky, shadows would reach westward.  As the morning progresses, 
shadows would sweep eastward while growing shorter.  At midday, shadows would reach 
northward and would be at their shortest.  From midday, shadows would continue to sweep 
eastward while growing longer through the afternoon and into the early evening until sunset.  
Thus, shadow is ephemeral and generally moves across properties from west to east in a 
clockwise sweep radiating from the project site.   

The shadow on the waterfront park under this alternative would be qualitatively similar to that 
described for the Waterfront Terrace and Waterfront Promenade open spaces under the Proposed 
Project in Section 4.I, Wind and Shadow.  Shadow on the waterfront parks under this alternative 
would be increased somewhat due to the placement of 90-foot-tall buildings along the length of 
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the waterfront and due to the absence of the Slipways Commons open space, which, under the 
Proposed Project, would create a sunny gap between shadows cast on the Waterfront Terrace and 
Waterfront Promenade open spaces by buildings to its north and south during afternoons for most 
of the year.   

As with the Proposed Project, shadow from this alternative would not substantially affect the use 
of the proposed network of open spaces.  As new public open spaces would be created under this 
alternative, shadow from new buildings constructed under this alternative would not interfere 
with any existing recreational uses within the project site or any existing recreation-based 
expectations for sunlight on these spaces.  During peak hours of use throughout most of the year, 
the open spaces under this alternative would be mostly or substantially in sun and are assumed to 
provide ample seating opportunities in sunny locations for users who prefer sun, as well as shady 
locations for those who prefer shade. 

RECREATION 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would reduce the amount of open space provided on 
the project site from about 9 acres under the Proposed Project, to 8.07 acres (by 10.3 percent).  
However, as discussed above under Population and Housing for this alternative, the residential 
population within the project site would be considerably reduced as compared to the Proposed 
Project under either scenario due to this alternative’s reduced number of residential units 
(195 units) compared to the Proposed Project under the Maximum Residential Scenario 
(3,025 units) or the Maximum Commercial Scenario (1,645 units).   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant recreation impacts, as 
described in Section 4.J, Recreation, this alternative would not increase the use of recreational 
facilities such that physical deterioration of the facilities would be accelerated, would not require 
construction of new or expanded recreational facilities, and would not physically degrade existing 
recreational resources.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-
significant project-level impacts, and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact related to recreation. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would include approximately 50 percent less square 
footage of development than the Proposed Project.  The potable water and wastewater demands 
under this alternative would increase relative to existing conditions, but would be less than under 
the Proposed Project.  However, similar to the Proposed Project, new water and wastewater 
infrastructure would be constructed at the project site to accommodate the increased flows, 
including the new components of the combined sewer system and the 20th Street Pump Station 
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that would be constructed under the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, 
development under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would trigger the requirements of 
the City’s Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines, and stormwater flows 
to the combined sewer system would be reduced by up to 25 percent.  Because the wastewater 
flows would be less than under the Proposed Project, the flows would remain within the capacity 
of the SEWPCP.  As for the Proposed Project, cumulative wastewater flows could exceed the 
downstream conveyance capacity of the City’s combined sewer system.  However, as for the 
Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative’s contribution to this cumulative 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-
UT-1: SFPUC Coordination.  This mitigation measure requires the project sponsors to coordinate 
with the SFPUC to ensure that there is sufficient downstream capacity to convey project-related 
wastewater flows to the SEWPCP before future developments may be occupied.  Implementation 
of this mitigation measure would ensure that flows under this alternative would not exceed the 
capacity of the combined sewer system.   

Like the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant impacts on utilities and service 
systems with mitigation, as described in Section 4.K, Utilities and Service Systems, this 
alternative, with mitigation, would not exceed applicable wastewater treatment requirements, 
require construction or expansion of water, wastewater or stormwater facilities, would not require 
new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements, would not result in a determination that 
that project has inadequate wastewater treatment capacity, would be served by a landfill with 
sufficient capacity, and would comply with Federal, State and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-
significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact related to utilities and service systems. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

As discussed above under Population and Housing for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, 
the residential population within the project site would be considerably reduced as compared to 
the Proposed Project under either scenario, while the employee population would be considerably 
greater than that of the Proposed Project under the Maximum Residential Scenario and 
considerably less than that of the Maximum Commercial Scenario.  As with the Proposed Project, 
this alternative would not adversely affect the ability for the project site to be adequately served 
by existing police protection, fire protection and emergency medical services, public school 
facilities, and public libraries.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant impacts, as described in 
Section 4.L, Public Services, this alternative would not result in adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or need for, new or physically altered facilities in order to 
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maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public 
services such as fire and emergency medical protection, police protection, schools, libraries, or 
other services, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.  As such, 
the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not have any significant project-level impacts, 
and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to 
public services. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Compared with the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less 
potential for impacts on biological resources due to less soils disturbance under the alternative’s 
reduced grading program, a reduced overall construction program, and because the 3.6-acre 
Hoedown Yard on PG&E property would not be developed.  However potential impacts on 
biological resources would be substantially similar in character to terrestrial and marine 
biological impacts analyzed for the Proposed Project with respect to ground disturbance, land 
conversion, geotechnical stabilization, and infrastructure development.   

This alternative includes construction of an engineered berm along the eastern property boundary 
and riprap along the water’s edge to address projected sea level rise flooding risks.  Similar to the 
Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would require a certification and/or 
waste discharge requirements from the RWQCB and a permit from BCDC for development 
within the shoreline band of the Bay.    

Similar to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant biological resources 
impacts with mitigation, as described in Section 4.M, Biological Resources, this alternative, with 
mitigation, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a candidate, sensitive or special status 
species, riparian habitat, sensitive natural community, or on Federally protected wetlands; would 
not interfere with the movement of any migratory fish or wildlife species; would not conflict with 
any local polies or ordinances protecting biological resources; and would not conflict with an 
adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan or other approved habitat 
conservation plan.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-
significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources.  

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The gross square footage of development under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative is 
approximately 50 percent less than under the Proposed Project, and the development footprint is 
also smaller than the Proposed Project because the 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard on PG&E property 
would not be developed.  New development under this alternative would all be constructed on 
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Port property and would be required to comply with the Port of San Francisco Building Code to 
reduce seismic hazards.  As for the Proposed Project, existing Buildings 2, 12, and 21 would be 
improved to meet seismic safety building code requirements which would ensure that seismic 
impacts would be less than significant.  Because the extent of soil disturbance would be less than 
the Proposed Project the potential for soil erosion and creation of unstable slopes is less than 
would occur under the Proposed Project.  This alternative includes the same street network 
improvements.  Although the northern spur of the Irish Hill remnant would be removed for 
construction of the new 21st Street, this would also occur under the Proposed Project.  Therefore, 
this alternative would result in the same impacts related to changes in topography as would the 
Proposed Project.  The Hoedown Yard is underlain by Franciscan Complex which is considered 
paleontologically sensitive.  Because the Hoedown Yard would not be developed under this 
alternative, there would be less disruption of the Franciscan Complex bedrock and less of the 
related potential to disturb paleontological resources.  Fewer structures would be constructed near 
Irish Hill and exposed bedrock cuts, therefore this alternative would result in less risks related to 
rockfall hazards.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-3a: Reduction of 
Rockfall Hazards requiring the use of active controls or setbacks to reduce risks associated with 
rock falls would be necessary to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  Relative to 
the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in similar risks related to use of the dilapidated 
pier, assuming implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-3b: Signage and Restricted Access 
to Piers to restrict access to the existing dilapidated pier.   

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant geology and soils impacts with 
mitigation as described in Section 4.N, Geology and Soils, this alternative, with mitigation, would 
not expose people or structures to seismic risks, would not result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil, would not be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, and would not 
substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site, 
including paleontological resources.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would 
have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not make a 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to geology and soils.  

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

The gross square footage of development under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative is 
approximately 50 percent less than under the Proposed Project, and the development footprint is 
also smaller than the Proposed Project because the 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard on PG&E property 
would not be developed.  The wastewater demands under this alternative would increase relative 
to existing conditions, but would be less than under the Proposed Project.  The volume of 
stormwater discharged to the City’s combined sewer system would be less than would occur 
under wastewater and stormwater Option 1 of the Proposed Project because the Hoedown Yard 
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would not be developed.  Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative includes construction of 
new wastewater and stormwater infrastructure, including a new 20th Street Pump Station.  The 
change in wastewater and stormwater flows could potentially cause the frequency of CSDs from 
the 20th Street sub-basin and/or downstream basins to increase beyond the long-term average of 
10 CSD events per year, in violation of the Bayside NPDES permit.  However, assuming 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HY-2a: Design and Construction of Proposed Pump 
Station for Options 1 and 3, which specifies performance standards for the pump station, this 
impact would be less than significant as for the Proposed Project. 

Because the development footprint would be less than the Proposed Project and the amount of 
impervious surfaces created would be less, water quality impacts related to the potential for soil 
erosion, groundwater dewatering, alteration of drainage patterns, and groundwater depletion and 
interference with groundwater recharge would be less than would occur under the Proposed 
Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would include construction of shoreline 
improvements and repairs to the CSD outfalls which could result in water quality effects related 
to in-bay construction, but these impacts would remain less than significant through the 
implementation of regulatory requirements.  Because this alternative would use the City’s 
combined sewer system, this alternative would not require the construction of a new stormwater 
outfall as could be constructed under wastewater and stormwater management Options 2 and 3 of 
the Proposed Project, therefore there would be less in-bay construction under this alternative.  
Because development would be less under this alternative, there would be less of a potential for 
littering, and water quality impacts related to littering would be less than for the Proposed Project.   

This alternative includes construction of a four-foot-high berm along the waterfront portion of the 
project site that would raise the grade along the waterfront to an elevation of 15.4 feet NAVD88 
(104 feet project datum), which is approximately the same elevation as the projected 100-year 
flood elevation with 66 inches of sea level rise.  This berm would have a slope of 3:1, and would 
not substantially alter the patterns of flood flows at the project site or vicinity, and would protect 
the interior of the project site from future flooding as a result of sea level rise and from flooding 
due to a tsunami.  Shoreline protection improvements, including placing riprap along the water’s 
edge, would be similar under this alternative to those under the Proposed Project.  Further, the 
stormwater drainage system installed under this alternative would be sized to adequately convey 
stormwater flows in accordance with San Francisco’s subdivision regulations and the 2010 Pier 
70 Master Plan Alternative would not exacerbate future flooding conditions.    

Similar to the Proposed Project, which would have less-than-significant hydrology and water 
quality impacts with mitigation, as described in Section 4.O, Hydrology and Water Quality, this 
alternative, with mitigation, would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
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groundwater recharge, would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, 
would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area housing or structures that would impede or 
redirect flood flows, and would not expose people or structures to a significant risks involving 
flooding, inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, and would not 
make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to hydrology and 
water quality.  

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The gross square footage of development under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative is 
approximately 50 percent less than under the Proposed Project, and the development footprint is 
also smaller than the Proposed Project because the 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard on PG&E property 
would not be developed.  Building 19 would be retained under this alternative, resulting in fewer 
buildings being demolished.  Less of the area surrounding the Irish Hill remnant would be 
developed.  Therefore, this alternative would have lesser impacts relative to the Proposed Project 
related to the use of hazardous materials during construction, the potential to encounter hazardous 
building materials, the potential to encounter PCBs are a result of transformer removal, the 
potential to encounter hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater during construction, and 
the emissions of DPM and dust containing naturally-occurring asbestos or metals within ¼ -mile 
of a school.  Assuming implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-2a: Conduct Transformer 
Survey and Remove PCB Transformers, M-HZ-2b: Conduct Sampling and Cleanup if Stained 
Building Materials Are Observed, M-HZ-2c: Conduct Soil Sampling if Stained Soil is Observed, 
M-HZ- 3a: Implement Construction-Related Measures of the Pier 70 RMP; M-HZ-3b: Implement 
Well Protection Requirements of the Pier 70 RMP; and M-HZ-5: Delay Development on 
Proposed Parcel H2 Until Remediation of the PG&E Responsibility Area is Complete, all of these 
impacts would be less than significant for the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, as for the 
Proposed Project.    

Similar to the Proposed Project, existing and future occupants of the project site would be 
protected from exposure to hazardous materials in the soil and groundwater through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-6: Additional Risk Evaluations and Vapor Control 
Measures for Residential Land Uses.  There would be less disturbance of Franciscan Complex 
bedrock containing naturally occurring asbestos and metals; however, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures M-HZ-8a: Prevent Contact with Serpentinite Bedrock and Fill Materials in 
Irish Hill Playground, and M-HZ-8b: Restrictions on the use of Irish Hill Playground, would still 
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be required to ensure that impacts associated with exposure to naturally-occurring asbestos and 
metals would be less than significant.   

There would fewer new site uses under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, therefore less 
hazardous materials would likely be used during operation and there would be less of a fire risk.  
The changes in the street network would be the same as the Proposed Project and there would be 
less operational traffic, therefore this alternative would have less of a potential impact on 
interference with emergency response. 

Like the Proposed Project which would have less-than-significant hazards and hazardous 
materials impacts with mitigation as described in Section 4.P, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
this alternative, with mitigation, would not create a significant hazard through handling of 
hazardous materials, would not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites, would not be located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport or in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would not interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and would not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires.  As such, the 2010 Pier 70 
Master Plan Alternative would have less-than-significant project-level impacts with mitigation, 
and would not make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to 
hazards and hazardous materials.  

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES 

There are no known mineral resources within the project site.  Similar to the Proposed Project, the 
2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would have no impact on a mineral resource and would not 
contribute to a significant cumulative impact on a mineral resource. 

Like the Proposed Project, which would have a less-than-significant impact on energy resources 
as described in Section 4.Q, Mineral and Energy Resources, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan 
Alternative would also not include activities which would result in the use of wasteful or large 
amounts of fuel, water or energy.  Thus, this alternative would have a less-than-significant impact 
on energy resources and would not contribute considerably to any cumulative impact related to 
energy resources.  

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would not convert 
farmland, conflict with agricultural or forest land zoning or a Williamson Act contract, nor result 
in a loss or conversion of forest land or farmland.  The potential impacts related to agricultural 
and forest resources under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative would be the same as those 
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for the Proposed Project.  Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, there would be no impacts 
related to agricultural and forest resources under the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative. 

E. ABILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVES TO MEET PROJECT 
SPONSORS’ OBJECTIVES  

The No Project Alternative is included, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), 
even though it would not meet the basic project objectives.  The Code Compliant Alternative and 
the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative are potentially feasible options that would likely meet 
most but not all of the Proposed Project objectives.  The ability of each alternative to meet the 
objectives of the Proposed Project is presented in Table 7.16: Ability of Alternatives to Meet 
Project Objectives.   

Table 7.16:  Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives 

Project Sponsors’ 
Objectives 

Proposed 
Project 

No 
Project 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Create a unique San 
Francisco neighborhood 
within an industrial historic 
district that includes new, 
activated waterfront open 
spaces with the amenities 
and services necessary to 
support a diverse, thriving 
community of residents and 
workers, while mitigating 
land use conflicts with 
ongoing ship repair at Pier 
70.  

Yes No Partially.  The alternative 
would retain and reuse a 
former industrial complex 
that would continue to be 
a part of an historic 
district.  However, the 
alternative would have 
significantly fewer 
waterfront open spaces, 
amenities, and services. 
Overall density of 
residential and 
commercial office uses 
would also be 
substantially reduced. 

Partially.  The alternative 
would retain and reuse a 
former industrial complex 
that would continue to be a 
part of an historic district.  
However, the alternative 
would have fewer amenities 
and services.  Overall 
density of residential uses 
would be substantially 
reduced, eliminating the 
mixed-use nature of the 
project. 

Implement the open space, 
housing, affordability, 
historic rehabilitation, artist 
community preservation, 
commercial, waterfront 
height limit and urban 
design policies endorsed by 
the voters in Proposition F 
(November 2014) for the 
28-Acre Site.  

Yes No Partially.  The alternative 
would have a reduced 
amount of open space and 
housing as well as reduced 
housing affordability 
levels.  Alternative would 
not preserve the existing 
artist community.  
Alternative would still 
include historic 
rehabilitation and 
commercial uses.  

Partially.  The alternative 
would have a reduced 
amount of open space and 
would greatly reduce the 
amount of housing as well as 
reduced housing 
affordability levels.  
Alternative would still 
include historic 
rehabilitation and 
commercial uses.  
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Table 7.16 Continued 

Project Sponsors’ 
Objectives 

Proposed 
Project 

No 
Project 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Provide dense, mixed-
income housing that 
includes both ownership and 
rental opportunities to 
attract a diversity of 
household types in order to 
help San Francisco meet its 
fair share of the regional 
housing needs. 

Yes No Partially.  The alternative 
would provide both fewer 
housing units and 
affordable housing units.  
It would contribute fewer 
market-rate and affordable 
units toward meeting 
Francisco’s fair share of 
the regional housing 
needs.  

Partially.  The alternative 
would provide only one 
parcel for housing, with only 
the standard level of 
affordable housing units.  

Provide a model of 21st 
century sustainable urban 
development by 
implementing the Pier 70 
Risk Management Plan 
approved by the San 
Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board, encouraging energy 
and water conservation 
systems, and reducing 
vehicle usage, emissions, 
and vehicle miles traveled 
to reduce carbon footprint 
impacts of new 
development, consistent 
with the Port’s Climate 
Action Plan. 

Yes No Partially. The alternative 
would comply with the 
Pier 70 Risk Management 
Plan. However, the 
alternative would not 
include sustainability 
features over and above 
those currently required by 
the Planning and Building 
codes.  

Yes. The alternative would 
comply with the Pier 70 Risk 
Management Plan. It would 
also encourage efficient 
energy and water 
conservation systems as well 
as reduction of vehicle usage 
and emissions, consistent 
with the Port’s Climate 
Action Plan. 

Provide access to San 
Francisco Bay where it has 
been historically precluded 
by opening the eastern shore 
of the site to the public with 
a major new waterfront 
park, extending the Bay 
Trail and establishing the 
Blue Greenway, and using 
design features to create a 
pedestrian- and bicycle-
friendly environment. 

Yes No Yes. The alternative 
would provide access to 
San Francisco Bay, build a 
waterfront park, extend 
the Bay Trail and Blue 
Greenway, and would be 
pedestrian and bicycle 
friendly.  

Yes. The alternative would 
provide access to San 
Francisco Bay, build a 
waterfront park, extend the 
Bay Trail and Blue 
Greenway, and would be 
pedestrian and bicycle 
friendly. 

Rehabilitate three 
contributing historic 
resources within the Union 
Iron Works Historic District 
to accommodate new uses 
consistent with the 
Secretary of Interior’s 
Standards for Treatment of 
Historic Properties, and 
design and build new 
infrastructure, public realm 
areas, parks and buildings 
consistent with the Infill 

Yes No Yes.  The alternative 
would rehabilitate 
contributing resources to 
the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards.  It 
would build new public 
realm areas and new 
infrastructure and would 
be consistent with the 
Infill Development Design 
Criteria within the Port’s 
Pier 70 Preferred Master 
Plan. 

Yes.  The alternative would 
rehabilitate contributing 
resources to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards.  It 
would build new public 
realm areas and new 
infrastructure and would be 
consistent with the Infill 
Development Design 
Criteria within the Port’s 
Pier 70 Preferred Master 
Plan. 
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Table 7.16 Continued 

Project Sponsors’ 
Objectives 

Proposed 
Project 

No 
Project 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

Development Design 
Criteria within the Port’s 
Pier 70 Preferred Master 
Plan and support the 
continued integrity of the 
Union Iron Works Historic 
District. 
Create business and 
employment opportunities 
for local workers and 
businesses during the 
design, construction, and 
operation phases of the 
Proposed Project. 

Yes No Yes, although the 
alternative has a 
significantly reduced 
commercial and retail 
square footage, and 
therefore would generate 
fewer employment 
opportunities during the 
design, construction and 
operation phases.  

Yes. The alternative would 
have sufficient commercial 
and retail square footage to 
generate business and 
employment opportunities 
during the design, 
construction and operation 
phases.  

Elevate and reinforce site 
infrastructure and building 
parcels to allow the new 
Pier 70 neighborhood to be 
resilient to projected levels 
of sea level rise and any 
major seismic event, as well 
as incorporate financing 
strategies that enable the 
project and the Port’s Bay 
shoreline to adapt to future, 
increased levels of sea level 
rise. 

Yes No Partially. The alternative 
would include 
construction of an 
engineered berm to protect 
the shoreline against 
projected levels of sea 
level rise. However, the 
alternative would not 
elevate building parcels, 
nor would it include a 
financing strategy to 
enable the project to adapt 
to future, increased levels 
of sea level rise.  

Yes. The alternative would 
include reinforcement of site 
infrastructure to protect 
against future sea level rise 
and seismic events, as well 
as incorporate financing 
strategies to fund future 
improvements.  

Along with the Historic 
Core and Crane Cove Park, 
serve as a catalyst project 
for Pier 70 to support the 
Port’s site-wide goals 
established in the Pier 70 
Preferred Master Plan, 
including new 
infrastructure, streets and 
utilities, and new revenue to 
fund other Pier 70 
improvements.  

Yes No Partially. While the 
alternative would include 
construction of some new 
infrastructure, streets, and 
utilities at the project site, 
the catalytic effect of the 
alternative on the larger 
Pier 70 area would be 
significantly diminished, 
as would revenue 
generation to fund other 
Pier 70 improvements, due 
to greatly reduced density.  

Yes. The alternative would 
catalyze the Port’s site-wide 
goals as established in the 
Pier 70 Preferred Master 
Plan. 

Construct a high-quality, 
public-private development 
project that can attract 
sources of public 
investment, equity, and debt 
financing sufficient to fund 
the Proposed Project’s site 
and infrastructure costs, 
fund ongoing maintenance 

Yes No No. At the given density, 
taking into account the 
level of infrastructure 
necessary to facilitate 
development, 
development under the 
alternative would not be 
able to attract sources of 
equity and debt financing 

 Partially. While the 
alternative would likely 
include development able to 
fund ongoing maintenance 
and operation costs, it may 
not be able to produce a 
market rate return on 
investment that meets the 
requirements of AB 418 and 
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Table 7.16 Continued 

Project Sponsors’ 
Objectives 

Proposed 
Project 

No 
Project 

Code Compliant 
Alternative 

2010 Pier 70 Master 
Plan Alternative 

and operation costs, and 
produce a market rate return 
investment that meets the 
requirement of Assembly 
Bill 418 (2011) and allows 
the Port to further its Public 
Trust mandate and mission. 

sufficient to fund the 
project’s site and 
infrastructure costs, would 
not be able to fund 
ongoing maintenance and 
operation costs, and would 
not produce a market rate 
return on investment that 
meets the requirements of 
AB 418. 

therefore would not attract 
cost-efficient sources of 
equity and debt financing 
sufficient to fund the 
project’s site and 
infrastructure construction 
costs. 

Through exercising of the 
City’s option with PG&E to 
purchase the Hoedown 
Yard, provide funds for the 
City’s HOPE VI rebuild 
projects in accordance with 
Board Resolution No. 54-
14, such as the Potrero 
Terrace and Potrero Annex 
HOPE VI.  

Yes No No. The alternative does 
not include future 
development at the 
Hoedown Yard. 

No. The alternative does not 
include future development 
at the Hoedown Yard.  

 

F. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED 

Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that an EIR should “identify any 
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but rejected as infeasible during the scoping 
process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.”  The 
screening process for identifying viable EIR alternatives included consideration of the following 
criteria: ability to meet the project objectives; potential ability to substantially lessen or avoid 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project; and potential feasibility.  The 
discussion below provides the reasons for eliminating these alternatives from detailed 
consideration in the EIR.   

Maritime Use Alternative 

The Maritime Use Alternative would contain only maritime; industrial; production, distribution 
and repair (PDR); and parking uses throughout the entirety of the project site, consistent with 
existing zoning and height limits.  This alternative would be more consistent with the current and 
past uses at the site.  The resulting project would have a significantly lower intensity, which 
would reduce project trips and associated noise and air quality impacts.  It would also eliminate 
residential uses at both the 28-Acre Site and Illinois Parcels, which would address potential 
transportation, noise and vibration, and air quality impacts.  However, the maritime or industrial 
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uses could themselves produce greater noise and/or air quality impacts as compared to the 
Proposed Project.  

This alternative was ultimately not selected as it does not achieve a variety of the project 
sponsors’ basic objectives.  The Maritime Use Alternative would significantly modify the 
Proposed Project to allow only maritime, industrial, PDR, and parking uses.  The overall intensity 
would be significantly less than the Proposed Project.  The Maritime Use Alternative would not 
fully meet the project objectives of providing a new, activated waterfront open space and 
providing access to San Francisco Bay where it has historically been precluded, by opening the 
eastern shore of the site to the public with a significant new waterfront park, and creating a 
pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly environment.  This alternative would result in no new affordable 
housing.  Additionally, the alternative would not attract sources of equity and debt financing 
sufficient to fund the alternative’s site and infrastructure construction costs or fund ongoing 
maintenance and operation costs, and would not achieve a market-rate return on investment that 
meets the requirements of Assembly Bill No. 418 (2011).8 

No Hoedown Yard Alternative 

The No Hoedown Yard Alternative would modify the Proposed Project to eliminate all future 
development at or improvement of the approximately 3.6-acre Hoedown Yard parcel. This 
condition would occur if PG&E were unable to find a suitable area to relocate the utilities 
operations that currently occur at the Hoedown Yard. This alternative would result in a total open 
space area of 6.7 acres at the project site, a 2.3 acre reduction from the Proposed Project. The No 
Hoedown Yard Alternative would also result in a reduced intensity of development. The No 
Hoedown Yard Alternative would result in reduced excavation at the Hoedown Yard parcel. 
Except for these modifications, the No Hoedown Yard Alternative would include components 
similar to the Proposed Project.  

The No Hoedown Yard Alternative would not require the approval of the California Public 
Utilities Commission of PG&E’s sale of Hoedown Yard parcel. Otherwise, all of the same 
approval actions as those listed for the Proposed Project in Section 2.G of this EIR. 

This alternative would meet most, but not all, of the Project Sponsors’ objectives. However, this 
EIR analyzes as an alternative the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative, which includes 
approximately 32 acres, and excludes all land associated with the Hoedown Yard. Accordingly, 
the No Hoedown Yard Alternative was ultimately not selected for further consideration because 

8 California State Assembly Bill No. 418: Tidelands and submerged lands: City and County of San 
Francisco: Pier 70.  Available online at 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201120120AB418.  Accessed 
November 3, 2016. 
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the 2010 Pier 70 Master Plan Alternative similarly excluded the Hoedown Yard, and therefore 
analysis of this alternative would be redundant.  Additionally, this alternative would not 
substantially reduce environmental impacts as compared to the Proposed Project. 

Noise Compatibility Alternative 

The Noise Compatibility Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project but would allow 
only commercial-office and RALI uses on the Illinois Parcels, in order to to prevent exposure of 
future sensitive receptors (that would locate on Illinois Street within the project site) to significant 
noise impacts.  This alternative was also intended to address comments submitted on behalf of the 
American Industrial Center during the Notice of Preparation public comment period.  Except for 
the modification in allowable uses, the Noise Compatibility Alternative would include 
components similar to the Proposed Project and would meet most of the project sponsor’s 
objectives.  Mitigation Measure M-NO-6: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses, in Section 4.F, 
Noise and Vibration on pp. 4.F.70-4.F.71, would require that a noise study be conducted by a 
qualified acoustician who shall determine the need to incorporate noise attenuation measures into 
the building design.  Under the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure M-NO-6 would reduce the 
potentially significant noise impact on proposed residential sensitive receptors in the Illinois 
Parcels to a less-than-significant level.  Because no significant and unavoidable impact on 
proposed residential sensitive receptors would result under the Proposed Project, the 
identification and evaluation of a Noise Compatibility Alternative is not required under CEQA.    

G. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative.  If the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior, CEQA requires selection of 
the “environmentally superior alternative other than the No Project Alternative” from among the 
Proposed Project and the alternatives evaluated.  The No Project Alternative is considered the 
overall environmentally superior alternative because the impacts associated with implementation 
of the Proposed Project would not occur under the No Project Alternative.  However, the No 
Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.   

To identify the environmentally superior alternative in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a 
comparison of the impacts related to the alternatives is presented in Table 7.1 on pp. 7.3-7.6.  
Thus, the Code Compliant Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative.  Due to the 
substantially lower number of residential units and the decrease in the amount of commercial and 
RALI space to be constructed and occupied under the Code Compliant Alternative, this 
alternative would lessen (but not avoid) most of the significant adverse impacts identified for the 
Proposed Project related to the topics of transportation, noise and vibration, and air quality, and 
would avoid a significant impact identified for the Proposed Project related to cumulative noise.   
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The Code Compliant Alternative would also lessen impacts of the Proposed Project that were 
found to be less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation, related to the topics of 
land use, population and housing, cultural resources (archeological), cultural resources (historic 
architectural), greenhouse gas emissions, wind and shadow, recreation, utilities and service 
systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, 
hazards and hazardous materials, and mineral and energy resources.  

As shown in Table 7.16 on pp. 7.92-7.95, the Code Compliant Alternative would partially meet 
the project sponsor’s objectives.  Like the Proposed Project it would retain, rehabilitate, and reuse 
a former industrial complex that would continue to be a part of an historic district.  It would 
provide public open spaces and waterfront access, commercial and retail space, and would 
contribute market-rate and affordable units toward meeting San Francisco’s regional housing 
needs.  However, it would provide substantially less public open space, market-rate and 
affordable residential units, and commercial and retail space than the Proposed Project.  This 
alternative would not elevate building parcels, nor would it include a financing strategy to enable 
the project to adapt to future, increased levels of sea level rise.  This alternative would not 
construct a high-quality, public-private development project that could attract sources of public 
investment, equity, and debt financing to fund site and infrastructure costs, and ongoing 
maintenance, and produce a market rate return investment that allows the Port to further its Public 
Trust mandate and mission.  
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