
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 22-092 
MID-SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INC, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION,  ) 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on December 5, 2022, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the Board 
of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on November 18, 2022 to Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation, of a Demolition Permit (demolish a 2-story, 2-basement, office building) at 
2550 Irving Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. 2022/06/27/7192 
 
FOR HEARING ON February 8, 2023 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc, Appellant(s) 
Fife Law 
c/o Enoch Wang, Attorney for Appellant(s) 
300 Montgomery Street, Suite 610 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 

 
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, 
Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Katie Lamont, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
201 Eddy Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: December 5, 2022 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 22-092     
 
I / We, Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of 

Demolition Permit No. 2022/06/27/7192  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or 

became effective on: November 18, 2022, to: Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, for the 

property located at: 2550 Irving Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
The Appellants may, but are not required to, submit a one page (double-spaced) supplementary statement with this Preliminary 
Statement of Appeal. No exhibits or other submissions are allowed at this time. 
 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on January 19, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org, jrabinowitsh@tndc.org and klamont@tndc.org. 
 
Respondent’s and Other Parties’ Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on February 2, 2023, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, geokimm@sbcglobal.net, enochwang@fifelawllp.com, and 
pbholzman@gmail.com. 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be provided before the 
hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of the hearing 
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment to the preliminary Statement of Appeal. 

  
 

Signature: Via Email 
 
Print Name: Patrick Doolittle, agent for appellant(s) 
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Preliminary Statement of Appeal (filed 12/5/22) 

Permit Application No. 202206277192 
Issued: November 18, 2022 
Property Address: 2550 Irving Street, San Francisco CA 94122 

I represent Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. (MSNA) in this appeal. Attached is an 

email from MSNA president Flo Kimmerling authorizing me to file this appeal. The permit 

appealed from is the demolition permit issued November 18, 2022 for permit holder and owner 

Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC). The primary basis for the appeal 

is that the approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) was issued in 

error. “N/A” was checked by the SFDPH in response as to whether there are health and safety 

concerns at the property. It is unclear whether the application was reviewed by SFDPH’s 

Environmental Health Division as it should have been. Testing has revealed significant PCE 

contamination beneath the 2550 Irving Street block that has spread onto neighboring properties. 

Unacceptable levels of PCE have been found this year in six homes adjacent to the property, and 

they may be present in other nearby homes that have not yet been sampled. The application 

information submitted by the permit holder regarding the contamination was missing or 

otherwise incomplete and outdated. SFDPH has acknowledged that DTSC is the responsible 

agency. MSNA and its environmental consultants met with DTSC on September 23, 2022. 

DTSC is currently investigating and its investigation has not been concluded. The permit 

holder’s site management plan should have but did not include forensic and soil sampling, and 

the demolition permit did not identify contamination sources on the property. Without required 

forensic control conditions imposed during demolition, there is a substantial likelihood 

demolition will destroy critical evidence of PCE contamination in and around contaminated 

piping in the subsurface. 
Enoch Wang, Esq. 
Fife Law, LLP  
300 Montgomery Ave., Ste. 610 
San Francisco, CA 94104  
(415) 837-3100
enochwang@fifelawllp.com

Flo Kimmerling 
(MSNA) 
geokimm@sbcglobal.net 

Paul Holzman (MSNA) 
pbholzman@gmail.com 



12/1/22, 12:00 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 12/1/2022 10:55:17 AM

Application Number: 202206277192
Form Number: 6
Address(es): 1724 / 038 / 0 2550 IRVING ST
Description: DEMOLISH A 2 STORY, 2 BASEMENT, OFFICE BUILDING.
Cost: $200,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:
Action Date Stage Comments
6/27/2022 TRIAGE
6/27/2022 FILING
6/27/2022 FILED
10/28/2022 PLANCHECK  
10/28/2022 APPROVED
11/18/2022 ISSUED

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: 1010621
Name: MIGUEL GUZMAN
Company Name: GUZMAN CONSTRUCTION GROUP INC.

Address: 2270 PALOU AV * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94124-
0000

Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 CPB 6/27/22 6/27/22 6/27/22 WONG ALBERT MOD

2 CP-ZOC 6/28/22 8/17/22 8/17/22 LAUSH
MAGGIE

8/17/22: Approved - demo of existing 2-story
commercial structure and surface parking lot;
reference new construction permit, BPA
202205053630 - Maggie.Laush@sfgov.org

3 BLDG 8/18/22 9/23/22 9/26/22 WONG IRENE 9/26/22:Approved. Route to PPC.

4 DPW-
BSM 9/27/22 9/28/22 9/28/22 LIONGSON

KATHLEEN

Approved. 9/28/22. Pre-construction site
meeting required by BSM Street Inspection.
Call (628) 271-2000 or dpw-
bsminspects@sfdpw.org to schedule. - KVL

5 HEALTH 9/29/22 10/12/22 10/12/22 CASEY RYAN NA

6 CP-ZOC 10/13/22 10/14/22 10/14/22 LAUSH
MAGGIE

10/14/22: Missing stamp added per 8/17
approval - ML.

7 PPC 10/17/22 10/17/22 10/17/22 EAKIN
MIGUEL

10/17/22: TO CPB;me 10/13/22: TO
PLANNING to stamp second set of paper
plans;me 9/29/22: To Health; ST 09/27/22:
TO BSM;me 08/18/22: TO BLDG;me
06/28/22: TO PLANNING;me

8 CPB 10/17/22 10/28/22 11/18/22 WONG ALBERT

11/18/22: ISSUED; 11/8/22: ASBESTOS
REMOVAL PERMIT PA#202211045956;
INVOICED; 10/28/22: ASBESTOS PRESENT
REQ SEPARATE ASBESTOS REMOVAL
PERMIT VIA OVER THE COUNTER;
10/20/22: EMAILED GC AND APPLICANT;
PENDING CONTRACTOR STATEMENT,
MMRP, J#, RACM SURVEY REPORT;

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450. 

Appointments:
Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots

Inspections:
Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfgov.org/


























































  

         BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE APPELLANT(S) 
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ENOCH WANG (SBN 218904) 
FIFE LAW, LLP 
300 Montgomery Street, Ste. 631 
San Francisco, CA  94104 
Telephone:  (415) 837-3101 
Facsimile:  (415) 837-3111 
 
Attorneys for Appellant 
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. 
 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
____________________________________ 
MID-SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
 
   Appellant, 
v. 
 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING 
INSPECTION, 
 
   Respondent.  
____________________________________ 

 
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 
 

 
Appeal No. 22-092 
 
APPELLANT MID-SUNSET 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, 
INC.’S BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF 
APPEAL 
 
Date:   February 8, 2023 
Time:  5:00 p.m. 
Place:  City Hall, Room 416 
 

 Appellant Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. (MSNA) is comprised of 

residents who live adjacent or nearby to the 2550 Irving Street property for which demolition 

permit has been issued by DBI (Permit No. 202206277192). The demolition permit was issued 

on November 18, 2022. Appeal was timely filed on December 5, 2022. 

I. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 Environmental investigations conducted between 2019 and 2021 at the property (2550 

Irving Street) have found tetrachloroethylene (PCE) above the Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC)’s risk-based environmental screening levels (ESL) in soil vapor at the property 

(which encompasses 2520 Irving Street where the former Miracle Cleaners site was located) and 

also north at 2520 Irving Street (former Miracle Cleaners site), and south at 2511 Irving Street 

and the adjacent 2525 Irving Street. 2511 Irving Street (which was formerly an Albrite Cleaners 

site) was added to the DTSC Cortese List, and the owner and former operator were issued an 
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Imminent & Substantial Endangerment Order (“I&SE Order”) by DTSC on October 29, 2021 

(Exhibit A). The full extent and interaction between the contamination under and at the 

property sought to be demolished and adjacent properties is currently unknown and the subject 

of ongoing DTSC investigation. 

 Indoor air sampling conducted in September-October 2021 and March 2022 at six 

homes adjacent to the property revealed PCE levels higher than the health-based residential 

screening levels. (Exhibit B – Declaration of Paul Holzman ¶ 3) 

 On June 27, 2022, the owner TNDC applied to the DBI for a demolition permit. None of 

this was mentioned in the application. (Exhibit C – Application For Demolition Permit) 

 Previously, TNDC’s consultant Path Forward Partners, Inc. (Path Forward) submitted a 

Response Plan which was approved by DTSC on September 2, 2021. On November 24, 2021, 

Path Forward prepared a Site Management Plan for the property. (Exhibit D) The report did not 

mention the contamination findings at the adjacent properties or update to include the I&SE 

Order at 2511 Irving Street.  

 On July 12, 2022, because of the new data regarding the contamination derived through 

testing and analysis, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed a resolution (Exhibit E – 

Resolution No. 317-22) acknowledging the interaction between the contamination at the three 

properties and urging that “DTSC, in coordination with SFDPH, manage this situation with a 

comprehensive, coordinated investigation and cleanup approach for the PCE contamination on 

the 2500 Irving Street block…in order to protect the health of future building occupants and 

long-time residents now known to have been exposed to PCE for decades.” The Board of 

Supervisors further urged “that construction at any property impacted by the 2500 Irving PCE 

soil gas plume is performed only after a Response Plan is in place to remediate the 

contamination and to prevent the exposure of nearby residents to PCE vapors.” 

 On September 23, 2022, DTSC met with representatives of applicant MSNA. The 

meeting was attended by MSNA geologist expert Donald Moore, PG, ARM, San Francisco 

Supervisor Gordon Mar, DTSC Director Meredith Williams, and Nelline Kowbel, DTSC Chief, 

Northern CA Division, Site Mitigation. Directors Williams and Kowbel acknowledged the new 

findings and stated that DTSC was investigating “the data in aggregate” and that “[DTSC has] 
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to think about the whole, for the entire block and the entire PCE plume." (Holzman Decl. ¶ 4 - 

Exhibit F – Meeting Minutes) None of this is reflected in the owner’s Site Management Plan, 

demolition permit application, or ultimately in DBI’s November 18, 2022 issuance of the 

demolition permit. 

 One of the required approvals is from San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(SFDPH). On October 12, 2022, SFDPH wrote “NA” to whether there were any health issues 

with issuance of the permit.  

II. DISCUSSION  

 The Board of Appeals is empowered by the San Francisco Charter and related municipal 

ordinances to hear and determine the controversy before it. It may draw its own conclusions 

from the conflicting evidence before it, and in the exercise of its independent judgment, affirm 

or overrule the issuance of the permit. See Lindell Co. v. Board of Permit Appeals of City and 

County of San Francisco (1943) 23 Cal.2d 303, 315. The Board is authorized to exercise 

independent discretionary review of a demolition or building permit application. See Guinnane 

v. San Francisco City Planning Comm. (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 732, 740. This discretion 

includes the power to determine whether a proposed project will “affect the public health, safety 

or general welfare.” Lindell, 23 Cal.2d at 314; Guinnane, 209 Cal.App.3d at 739. 

 SFDPH notating “NA” to whether there are health impacts to demolition and approval 

for demolition was issued in error. Based on testing results to date, indoor air and soil vapor 

sampling conducted at adjacent homes, proximity and relationship with contaminated sites at 

2550 Irving Street, there is an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health 

associated with the PCE soil vapor impacts which are likely to be affected by demolition of the 

2550 Irving Street property. (Exhibit G – Don Moore, PG, ARM Declaration, ¶ 5)  

From review of the Site Management Plan (SMP) and demolition permit application, 

there is little consideration in the SMP regarding the PCE contamination that will be exposed 

during demolition. This is particularly significant based on the fact that the location of former 

Miracle Cleaners which sits on the property sought to be demolished -- and is the likely source 

of all the PCE contamination north of Irving Street -- has not been adequately investigated to 

assess the magnitude and full extent of the PCE in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater. Demolition 
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offers the last opportunity for conducting an appropriate source investigation, and if sufficient data 

is not collected during demolition, the result is likely to be destruction of valuable data and 

evidence which will make it difficult or impossible to confirm the source(s) and to determine 

responsible parties and the appropriate remedial approach. (Moore Decl. ¶ 6) 

Protocol for soil and soil vapor collection and investigation during demolition 

 Best practices during demolition indicate collecting soil and soil vapor samples at a 

minimum of six locations at five and fifteen feet below grade, allowing for assessment of 

potential PCE source areas from former sumps, drains and sewer lines. Based on existing data 

around the former Miracle Cleaners property, there is a clear indication of potential PCE source 

area at and around the sewer lateral on the property including potential soil matrix contamination. 

Historic records at the building department should be reviewed prior to demolition to determine the 

location and depth of the former or still existing sewer lateral associated with former Miracle 

Cleaners to focus the investigation, and at least two of the borings advanced in close proximity to 

the sewer lateral. (Moore Decl. ¶ 7)  

 Best practices during demolition requires professional geologist supervision. Sampling 

protocol should be established in the SMP for both soil vapor and matrix sampling. During the 

investigation, recovered soils should be logged by a field geologist in accordance with the 

Unified Soil Classification System. Soil classifications, related observations, and soil vapor 

probe construction details should then be recorded on field borehole logs along with all other 

soil encountered during the demolition process. (Moore Decl. ¶ 8)  

Recovered soils should then be screened for the presence of PCE and other volatile 

organic compounds (VOCs) using a photoionization detector (PID). Recovered soils would then 

be placed into a sealable plastic bag and PID measurements recorded on borehole logs and field 

reports. Soil vapor samples would be collected into laboratory supplied Summa canisters with 

dedicated flow controllers. (Moore Decl. ¶ 9)  

At each of the borehole locations, soil samples from approximately 5 and 15 feet below 

grade will be retained for chemical analysis of VOCs. If elevated PID readings of recovered 

soils suggest the presence of VOCs, additional soil samples will be retained for chemical 

analysis. Soil samples and Summa canisters will be labeled and transported under chain of 
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custody to a California certified analytical laboratory for chemical analysis. Following receipt of 

final laboratory analytical results, professional geologist should validate and verify chemical 

data and prepare a summary report to DTSC and SFDPH. The investigation report should 

include a description of site conditions and field sampling activities with a site plan showing 

locations, a tabulated summary of analytical data screened against Environmental Screening 

Levels (ESLs), and recommendations relevant to current soil and vapor conditions identified. 

(Moore Decl. ¶ 10)  

By revising the SMP to include and adhere to the above protocol during demolition, 

appropriate data can be collected to identify the magnitude, extent and specific source(s) of the 

PCE contamination associated with former Miracle Cleaners that has emanated more than 200 feet 

from this source area into the surrounding residential neighborhood. This data is necessary to 

assess the parties responsible for the contamination, the appropriate remedial approach and to 

assess and ultimately mitigate the existing unacceptable health risk associated with the PCE 

contamination to the surrounding neighbors and future residents of the property. (Moore Decl. ¶ 

11) 

III. CONCLUSION  

 Appellant Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. respectfully requests that the 

Board grant its appeal, overrule the issuance of the permit, and condition demolition of the 

building structure on the property so that it will only proceed, at owner’s cost, with collection 

and investigation of soil and soil vapor samples by Appellant’s approved professional geologist 

experts during demolition. 

 

Date:  January 18, 2023   FIFE LAW, LLP 
 
          By  _________________________ 
      Enoch Wang 
      Attorneys for Appellant 



TABLE OF CONTENTS OF EXHIBITS 
 
 

EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION 
A Imminent & Substantial Endangerment Order issued October 29, 2021 
B Declaration of Paul Holzman 
C Application for Demolition Permit 
D Site Management Plan 
E San Francisco Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 317-22 
F MSNA Meeting Minutes (meeting of September 23, 2022) 
G Declaration of Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 
G-1 September 9, 2022 letter from Don Moore to the California Department of 

Toxic Substances Control 
G-2 PowerPoint slides showing details of investigation 

 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL 
 
In the Matter of: ) Docket No. HSA-FY21/22-002 
 ) 
Former Albrite Cleaners ) 
2511 Irving Street ) IMMINENT AND SUBSTANTIAL 
San Francisco, California  ) ENDANGERMENT 
 ) DETERMINATION AND ORDER  
Respondents:  ) AND REMEDIAL ACTION ORDER 
Martha Jackson ) 
Liang/Cheong Family Trust )  
 ) Health and Safety Code 
 ) Sections 25355.5(a)(1)(B), 
______________________________ ) 25358.3(a), 58009 and 58010 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Parties.  The California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) issues this Imminent and Substantial Endangerment 
Determination and Order and Remedial Action Order (Order) to Martha Jackson, an 
individual, and Qi Xiang Liang, an individual (Respondents). 

1.2 Property/Site.  This Order applies to the property located at 2511 Irving 
Street, San Francisco, San Francisco County, California (Property). The Property 
consists of 0.06 acres (2,500 square feet) and is identified by Assessor's Parcel 
number(s) 1781-050.  A map showing the Property is attached as Exhibit A.  This Order 
applies to the Property and the areal extent of contamination that resulted from activities 
on the Property (hereinafter, the “Site”). 

1.3 Jurisdiction.  This Order is issued by DTSC to Respondents pursuant to its 
authority under Health and Safety Code (H&SC) sections 25358.3(a), 25355.5(a)(1)(B), 
58009 and 58010. 

H&SC section 25358.3(a) authorizes DTSC to take various actions, including 
issuance of an Imminent or Substantial Endangerment Determination and Order, when 
DTSC determines that there may be an imminent or substantial endangerment to the 
public health or welfare or to the environment, because of a release or a threatened 
release of a hazardous substance. 

H&SC section 25355.5(a)(1)(B) authorizes DTSC to issue an order establishing a 
schedule for removing or remedying a release of a hazardous substance at a site, or for 
correcting the conditions that threaten the release of a hazardous substance.  The order 
may include but is not limited to requiring specific dates by which the nature and extent 
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of a release shall be determined, and the site adequately characterized, a remedial 
action plan prepared and submitted to DTSC for approval, and a removal or remedial 
action completed. 

H&SC section 58009 authorizes DTSC to commence and maintain all proper and 
necessary actions and proceedings to enforce its rules and regulations; to enjoin and 
abate nuisances related to matters within its jurisdiction which are dangerous to health; 
to compel the performance of any act specifically enjoined upon any person, officer, or 
board, by any law of this state relating to matters within its jurisdiction; and/or on 
matters within its jurisdiction, to protect and preserve the public health. 

H&SC section 58010 authorizes DTSC to abate public nuisances related to 
matters within its jurisdiction. 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT 

DTSC hereby finds: 

2.1 Liability of Respondent.  Each Respondent is a responsible party or liable 
person as defined in H&SC section 25323.5. Martha Jackson owned the dry-cleaning 
business located at the Site from approximately 1988 to 2018. Ownership was 
transferred in 2018 to the Liang/Cheong Family Trust, the current owner of the Property.  

2.2 Physical Description of Site.  The Site is located on the south side of Irving 
Street and consists of one, two-story building. The Site is bordered by Sterling Bank & 
Trust to the east, 1319-1321 26th Avenue, residential units, to the south and a vacant 
parking lot owned and operated by The Police Credit Union to the west.  The Site Plan 
is shown in Exhibit B. 

2.3 Site History.  Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was reportedly used at the Site 
between 1993 and 1994, prior to dry cleaning activities being conducted off-Site at an 
unspecified location. 176.9 kilograms (kg) of PCE was reported in 1993 to the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) under hazardous waste handler 
number CAD981647357. 61.2 kg of PCE was reported to DTSC in 1994 under the 
same hazardous waste handler number. The Site is currently listed in the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Small Quantity Generator (SQG) database as 
an inactive generator of hazardous waste, ranging between 100 to 1,000 kilograms (kg) 
per month. The waste code for the material generated/transported was 741, 
halogenated organic compounds >1000 milligrams per liter (mg/L).  

2.4 Hazardous Substances Found at the Site.  The release of the hazardous 
substance PCE, used at the Site, is documented by measurement of PCE in soil vapor 
adjacent to and downgradient of the Site.  
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Three Subsurface Investigation were conducted in July 2019, May 2020, and August 
2020 at the 2525 Irving Street property, directly west of the Site and along Irving Street, 
directly north of the Site. During the July 2019 investigation, two soil vapor probes were 
installed adjacent to the northwestern and southeastern boundaries between the 2525 
Irving Street property and the Site. PCE was detected at concentrations of 1,800 
micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) and 1,300 µg/m3 within the northwestern and 
southwestern locations, respectively (Exhibit C).  Ten soil vapor samples were collected 
within the 2525 Irving Street property and along the southern right-of-way of Irving 
Street during the May 2020 site assessment. PCE was detected at concentrations up to 
2,500 µg/m3 (Exhibit C). Ten soil vapor samples were collected in August 2020 within 
the 2525 Irving Street property. PCE was detected at concentrations up to 1,500 µg/m3 
during the August 2020 sampling event (Exhibit C). Groundwater samples were 
collected in September 2020 along the southern right-of-way of Irving Street north 
adjacent to the Site and downgradient within The Police Credit Union property, samples 
B-12 and B-11, respectively. (Exhibit D). PCE was detected in B-12 at a concentration 
of 0.71 µg/L and was not detected (<0.50 µg/L) in B-11 (Exhibit E).  

The measured levels of PCE exceed the following human health screening levels for 
soil gas defined by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(SFRWQCB) and DTSC by two orders of magnitude and pose a potential unacceptable 
health risk in soil vapor for residential land use. The SFRWQCB Environmental 
Screening Level (ESL) for Residential Soil Gas is 15 µg/m3 for PCE. The DTSC-
Modified Screening Levels (DTSC-SLs) for soil gas (incorporating a 0.03 slab 
attenuation factor for residential ambient air concentrations) is 15 µg/m3 for PCE.  

2.5 Health Effects.   

2.5.1 PCE is a volatile, colorless liquid. Short-term exposure to PCE through 
ingestion of the liquid or inhalation of the vapors may cause nausea, vomiting, 
headache, dizziness, drowsiness, and tremors. Skin contact with the liquid induces 
irritation and blistering.  Both liquid and vapor forms of PCE are irritating to the eyes. 
Liver and kidney toxicity are potential chronic effects of exposure to PCE.  PCE is listed 
as a known carcinogen under Proposition 65.  

2.6 Routes of Exposure.   

2.6.1 Inhalation can be a route of exposure for PCE at the Site. There is a 
potential for subsurface intrusion of PCE in soil gas into the indoor air of the buildings 
on the Site along with the buildings occupied by nearby businesses.  Additionally, PCE 
in soil gas have the potential to spread through preferential pathways such as 
underground pipes and ventilation systems creating a potential human health risk for 
areas in and around the Site. 



Unilateral ISE Order  
October 29, 2021 

4 

2.7 Public Health and/or Environmental Risk. Employees and customers of 
the businesses on and adjacent to, and in the vicinity of the Site are at risk of exposure 
to subsurface intrusion of PCE in soil gas into indoor air. Residences adjacent to and in 
the Site vicinity are sensitive populations at risk for exposure to subsurface intrusion of 
PCE into indoor air. 

2.8 Immediate Action May Reduce Migration. PCE has been documented to 
migrate in the shallow geology of this region.  Immediate response action could 
significantly reduce migration of PCE in subsurface soil gas. 

III. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

3.1 Each Respondent is a responsible party as defined by H&SC section 
25323.5. 

3.2 Each of the substances listed in Section 2.4 is a "hazardous substance" 
as defined in Title 8 California Code of Regulations (8 CCR) section 339, and H&S 
section 25316. 

3.3 There has been a “release” and/or there is a “threatened release” of 
hazardous substances listed in Section 2.4 at the Site, as defined in H&SC section 
25320. 

3.4 The actual and threatened release of hazardous substances at the Site 
may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health or welfare 
or to the environment. 

3.5 Response action is necessary to abate a public nuisance and/or to protect 
and preserve the public health. 

IV. DETERMINATION 

4.1 Based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, DTSC 
hereby determines that response action is necessary at the Site because there has 
been a release and/or there is a threatened release of a hazardous substance.  

4.2 Based on the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, DTSC 
hereby determines that there may be an imminent and/or substantial endangerment to 
the public health or welfare or to the environment because of the release and/or the 
threatened release of the hazardous substances at the Site. 

V. ORDER 

Based on the foregoing FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND DETERMINATION, IT 
IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT Respondents conduct the following response actions in 
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the manner specified herein, and in accordance with a schedule specified by DTSC as 
follows: 

5.1 All response actions taken pursuant to this Order shall be consistent with 
the requirements of Chapter 6.8 (commencing with section 25300), Division 20 of the 
H&SC and any other applicable state or federal statutes and regulations. 

5.1.1 Site Remediation Strategy.  The purpose of this Order is to require for the 
Site: implementation of any appropriate removal actions, completion of a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), preparation of a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) or 
Removal Action Workplan (RAW), preparation of California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) documents, and Design and Implementation of the remedial actions approved 
in the RAP.  An overall Site investigation and remediation strategy shall be developed 
by Respondents in conjunction with DTSC which reflects program goals, objectives, and 
requirements.  Current knowledge of the Site contamination sources, exposure 
pathways, and receptors shall be used in developing this strategy. 

An objective of the Site investigations shall be to identify immediate or potential 
risks to public health and the environment and prioritize and implement response 
actions using removal actions and operable units, if appropriate, based on the relative 
risks at the Site.  Respondents and DTSC shall develop and possibly modify Site 
priorities throughout the course of the investigations.  If necessary, for the protection of 
public health and the environment, DTSC will require additional response actions not 
specified in this Order to be performed as removal actions or separate operable units.  
Removal actions shall be implemented in accordance with a workplan and 
implementation schedule submitted by Respondents and approved by DTSC.  

5.1.2 Removal Actions.  Each Respondent shall undertake removal actions if, 
during the RI or FS process, DTSC determines that they are necessary to mitigate the 
release of hazardous substances at or emanating from the Site.  DTSC may require 
Respondents to submit a removal action workplan that includes a schedule for 
implementing the workplan for DTSC’s approval.  Either DTSC or Respondents may 
identify the need for removal actions.  Respondents shall implement the following 
removal actions.  

5.1.3 Site Remediation Strategy Meeting.  Respondent, including the Project 
Coordinator (Section 6.1) and Project Engineer/Geologist (Section 6.2), shall meet with 
DTSC within [20] days from the effective date (and concurrent with the development of 
the RI/FS workplan of this Order to discuss the Site remediation strategy. These 
discussions will include Site risks and priorities; project planning, phasing and 
scheduling, remedial action objectives, remedial technologies, data quality objectives, 
and the RI/FS workplan.  Results of the discussions will be included in the Scoping 
Document, Section 5.2.2(b) of this Order. 
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5.2 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).  A RI/FS shall be 
conducted for the Site.  The RI/FS may be performed as a series of focused RI/FSs, if 
appropriate, based on Site priorities. The RI/FS shall be prepared consistent with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's "Guidance for Conducting Remedial 
Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA," October 1988.  The purpose of 
the RI/FS is to assess Site conditions and to evaluate alternatives to the extent 
necessary to select a remedy appropriate for the Site.  RI and FS activities shall be 
conducted concurrently and iteratively so that the investigations can be completed 
expeditiously.  Because of the unknown nature of the Site and iterative nature of the 
RI/FS, additional data requirements and analyses may be identified throughout the 
process.  Respondents shall fulfill additional data and analysis needs identified by 
DTSC; these additional data and analysis requests will be consistent with the general 
scope and objectives of this Order. 

The following elements of the RI/FS process and those defined by DTSC in 
Section 5.1.3 of this Order shall be preliminarily defined in the initial Site scoping and 
refined and modified as additional information is gathered throughout the RI/FS 
process.  

(a) Conceptual Site Model identifying contamination sources, exposure 
pathways, and receptors; 

(b) Federal, State and local remedial action objectives including applicable 
legal requirements or relevant and appropriate standards; 

(c) Project phasing including the identification of removal actions and 
operable units; 

(d) General response actions and associated remedial technology types; and 

(e) The need for treatability studies. 

5.2.1 RI/FS Objectives.  The objectives of the RI/FS are to: 

(a) Determine the nature and full extent of hazardous substance 
contamination of air, soil, subsurface soil gas, outdoor air, indoor air, 
surface water, and groundwater at the Site;  

(b) Identify all actual and potential exposure pathways and routes through 
environmental media; 

(c) Determine the magnitude and probability of actual or potential harm to 
public health, safety or welfare or to the environment posed by the 
threatened or actual release of hazardous substances at or from the Site; 
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(d) Identify and evaluate appropriate response actions to prevent or minimize 
future releases and mitigate any releases which have already occurred; 
and 

(e) Collect and evaluate the information necessary to prepare a RAP/RAW.   

5.2.2 RI/FS Workplan.  Within thirty (30) days from the effective date of this 
Order, Respondents shall prepare and submit to DTSC for review and approval a 
detailed RI/FS Workplan and implementation schedule which covers all the activities 
necessary to conduct a complete RI/FS of the Site.   

The RI/FS Workplan shall include a detailed description of the tasks to be 
performed, information or data needed for each task, and the deliverables which will be 
submitted to DTSC.  Either Respondents or DTSC may identify the need for additional 
work. 

These RI/FS Workplan deliverables are discussed in the remainder of this 
Section, with a schedule for implementation, and monthly reports.  The RI/FS Workplan 
shall include all the sections and address each component listed below. 

(a) Project Management Plan.  The Project Management Plan shall define 
relationships and responsibilities for major tasks and project management 
items by Respondents, its contractors, subcontractors, and consultants.  
The plan shall include an organization chart with the names and titles of 
key personnel and a description of their individual responsibilities. 

(b) Scoping Document.  The Scoping Document shall incorporate program 
goals, program management principles, and expectations contained in 
the National Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Part 300), as amended.  It shall include: 

1) An analysis and summary of the Site background and the physical 
setting.  At a minimum, the following information is required: 

A. A map of the Site, and if they exist, aerial photographs and 
blueprints showing buildings and structures; 

B. A description of past disposal practices; 

C. A list of all hazardous substances which were disposed, 
discharged, spilled, treated, stored, transferred, transported, 
handled or used at the Site, and a description of their estimated 
volumes, concentrations, and characteristics;  

D. A description of the characteristics of the hazardous substances 
at the Site; and 
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E. If applicable, a description of all current and past manufacturing 
processes which are or were related to each hazardous 
substance. 

2) An analysis and summary of previous response actions including a 
summary of all existing data including air, soil, surface water, and 
groundwater data and the Quality Assurance/Quality Control 
(QA/QC) procedures which were followed; 

3) Presentation of the Conceptual Site Model; 

4) The scope and objectives of RI/FS activities; 

5) Preliminary identification of possible response actions and the data 
needed for the evaluation of alternatives.  Removal actions shall be 
proposed, if needed, based on the initial evaluation of threats to 
public health and the environment.  If remedial actions involving 
treatment can be identified, treatability studies shall be conducted 
during the characterization phase, unless Respondents and DTSC 
agree that such studies are unnecessary as set forth in Section 5.4; 
and 

6) If applicable, initial presentation of the Site Remediation Strategy. 

(c) Field Sampling Plan.  The Field Sampling Plan shall include: 

1) Sampling objectives, including a brief description of data gaps and 
how the field sampling plan will address these gaps; 

2) Sample locations, including a map showing these locations, and 
proposed frequency; 

3) Sample designation or numbering system; 

4) Detailed specification of sampling equipment and procedures; 

5) Sample handling and analysis including preservation methods, 
shipping requirements and holding times; and 

6) Management plan for wastes generated. 

(d) Quality Assurance Project Plan.  The plan shall include: 

1) Project organization and responsibilities with respect to sampling 
and analysis; 

2) Quality assurance objectives for measurement including accuracy, 
precision, and method detection limits.  In selecting analytical 
methods, Respondents shall consider obtaining detection limits at or 
below potentially applicable legal requirements or relevant and 
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appropriate standards, such as Maximum Contaminant Levels 
(MCLs) or Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs); 

3) Sampling procedures; 

4) Sample custody procedures and documentation; 

5) Field and laboratory calibration procedures; 

6) Analytical procedures; 

7) Laboratory to be used certified pursuant to H&SC section 25198; 

8) Specific routine procedures used to assess data (precision, 
accuracy and completeness) and response actions; 

9) Reporting procedure for measurement of system performance and 
data quality; 

10) Data management, data reduction, validation and reporting.  
Information shall be accessible to downloading into DTSC's system; 
and 

11) Internal quality control. 

(e) Health and Safety Plan.  A site-specific Health and Safety Plan shall be 
prepared in accordance with federal (29 CFR 1910.120) and state (8 
CCR section 5192) regulations.  This plan should include, at a minimum, 
the following elements: 

1) Site Background/History/Workplan; 

2) Key Personnel and Responsibilities 

3) Job Hazard Analysis/Summary; 

4) Employee Training; 

5) Personal Protection; 

6) Medical Surveillance; 

7) Air Surveillance; 

8) Site Control; 

9) Decontamination; 

10) Contingency Planning; 

11) Confined Space Operations; 

12) Spill Containment; 

13) Sanitation;  
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14) Illumination; and 

15) Other applicable requirements based on the work to be performed.   

All contractors and all subcontractors shall be given a copy of the Health and 
Safety Plan prior to entering the Site.  Any supplemental health and safety 
plans prepared by any subcontractor shall also be prepared in accordance 
with the regulations and guidance identified above.  The prime contractor will 
be responsible for ensuring that all subcontractor supplemental health and 
safety plans will follow these regulations and guidelines. 

(f) Other Activities.  A description of any other significant activities which are 
appropriate to complete the RI/FS shall be included.   

(g) Schedule.  A schedule which provides specific time frames and dates for 
completion of each activity and report conducted or submitted under the 
RI/FS Workplan including the schedules for removal actions and operable 
unit activities. 

5.2.3 RI/FS Workplan Implementation. Each Respondent shall implement the 
approved RI/FS Workplan. 

5.2.4 RI/FS Workplan Revisions.  If Respondents proposes to modify any 
methods or initiates new activities for which no Field Sampling Plan, Health and Safety 
Plan, Quality Assurance Project Plan or other necessary procedures/plans have been 
established, Respondents shall prepare an addendum to the approved plan(s) for DTSC 
review and approval prior to modifying the method or initiating new activities. 

5.3 Interim Screening and Evaluation of Remedial Technologies.  At the 
request of DTSC, Respondents shall submit an interim document which identifies and 
evaluates potentially suitable remedial technologies and recommendations for 
treatability studies. 

5.4 Treatability Studies.  Treatability testing will be performed by Respondents 
to develop data for the detailed remedial alternatives.  Treatability testing is required to 
demonstrate the implementability and effectiveness of technologies unless 
Respondents can show DTSC that similar data or documentation or information exists.  
The required deliverables are a workplan, a sampling and analysis plan, and a 
treatability evaluation report.  To the extent practicable, treatability studies will be 
proposed and implemented during the latter part of Site characterization. 

5.5 Remedial Investigation (RI) Report.  The RI Report shall be prepared and 
submitted by Respondents to DTSC for review and approval in accordance with the 
approved RI/FS workplan schedule.  The purpose of the RI is to collect data necessary 
to adequately characterize the Site for the purposes of defining risks to public health 
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and the environment and developing and evaluating effective remedial alternatives.  
Site characterization may be conducted in one or more phases to focus sampling efforts 
and increase the efficiency of the investigation.   Respondents shall identify the sources 
of contamination and define the nature, extent, and volume of the contamination.  Using 
this information, the contaminant fate and transport shall be evaluated.  The RI Report 
shall contain: 

(a) Site Physical Characteristics.  Data on the physical characteristics of the 
Site and surrounding area shall be collected to the extent necessary to 
define potential transport pathways and receptor populations and to 
provide sufficient engineering data for development and screening of 
remedial action alternatives.   

(b) Sources of Contamination.  Contamination sources (including heavily 
contaminated media) shall be defined.  The data shall include the source 
locations, type of contaminant, waste characteristics, and Site features 
related to contaminant migration and human exposure. 

(c) Nature and Extent of Contamination.  Contaminants shall be identified, 
and the horizontal and vertical extent of contamination shall be defined in 
soil, groundwater, surface water, sediment, air, and biota.  Spatial and 
temporal trends and the fate and transport of contamination shall be 
evaluated.  

5.6 Baseline Health and Ecological Risk Assessment.  Each Respondent shall 
perform health and ecological risk assessments for the Site that meet the requirements 
of Health and Safety Code section 25356.1.5(b).  Respondents shall submit a Baseline 
Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report within thirty (30) days from the approval 
of the RI Report.  The report shall be prepared consistent with U.S. EPA and California 
Environmental Protection Agency guidance and regulations, including as a minimum:  
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1; Human Health Evaluation 
Manual, December 1989; Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual, April 1988;  
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 2, Environmental Evaluation 
Manual, March 1989; Supplemental Guidance for Human Health Multimedia Risk 
Assessments of Hazardous Waste Sites and Permitted Facilities (DTSC, September 
1993); and all other related or relevant policies, practices and guidelines of the 
California Environmental Protection Agency and policies, practices and guidelines 
developed by U.S.EPA pursuant to 40 CFR 300.400 et seq.  The Baseline Health and 
Ecological Risk Assessment Report shall include the following components: 

(a) Contaminant Identification.  Characterization data shall identify 
contaminants of concern for the risk assessment process. 
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(b) Environmental Evaluation.  An ecological assessment consisting of: 

1) Identification of sensitive environments and rare, threatened, or 
endangered species and their habitats; and 

2) As appropriate, ecological investigations to assess the actual or 
potential effects on the environment and/or develop remediation 
criteria. 

(c) Exposure Assessment.  The objectives of an exposure assessment are to 
identify actual or potential exposure pathways, to characterize the 
potentially exposed populations, and to determine the extent of the 
exposure.  Exposed populations may include industrial workers, 
residents, and subgroups that comprise a meaningful portion of the 
general population, including, but not limited to, infants, children, 
pregnant women, the elderly, individuals with a history of serious illness, 
or other subpopulations, that are identifiable as being at greater risk of 
adverse health effects due to exposure to hazardous substances than the 
general population. 

(d) Toxicity Assessment. Each Respondent shall evaluate the types of 
adverse health or environmental effects associated with individual and 
multiple chemical exposures; the relationship between magnitude of 
exposures and adverse effects; and related uncertainties such as the 
weight of evidence for a chemical's potential carcinogenicity in humans. 

(e) Risk Characterization.  Risk characterization shall include the potential 
risks of adverse health or environmental effects for each of the exposure 
scenarios derived in the exposure assessment. 

5.7 Feasibility Study (FS) Report.  The FS Report shall be prepared and 
submitted by Respondents to DTSC for review and approval, no later than sixty (60) 
days from submittal of the RI Report.  The FS Report shall summarize the results of the 
FS including the following:  

(a) Documentation of all treatability studies conducted. 

(b) Development of medium specific or operable unit specific remedial action 
objectives, including legal requirements and other promulgated standards 
that are relevant. 

(c) Identification and screening of general response actions, remedial 
technologies, and process options on a medium and/or operable unit 
specific basis. 
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(d) Evaluation of alternatives based on the criteria contained in the NCP 
including:  

Threshold Criteria: 

1) Overall protection of human health and the environment. 

2) Compliance with legal requirements and other promulgated 
standards that are  relevant. 

Primary Balancing Criteria: 

1) Long-term effectiveness and permanence. 

2) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. 

3) Short-term effectiveness. 

4) Implementability based on technical and administrative feasibility. 

5) Cost. 

Modifying Criteria: 

1) State and local agency acceptance. 

2) Community acceptance. 

(e) Proposed remedial actions. 

5.8 Public Participation Plan (Community Relations).  Each Respondent shall 
work cooperatively with DTSC in providing an opportunity for meaningful public 
participation in response actions. Any such public participation activities shall be 
conducted in accordance with H&SC section 25356.1 and 25358.7 and DTSC's most 
current Public Participation Policy and Guidance Manual and shall be subject to DTSC's 
review and approval. 

Respondents, in coordination with DTSC, shall conduct a baseline community 
survey and develop a Public Participation Plan (PPP) which describes how, under this 
Order, the public and adjoining community will be kept informed of activities conducted 
at the Site and how Respondents will be responding to inquiries from concerned 
citizens. Major steps in developing a PPP are as follows: 

(a) Develop proposed list of interviewees; 

(b) Schedule and conduct community interviews; and 

(c) Analyze interview notes and develop objectives. 
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Respondents shall conduct the baseline community survey and submit the PPP 
for DTSC's review within forty (40) days of the effective date of this Order. 

Respondents shall implement any of the public participation support activities 
identified in the PPP, at the request of DTSC.  DTSC retains the right to implement any 
of these activities independently.  These activities include, but are not limited to, 
development and distribution of fact sheets; public meeting preparations; and 
development and placement of public notices. 

5.8.1 Tribal Outreach and Consultant. DTSC’s assigned Project Manager will 
coordinate with DTSC’s Office of Environmental Equity to ensure compliance with 
DTSC’s Tribal Consultation Policy.  This process may include consultation with 
California tribes to determine whether or not they have an interest in Site activities. 

5.9 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).   DTSC will comply with 
CEQA for all activities required by this Order that are projects subject to CEQA.  Upon 
DTSC request, Respondents shall provide DTSC with any information that DTSC 
deems necessary to facilitate compliance with CEQA.  The costs incurred by DTSC in 
complying with CEQA are response costs and Respondents shall reimburse DTSC for 
such costs pursuant to Section 6.19. 

5.10 Removal Action Workplan.  If DTSC determines a removal action is 
appropriate, Respondents will prepare and submit no later than thirty (30) days after 
DTSC’s approval of the FS, a draft RAW in accordance with H&SC sections 25323.1 
and 25356.1.  The RAW will include: 

(a) a description of the onsite contamination; 

(b) the goals to be achieved by the removal action; 

(c) an analysis of the alternative options considered and rejected and the 
basis for that rejection.  This should include a discussion for each 
alternative which covers its effectiveness, implementability and cost; 

(d) administrative record list;  

(e) a description of the techniques and methods to be used in the removal 
action, including any excavating, storing, handling, transporting, treating, 
and disposing of material on or off the site; 

(f) Sampling and Analysis Plan with corresponding Quality Assurance Plan 
to confirm the effectiveness of the RAW, if applicable; 

(g) a brief overall description of methods that will be employed during the 
removal action to ensure the health and safety of workers and the public 
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during the removal action.  A detailed community air monitoring plan shall 
be included if requested by DTSC. 

In conjunction with DTSC, Respondents shall implement the public review 
process specified in DTSC's Public Participation Policy and Guidance Manual.  DTSC 
will prepare a response to the public comments received. If required, the Respondents 
shall submit within two (2) weeks of the request the information necessary for DTSC to 
prepare this document]. 

Following DTSC's finalization of the Responsiveness Summary, DTSC will 
specify any changes to be made in the RAW.  Respondents shall modify the document 
in accordance with DTSC's specifications and submit a final RAW within fifteen (15) 
days of receipt of DTSC's comments. 

If the proposed removal action does not meet the requirements of H&SC section 
25356.1(h), the Respondents will prepare a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) in accordance 
with H&SC section 25356.1(c) for DTSC review and approval. 

5.11 Remedial Action Plan (RAP).  No later than thirty (30) days after DTSC 
approval of the FS Report, Respondents shall prepare and submit to DTSC a draft RAP.  
The draft RAP shall be consistent with the NCP and H&SC section 25356.1.  The draft 
RAP public review process may be combined with that of any other documents required 
by CEQA.  The draft RAP shall be based on and summarize the approved RI/FS 
Reports, and shall clearly set forth: 

(a) Health and safety risks posed by the conditions at the Site. 

(b) The effect of contamination or pollution levels upon present, future, and 
probable beneficial uses of contaminated, polluted, or threatened 
resources. 

(c) The effect of alternative remedial action measures on the reasonable 
availability of groundwater resources for present, future, and probable 
beneficial uses. 

(d) Site specific characteristics, including the potential for offsite migration of 
hazardous substances, the surface or subsurface soil, and the 
hydrogeologic conditions, as well as preexisting background 
contamination levels. 

(e) Cost-effectiveness of alternative remedial action measures.  Land 
disposal shall not be deemed the most cost-effective measure merely 
based on lower short-term cost. 



Unilateral ISE Order  
October 29, 2021 

16 

(f) The potential environmental impacts of alternative remedial action 
measures, including, but not limited to, land disposal of the untreated 
hazardous substances as opposed to treatment of the hazardous 
substances to remove or reduce their volume, toxicity, or mobility prior to 
disposal. 

(g) A statement of reasons setting forth the basis for the removal and 
remedial actions selected.  The statement shall include an evaluation of 
each proposed alternative submitted and evaluate the consistency of the 
removal and remedial actions proposed by the plan with the NCP. 

(h) A schedule for implementation of all proposed removal and remedial 
actions.   

In conjunction with DTSC, Respondents shall implement the public review 
process specified in DTSC's Public Participation Policy and Guidance Manual.  DTSC 
will prepare a response to the public comments received. If required, the Respondents 
shall submit within two (2) weeks of the request the information necessary for DTSC to 
prepare this document. 

Following DTSC's finalization of the Responsiveness Summary, DTSC will 
specify any changes to be made in the RAP.  Respondents shall modify the document 
in accordance with DTSC's specifications and submit a final RAP within fifteen (15) days 
of receipt of DTSC's comments. 

5.12 Remedial Design (RD).  Within sixty (60) days after DTSC approval of the 
final RAP, Respondents shall submit to DTSC for review and approval a RD describing 
in detail the technical and operational plans for implementation of the final RAP which 
includes the following elements, as applicable: 

(a) Design criteria, process unit and pipe sizing calculations, process 
diagrams, and final plans and specifications for facilities to be constructed. 

(b) Description of equipment used to excavate, handle, and transport 
contaminated material. 

(c) A field sampling and laboratory analysis plan addressing sampling during 
implementation and to confirm achievement of the performance objectives 
of the RAP. 

(d) A transportation plan identifying routes of travel and final destination of 
wastes generated and disposed. 
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(e) For groundwater extraction systems:  aquifer test results, capture zone 
calculations, specifications for extraction and performance monitoring 
wells, and a plan to demonstrate that capture is achieved. 

(f) An updated health and safety plan addressing the implementation 
activities. 

(g) Identification of any necessary permits and agreements. 

(h) An operation and maintenance plan including any required monitoring. 

(i) A detailed schedule for implementation of the remedial action consistent 
with the schedule contained in the approved RAP including procurement, 
mobilization, construction phasing, sampling, facility startup, and testing. 

(j) A community Air Monitoring Plan. 

5.13 Land Use Covenant.  If the approved remedy in the final RAP or final 
RAW includes deed restrictions or land use restrictions, pursuant to 22 CCR, section 
67391.1, the current owner(s) of the Site shall sign, and record deed restrictions 
approved by DTSC within ninety (90) days of DTSC's approval of the final RAP.   

5.14 Implementation of Final RAP or Final RAW.  Upon DTSC approval of the 
RD or final RAW, Respondents shall implement the final RAP or final RAW in 
accordance with the approved schedule in the RD or final RW.  Within thirty (30) days of 
completion of field activities, Respondents shall submit an Implementation Report 
documenting the implementation of the Final RAP and RD or final RAW. 

5.15 Operation and Maintenance (O&M). Each Respondent shall comply with 
all O&M requirements in accordance with the final RAP and approved RD or final RAW.  
Within thirty (30) days of the date of DTSC’s request, Respondents shall prepare and 
submit to DTSC for approval an O&M plan that includes an implementation schedule.  
Respondents shall implement the plan in accordance with the approved schedule. 
DTSC may require, consistent with the RAP/RAW, the Respondents enter an O&M 
agreement with DTSC.   

5.16 Five-Year Review.  Each Respondent shall review and reevaluate the 
remedial action after a period of five (5) years from the completion of construction and 
startup, and every five (5) year(s) thereafter.  The review and reevaluation shall be 
conducted to determine if human health and the environment are being protected by the 
remedial action.  Within thirty (30) calendar days before the end of the time-period 
approved by DTSC to review and reevaluate the remedial action, Respondents shall 
submit a remedial action review workplan to DTSC for review and approval.  Within sixty 
(60) days of DTSC's approval of the workplan, Respondents shall implement the 
workplan and shall submit a comprehensive report of the results of the remedial action 
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review.  The report shall describe the results of all sample analyses, tests and other 
data generated or received by Respondents and evaluate the adequacy of the 
implemented remedy in protecting public health, safety and the environment.  As a 
result of any review performed under this Section, Respondents may be required to 
perform additional Work or to modify Work previously performed. 

5.17 Changes During Implementation of the Final RAP or Final RAW.  During 
the implementation of the final RAP and RD or final RAW, DTSC may specify such 
additions, modifications, and revisions to the RD or final RAW as DTSC deems 
necessary to protect public health and safety or the environment or to implement the 
final RAP or final RAW. 

5.18 Stop Work Order.  In the event that DTSC determines that any activity 
(whether or not pursued in compliance with this Order) may pose an imminent or 
substantial endangerment to the health or safety of people on the Site or in the 
surrounding area or to the environment, DTSC may order Respondents to stop further 
implementation of this Order for such period of time needed to abate the endangerment.  
In the event that DTSC determines that any site activities (whether or not pursued in 
compliance with this Order) are proceeding without DTSC authorization, DTSC may 
order Respondents to stop further implementation of this Order or activity for such 
period of time needed to obtain DTSC authorization, if such authorization is appropriate.  
Any deadline in this Order directly affected by a Stop Work Order, under this Section, 
shall be extended for the term of the Stop Work Order. 

5.19 Emergency Response Action/Notification.  In the event of any action or 
occurrence (such as a fire, earthquake, explosion, or human exposure to hazardous 
substances caused by the release or threatened release of a hazardous substance) 
during the course of this Order, Respondents shall immediately take all appropriate 
action to prevent, abate, or minimize such emergency, release, or immediate threat of 
release and shall immediately notify the Project Manager.  Respondents shall take such 
action in consultation with the Project Manager and in accordance with all applicable 
provisions of this Order.  Within seven days of the onset of such an event, Respondents 
shall furnish a report to DTSC, signed by Respondents' Project Coordinator, setting 
forth the events which occurred, and the measures taken in the response thereto.  In 
the event that Respondents fail to take appropriate response and DTSC takes the 
action instead, Respondents shall be liable to DTSC for all costs of the response action.  
Nothing in this Section shall be deemed to limit any other notification requirement to 
which Respondents may be subject. 

5.20 Discontinuation of Remedial Technology.  Any remedial technology 
employed in implementation of the final RAP or final RAW shall be left in place and 
operated by Respondents until and except to the extent that DTSC authorizes 
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Respondents in writing to discontinue, move or modify some or all of the remedial 
technology because Respondents has met the criteria specified in the final RAP or final 
RAW for its discontinuance, or because the modifications would better achieve the 
goals of the final RAP or final RAW. 

5.21 Financial Assurance.  Each Respondent shall demonstrate to DTSC and 
maintain financial assurance for operation and maintenance and monitoring.  
Respondents shall demonstrate financial assurance prior to the time that operation and 
maintenance activities are initiated and shall maintain it throughout the period of time 
necessary to complete all required operation and maintenance activities.  The financial 
assurance mechanisms shall meet the requirements of H&SC section 25355.2.  All 
financial assurance mechanisms are subject to the review and approval of the DTSC.  

VI. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

6.1 Project Coordinator.  Within ten (10) days from the date the Order is 
signed by DTSC, Respondents shall submit to DTSC in writing the name, address, and 
telephone number of a Project Coordinator whose responsibilities will be to receive all 
notices, comments, approvals, and other communications from DTSC.  Respondents 
shall promptly notify DTSC of any change in the identity of the Project Coordinator.  
Respondents shall obtain approval from DTSC before the new Project Coordinator 
performs any work under this Order.  

6.2 Project Engineer/Geologist.  The work performed pursuant to this Order 
shall be under the direction and supervision of a qualified professional engineer or a 
registered geologist in the State of California, with expertise in hazardous substance 
site cleanups.  Within fifteen (15) calendar days from the date this Order is signed by 
the DTSC, Respondents must submit: a) The name and address of the project engineer 
or geologist chosen by Respondents; and b) in order to demonstrate expertise in 
hazardous substance cleanup, the resumé of the engineer or geologist, and the 
statement of qualifications of the consulting firm responsible for the work.  Respondents 
shall promptly notify DTSC of any change in the identity of the Project 
Engineer/Geologist.  Respondents shall obtain approval from DTSC before the new 
Project Engineer/Geologist performs any work under this Order. 

6.3 Monthly Summary Reports.  Within thirty (30) days from the date this 
Order is signed by DTSC, and on a monthly basis thereafter, Respondents shall submit 
a Monthly Summary Report of its activities under the provisions of this Order.  The 
report shall be received by DTSC by the (15th) day of each month and shall describe:  

(a) Specific actions taken by or on behalf of Respondents during the 
previous calendar month;  

(b) Actions expected to be undertaken during the current calendar month; 
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(c) All planned activities for the next month; 

(d) Any requirements under this Order that were not completed; 

(e) Any problems or anticipated problems in complying with this Order; and   

(f) All results of sample analyses, tests, and other data generated under this 
Order during the previous calendar month, and any significant findings 
from these data. 

6.4 Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC).  All sampling and analysis 
conducted by Respondents under this Order shall be performed in accordance with 
QA/QC procedures submitted by Respondents and approved by DTSC pursuant to this 
Order. 

6.5 Submittals.  All submittals and notifications from Respondents required by 
this Order shall be sent simultaneously to: 

Arthur Machado, Engineering Geologist 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program   
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, California 94710 
Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov   

All reports shall be submitted in one hard (paper) copy and one electronic copy in 
searchable portable document format (PDF).  

6.6 Communications.  All approvals and decisions of DTSC made regarding 
submittals and notifications will be communicated to Respondents in writing by the Site 
Mitigation Branch Chief, or his/her designee.  No informal advice, guidance, 
suggestions or comments by DTSC regarding reports, plans, specifications, schedules 
or any other writings by Respondents shall be construed to relieve Respondents of the 
obligation to obtain such formal approvals as may be required. 

6.7 DTSC Review and Approval.   

(a) All response actions taken pursuant to this Order shall be subject to the 
approval of DTSC.  Respondents shall submit all deliverables required by 
this Order to DTSC.  Once the deliverables are approved by DTSC, they 
shall be deemed incorporated into, and where applicable, enforceable 
under this Order. 

(b) If the DTSC determines that any report, plan, schedule or other document 
submitted for approval pursuant to this Order fails to comply with this 
Order or fails to protect public health or safety or the environment, DTSC 
may: 

mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
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1) Modify the document as deemed necessary and approve the 
document as modified; or 

2) Return comments to Respondents with recommended changes and 
a date by which Respondents must submit to DTSC a revised 
document incorporating the recommended changes. 

(c) Any modifications, comments or other directives issued pursuant to (a) 
above, are incorporated into this Order.  Any noncompliance with these 
modifications or directives shall be deemed a failure or refusal to comply 
with this Order. 

6.8 Compliance with Applicable Laws.  Nothing in this Order shall relieve 
Respondents from complying with all other applicable laws and regulations, including 
but not limited to compliance with all applicable waste discharge requirements issued by 
the State Water Resources Control Board or a California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.  Respondents shall conform all actions required by this Order with all 
applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

6.9 Respondents Liabilities.  Nothing in this Order shall constitute or be 
construed as a satisfaction or release from liability for any conditions or claims arising 
as a result of past, current or future operations of Respondents.  Nothing in this Order is 
intended or shall be construed to limit the rights of any of the parties with respect to 
claims arising out of or relating to the deposit or disposal at any other location of 
substances removed from the Site.  Nothing in this Order is intended or shall be 
construed to limit or preclude DTSC from taking any action authorized by law to protect 
public health or safety or the environment and recovering the cost thereof.  
Notwithstanding compliance with the terms of this Order, Respondents may be required 
to take further actions as are necessary to protect public health and the environment. 

6.10 Site Access.  Access to the Site and laboratories used for analyses of 
samples under this Order shall be provided at all reasonable times to employees, 
contractors, and consultants of DTSC.  Nothing in this Section is intended or shall be 
construed to limit in any way the right of entry or inspection that DTSC or any other 
agency may otherwise have by operation of any law.  DTSC and its authorized 
representatives shall have the authority to enter and move freely about all property at 
the Site at all reasonable times for purposes including, but not limited to: inspecting 
records, operating logs, sampling and analytic data, and contracts relating to this Site; 
reviewing the progress of Respondents in carrying out the terms of this Order; 
conducting such tests as DTSC may deem necessary; and verifying the data submitted 
to DTSC by Respondents.   

To the extent the Site or any other property to which access is required for the 
implementation of this Order is owned or controlled by persons other than Respondents, 
Respondents shall use best efforts to secure from such person’s access for 
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Respondents, as well as DTSC, its representatives, and contractors, as necessary to 
effectuate this Order.  To the extent that any portion of the Site is controlled by tenants 
of Respondents, Respondents shall use best efforts to secure from such tenants, 
access for Respondents, as well as for DTSC, its representatives, and contractors, as 
necessary to effectuate this Order.  For purposes of this Section, “best efforts” includes 
the payment of reasonable sums of money in consideration of access.  If any access 
required to complete the Work is not obtained within forty-five (45) days of the effective 
date of this Order, or within forty-five (45) days of the date DTSC notifies Respondents 
in writing that additional access beyond that previously secured is necessary, 
Respondents shall promptly notify DTSC, and shall include in that notification a 
summary of the steps Respondents has taken to attempt to obtain access.  DTSC may, 
as it deems appropriate, assist Respondents in obtaining access.  Respondents shall 
reimburse the DTSC in obtaining access, including, but not limited to, attorneys fees 
and the amount of just compensation. 

6.11 Sampling, Data and Document Availability.  Each Respondent shall permit 
DTSC and its authorized representatives to inspect and copy all sampling, testing, 
monitoring or other data generated by Respondents or on Respondents behalf in any 
way pertaining to work undertaken pursuant to this Order.  Respondents shall submit all 
such data upon the request of the DTSC.  Copies shall be provided within seven (7) 
days of receipt of DTSC's written request.  Respondents shall inform the DTSC at least 
seven (7) days in advance of all field sampling under this Order and shall allow DTSC 
and its authorized representatives to take duplicates of any samples collected by 
Respondents pursuant to this Order.  Respondents shall maintain a central depository 
of the data, reports, and other documents prepared pursuant to this Order.   

6.12 Record Retention.  All such data reports and other documents shall be 
preserved by Respondents for a minimum of ten years after the conclusion of all 
activities under this Order.  If the DTSC requests that some or all of these documents 
be preserved for a longer period of time, Respondents shall either comply with that 
request or deliver the documents to the DTSC or permit DTSC to copy the documents 
prior to destruction.  Respondents shall notify the DTSC in writing at least six months 
prior to destroying any documents prepared pursuant to this Order. 

6.13 Government Liabilities.  The State of California shall not be liable for any 
injuries or damages to persons or property resulting from acts or omissions by 
Respondents, or related parties specified in Section 6.26, Parties Bound, in carrying out 
activities pursuant to this Order, nor shall the State of California be held as party to any 
contract entered into by Respondents or its agents in carrying out activities pursuant to 
this Order. 
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6.14 Additional Actions.  By issuance of this Order, DTSC does not waive the 
right to take any further actions authorized by law. 

6.15 Extension Requests.  If Respondents are unable to perform any activity or 
submit any document within the time required under this Order, Respondents may, prior 
to expiration of the time, request an extension of the time in writing.  The extension 
request shall include a justification for the delay.  All such requests shall be in advance 
of the date on which the activity or document is due. 

6.16 Extension Approvals.  If DTSC determines that good cause exists for an 
extension, it will grant the request and specify a new schedule in writing.  Respondents 
shall comply with the new schedule incorporated in this Order. 

6.17 Liability for Costs.  Each Respondent is liable for all of DTSC's costs that 
have been incurred in taking response actions at the Site (including costs of overseeing 
response actions performed by Respondents) and costs to be incurred in the future.   

6.18 Payment of Costs.  DTSC may bill Respondents for costs incurred in 
taking response actions at the Site prior to the effective date of this Order.  DTSC will 
bill Respondents quarterly for its response costs incurred after the effective date of this 
Order.  Respondents shall pay DTSC within sixty (60) days of receipt of any DTSC 
billing.  Any billing not paid within sixty (60) days is subject to interest calculated from 
the date of the billing pursuant to H&SC section 25360.1.  All payments made by 
Respondents pursuant to this Order shall be by cashier's or certified check made 
payable to this "DTSC," and shall bear on the face the project code of the Site (Site 
202325) and the Docket number of this Order.  Payments shall be sent to: 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Accounting/Cashier 
1001 I Street, 21st Floor 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 

A photocopy of all payment checks shall also be sent to the person designated 
by DTSC to receive submittals under this Order. 

6.19 Severability.  The requirements of this Order are severable, and 
Respondents shall comply with each and every provision hereof, notwithstanding the 
effectiveness of any other provision. 

6.20 Incorporation of Plans, Schedules and Reports.  All plans, schedules, 
reports, specifications and other documents that are submitted by Respondents 
pursuant to this Order are incorporated in this Order upon DTSC's approval or as 
modified pursuant to Section 6.7, DTSC Review and Approval, and shall be 
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implemented by Respondents.  Any noncompliance with the documents incorporated in 
this Order shall be deemed a failure or refusal to comply with this Order. 

6.21 Modifications.   DTSC reserves the right to unilaterally modify this Order.  
Any modification to this Order shall be effective upon the date the modification is signed 
by DTSC and shall be deemed incorporated in this Order. 

6.22 Time Periods.  Unless otherwise specified, time periods begin from the 
effective date of this Order and "days" means calendar days.   

6.23 Termination and Satisfaction.   Except for Respondents obligations under 
Sections 5.15 Operation and Maintenance (O&M), 5.16 Five-Year Review, 5.21 
Financial Assurance, 6.12 Record Retention, 6.17 Liability for Costs, and 6.18 Payment 
of Costs, Respondents’ obligations under this Order shall terminate and be deemed 
satisfied upon Respondents receipt of written notice from DTSC that Respondents has 
complied with all the terms of this Order. 

6.24 Calendar of Tasks and Schedules.  This Section is merely for the 
convenience of listing in one location the submittals required by this Order.  If there is a 
conflict between the date for a scheduled submittal within this Section and the date 
within the Section describing the specific requirement, the latter shall govern.  
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Calendar of Tasks and Schedules 
 

TASK SCHEDULE 

1. Identify Project Coordinator: Section 6.1 Within 10 days from the date this Order is 
signed by DTSC 

2. Notice of Intent to Comply; Section 7; 
Section 6.2 

Within 15 days from the date this Order is 
signed by DTSC. 

3. Identify Project Engineer/Geologist: 
Section 6.2 

Within 15 days from the date this Order is 
signed by DTSC. 

4. Submit Monthly Summary Reports: 
Section 6.3 

Within 30 days from the date this Order is 
signed by DTSC 

5. Attend Site Remediation Strategy 
Meeting: Section 5.1.3 

Within 20 days from the date this Order is 
signed by DTSC. 

6. Submit RI/FS Workplan: Section 5.2.2 Within 30 days of the effective date of this 
Order. 

7. Submit interim screening and evaluation 
document: Section 5.3 

As requested by DTSC. 

8. Submit Treatability Studies: 
Section 5.4 

As required during Site characterization or as 
requested by DTSC. 

9. Submit RI Report: Section 5.5 Per approved RI Workplan Schedule. 

10. Submit Baseline Risk Assessment: 
Section 5.6 

Within 30 days or as required from submittal 
of RI Report. 

11. Submit FS Report: Section 5.7; Within 60 days from submittal of RI Report. 

12. Submit Public Participation Plan: 
Section 5.8: 
DTSC initiates Tribal Outreach and 
Consultation: Section. 5.8.1; 
 
 
Submit and distribute Fact Sheets 

Within 40 days from the date the Order is 
signed by DTSC. 
 
For projected or completed key milestones, 
as specified in Public Participation Plan or 
when requested by DTSC. 

13. Submit Draft RAW or Draft RAP: 
Section 5.10 or 5.11; 
 
Submit Information Needed to prepare the 
Responsiveness Summary 
 
Submit Final RAP or RAW 

Within 30 days after approval of RI Report. 
 
 
Within 2 weeks of DTSC request. 
 
Within 15 days of receipt of DTSC's 
comments. 

14. Submit Remedial Design: Section 5.12 Within 60 days after DTSC's approval of the 
Final RAP. 

15. Land Use Covenant: Section 5.13 Within 90 days of approval of Final RAP or 
Final RAW 
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16. Submit Implementation Report: 
Section 5.14 

Within 30 days of completion of field 
activities. 

17. Submit O&M Plan: Section 5.15 Within 30 days of DTSC’s request. 

18. Submit Remedial Action Review 
Workplan: Section 5.16; 

       
Submit 5-Year Review Report; Section 
5.16 

Within 30 days before end of five-year period. 
 
 
Within 60 days of DTSC’s approval of 
Remedial Action Review Workplan. 

19. Submit Emergency Response Action 
Report: Section 5.19 

Within 7 days of an emergency response 
action. 

20. Provide copies of sampling, data, and 
documentation; 
Provide prior notice before conducting 
field sampling: Section 6.11 

With 7 days of receipt of DTSC’s request. 
 
Inform DTSC 7 days in advance of sampling. 

21. Maintain central depository of data, 
reports, documentation; Section 6.12 

Maintain central depository for a minimum of 
ten years after conclusion of all activities 
conducted pursuant to this Order. 

22. Provide prior written notice to documents: 
Section 6.12 

At least six months prior to destroying any 
DTSC before destroying any documentation 
prepared pursuant to this Order 

6.25 Parties Bound.  This Order applies to and is binding upon Respondents, 
and its officers, directors, agents, employees, contractors, consultants, receivers, 
trustees, successors and assignees, including but not limited to, individuals, partners, 
and subsidiary and parent corporations.  Respondents shall provide a copy of this Order 
to all contractors, subcontractors, laboratories, and consultants which are retained to 
conduct any work performed under this Order, within [15] days after the effective date of 
this Order or the date of retaining their services, whichever is later.  Respondents shall 
condition any such contracts upon satisfactory compliance with this Order.  
Notwithstanding the terms of any contract, Respondents is responsible for compliance 
with this Order and for ensuring that its subsidiaries, employees, contractors, 
consultants, subcontractors, agents and attorneys comply with this Order. 

6.26 Change in Ownership.  No change in ownership or corporate or 
partnership status relating to the Site shall in any way alter Respondents’ responsibility 
under this Order.  No conveyance of title, easement, or other interest in the Site, or a 
portion of the Site, shall affect Respondents' obligations under this Order.  Unless DTSC 
agrees that such obligations may be transferred to a third party, Respondents shall be 
responsible for and liable for any failure to carry out all activities required of 
Respondents by the terms and conditions of this Order, regardless of Respondents' use 
of employees, agents, contractors, or consultants to perform any such tasks.  
Respondents shall provide a copy of this Order to any subsequent owners or 
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successors before ownership rights or stock or assets in a corporate acquisition are 
transferred. 

VII. NOTICE OF INTENT TO COMPLY 

7.1 Not later than fifteen (15) days after the effective date of this Order, 
Respondents shall provide written notice, in accordance with paragraph 6.5 Submittals 
of this Order, stating whether or not Respondents will comply with the terms of this 
Order.  If Respondents, or any one of them, do not unequivocally commit to perform all 
of the requirements of this Order, they, or each so refusing, shall be deemed to have 
violated this Order and to have failed or refused to comply with this Order.  
Respondents’ written notice shall describe, using facts that exist on or prior to the 
effective date of this Order, any “sufficient cause” defenses asserted by Respondents 
under H&SC sections 25358.3(a) and 25355.5(a)(1)(B) or Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) section 107(c)(3), 
United States Code title 42 (42 U.S.C.) section 9607(c)(3). 

VIII. EFFECTIVE DATE 

8.1 This Order is final and effective five days from the date of mailing, which is 
the date of the cover letter transmitting the Order to the Respondents. 

IX. PENALTIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

9.1 Each Respondent may be liable for penalties of up to $25,000 for each 
day out of compliance with any term or condition set forth in this Order and for punitive 
damages up to three times the amount of any costs incurred by DTSC as a result of 
Respondent’s(s’) failure to comply, pursuant to H&SC sections 25359, 25359.2, 
25359.4, and 25367(c).  H&SC section 25359.4.5 provides that a responsible party who 
complies with this Order, or with another order or agreement concerning the same 
response actions required by this Order, may seek treble damages from Respondents 
who fail or refuse to comply with this Order without sufficient cause. 

 
 
DATE OF ISSUANCE:    
   Juliet C. Pettijohn 

Branch Chief 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

10/29/2021 
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cc: Site Mitigation Program 

Headquarters, Planning & Policy 
Office of Legal Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 
SITE PARCEL MAP 

 

 



EXHIBIT B 
SITE MAP 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT C 
JULY 2019, MAY 2020 & AUGUST 2020 SOIL VAPOR INVESTIGATION DATA 
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EXHIBIT D 
SEPTEMBER 2020 GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION LOCATIONS 
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EXHIBIT E 
SEPTEMBER 2020 GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION DATA 
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ENOCH WANG (SBN 218904) 
FIFE LAW, LLP 
300 Montgomery Street, Suite 850 
San Francisco, CA  94104 
Telephone:  (415) 837-3101 
Facsimile:  (415) 837-3111 
 
Attorneys for Appellant 
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood  
Association, Inc. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
 
MID-SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
 
   Appellant, 
v. 
 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING 
INSPECTION,  
   Respondent.  
______________________________________ 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

Appeal No. 22-092 
 
DECLARATION OF PAUL HOLZMAN 
IN SUPPORT OF APPELLANT MID-
SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, INC.’S APPEAL OF 
DEMOLITION PERMIT 
 
Date:   February 8, 2023 
Time:  5:00 PM 
Place.: City Hall, Room 416 

 

I, Paul Holzman, declare: 

 1. I am a San Francisco resident, member and representative of Appellant, Mid-

Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. I live in close proximity to the 2550 Irving Street 

property, regarding which appeal of the demolition permit is being submitted. The facts 

contained in this declaration are based on my own personal knowledge and experience, and if I 

were called and sworn as a witness I could and would testify competently thereto. 

 2. Since spring of 2021, I have been the lead representative for MSNA along with 

MSNA’s environmental consultants in discussions with Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC) for cleanup of the PCE contamination that has been uncovered at the property 

and surrounding neighborhood homes.  
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 3. Indoor air sampling conducted in September-October 2021 and March 2022 at 

six homes adjacent to the property revealed PCE levels higher than the health-based residential 

screening levels. 

 4. On September 23, 2022, I attended a meeting with DTSC. The attendees 

included Donald Moore, MSNA geologist expert, PG, ARM, Lenny Siegel, former Mayor of 

Mountain View and Executive Director of the Center of Public Environmental Oversight, 

Gordon Mar, San Francisco Supervisor, Craig Scholer, Cal EPA Deputy Secretary for 

Legislative Affairs, Meredith Williams, DTSC Director, Nelline Kowbel, DTSC Chief, 

Northern CA Division, Site Mitigation, and myself. Director Williams and Chief Kowbel 

acknowledged the new findings and stated that DTSC was investigating “the data in aggregate” 

and that “[DTSC has] to think about the whole, for the entire block and the entire PCE plume."  

In addition, Director Williams asked Chief Kowbel "to push wherever we can, to get the most 

protective remedy." This is reflected in the Meeting Minutes which I prepared, a true and 

correct copy of which are being submitted as Exhibit F to the appeal. 

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that this 

declaration is true and correct, and that it was executed on this 18th day of January, 2023, in San 

Francisco, California. 

   

        Paul Holzman 



12/1/22, 12:00 PM Department of Building Inspection

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 12/1/2022 10:55:17 AM

Application Number: 202206277192
Form Number: 6
Address(es): 1724 / 038 / 0 2550 IRVING ST
Description: DEMOLISH A 2 STORY, 2 BASEMENT, OFFICE BUILDING.
Cost: $200,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -

Disposition / Stage:
Action Date Stage Comments
6/27/2022 TRIAGE
6/27/2022 FILING
6/27/2022 FILED
10/28/2022 PLANCHECK  
10/28/2022 APPROVED
11/18/2022 ISSUED

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: 1010621
Name: MIGUEL GUZMAN
Company Name: GUZMAN CONSTRUCTION GROUP INC.

Address: 2270 PALOU AV * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94124-
0000

Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 CPB 6/27/22 6/27/22 6/27/22 WONG ALBERT MOD

2 CP-ZOC 6/28/22 8/17/22 8/17/22 LAUSH
MAGGIE

8/17/22: Approved - demo of existing 2-story
commercial structure and surface parking lot;
reference new construction permit, BPA
202205053630 - Maggie.Laush@sfgov.org

3 BLDG 8/18/22 9/23/22 9/26/22 WONG IRENE 9/26/22:Approved. Route to PPC.

4 DPW-
BSM 9/27/22 9/28/22 9/28/22 LIONGSON

KATHLEEN

Approved. 9/28/22. Pre-construction site
meeting required by BSM Street Inspection.
Call (628) 271-2000 or dpw-
bsminspects@sfdpw.org to schedule. - KVL

5 HEALTH 9/29/22 10/12/22 10/12/22 CASEY RYAN NA

6 CP-ZOC 10/13/22 10/14/22 10/14/22 LAUSH
MAGGIE

10/14/22: Missing stamp added per 8/17
approval - ML.

7 PPC 10/17/22 10/17/22 10/17/22 EAKIN
MIGUEL

10/17/22: TO CPB;me 10/13/22: TO
PLANNING to stamp second set of paper
plans;me 9/29/22: To Health; ST 09/27/22:
TO BSM;me 08/18/22: TO BLDG;me
06/28/22: TO PLANNING;me

8 CPB 10/17/22 10/28/22 11/18/22 WONG ALBERT

11/18/22: ISSUED; 11/8/22: ASBESTOS
REMOVAL PERMIT PA#202211045956;
INVOICED; 10/28/22: ASBESTOS PRESENT
REQ SEPARATE ASBESTOS REMOVAL
PERMIT VIA OVER THE COUNTER;
10/20/22: EMAILED GC AND APPLICANT;
PENDING CONTRACTOR STATEMENT,
MMRP, J#, RACM SURVEY REPORT;

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450. 

Appointments:
Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots

Inspections:
Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfgov.org/


























































   

SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Project 

San Francisco, California 

EHB-SAM SMED No. 2043 

November 24, 2021 

Prepared for: 

Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation 
49 Powell Street, 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 

  

 

Path Forward Partners, Inc. 
505 14th Street, Suite 1230 
Oakland, California 94612 

www.pathfw.net 
(510) 756-0740 

Project No.: 115-102-107 

 



Site Management Plan  November 24, 2021 
2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA  Page i of iii 

   

CONTENTS 

Contents ........................................................................................................................................... i 

Professional Certification ................................................................................................................ iii 

1.0 Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Proposed Development and Activities ............................................................................. 1 

1.2 Objective .......................................................................................................................... 1 

1.3 Applicability ...................................................................................................................... 2 

1.4 Modifications to the SMP ................................................................................................. 2 

2.0 Background .......................................................................................................................... 2 

2.1 Site Setting ....................................................................................................................... 2 

2.2 Historical and Current Site Use ........................................................................................ 2 

2.3 Site Geology and Hydrogeology ....................................................................................... 3 

2.4 Previous Environmental Investigations ............................................................................ 3 

2.5 Chemicals of Potential Concern ....................................................................................... 4 

2.5.1 Soil ............................................................................................................................. 4 

2.5.2 Groundwater ............................................................................................................. 5 

2.5.3 Soil Gas ...................................................................................................................... 5 

3.0 Risk Management Design Considerations Prior to Construction ........................................ 5 

3.1 Import Fill Criteria ............................................................................................................ 5 

3.1.1 Sampling Requirements ............................................................................................ 6 

3.1.2 Data Evaluation ......................................................................................................... 7 

3.1.3 Recycled Asphalt and Concrete Pavement ............................................................... 8 

3.2 Protection or Destruction of Groundwater Wells ............................................................ 9 

4.0 Risk Management Measures during Development ............................................................. 9 

4.1 Conditions and Activities Requiring Risk Management Measures .................................. 9 

4.2 Contractor Qualifications ................................................................................................. 9 

4.3 Air Quality Requirements to Screen for VOC-Contaminated Soil .................................. 10 

4.4 Dust and VOC Control Program...................................................................................... 11 

4.5 Control of Off-Site Runoff .............................................................................................. 11 

4.6 Soil Management Protocols ........................................................................................... 12 



Site Management Plan  November 24, 2021 
2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA  Page ii of iii 

   

4.6.1 Field Soil Screening ................................................................................................. 12 

4.6.2 Management of Soil Stockpiles............................................................................... 13 

4.6.3 Soil Disposal Off-Site ............................................................................................... 13 

4.7 Groundwater Management Protocols ........................................................................... 14 

4.8 Discovery of Unexpected Areas of Contamination ........................................................ 14 

4.9 Discovery of Unexpected Underground Structures ....................................................... 14 

4.9.1 Removal of USTs ..................................................................................................... 15 

4.9.2 Removal of Other Subsurface Structures ............................................................... 15 

5.0 Environmental Health and Safety guidelines ..................................................................... 16 

5.1 Objectives of the Site Health and Safety Plan ................................................................ 16 

5.2 Components of the Site Health and Safety Plan ............................................................ 16 

5.2.1 General Information ............................................................................................... 16 

5.2.2 Key Personnel/Health and Safety Responsibilities ................................................. 17 

5.2.3 Facility/Site Background ......................................................................................... 17 

5.2.4 Job Hazard Analysis and Hazard Mitigation ............................................................ 17 

5.2.5 Monitoring Procedures ........................................................................................... 17 

5.2.6 Personal Protective Equipment .............................................................................. 17 

5.2.7 Work Zones and Site Security Measures ................................................................ 18 

5.2.8 Decontamination Measures ................................................................................... 18 

5.2.9 General Safe Work Practices ................................................................................... 18 

5.2.10 Contingency Plans/Emergency Information ........................................................... 18 

6.0 Notifications ....................................................................................................................... 19 

7.0 References ......................................................................................................................... 19 

 

Figures 
Figure 1. Site Location Map 
Figure 2. Site Plan 

Appendices 
Appendix A. Site Assessment Report and Report of Findings 
Appendix B. Final Response Plan 
Appendix C. Dust and Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Control Plan 
  



Site Management Plan  November 24, 2021 
2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA  Page iii of iii 

   

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION 

This Site Management Plan for the property located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, 
California has been prepared by a California Professional Geologist and/or California 
Professional Engineer. This document is based on information available to Path Forward 
Partners, Inc. and current laws, policies, and regulations as of the date of this document. The 
opinions expressed in this document are based upon the information available to Path Forward 
Partners, Inc. and are given in response to a limited assignment and should be considered and 
implemented only in light of that assignment. The services provided by Path Forward Partners, 
Inc. in completing this project were consistent with normal standards of the profession. No 
other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.  
 
 

  
Neal Hughes 
Senior Staff Geologist  

  
David A. Grunat, P.G., C.H.G. 
Principal Geologist 

  
Gregory S. Noblet, P.E. 
Principal Engineer  
 



Site Management Plan   November 24, 2021 
2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA  Page 1 of 20 

   

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Site Management Plan (SMP) has been prepared by Path Forward Partners, Inc. (Path 
Forward) on behalf of the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) for the 
property located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, California (the Site; Figure 1).  

This SMP is to be utilized by parties involved in activities where Site soil will be disturbed, or 
groundwater will be encountered during redevelopment construction activities. Contractors 
and subcontractors who may come in contact with soil and/or groundwater at the Site should 
be provided copies of the SMP. Contractors and subcontractors are responsible to safeguard 
their personnel’s health and safety during redevelopment activities or subsequent activities as 
they pertain to the SMP as well as applicable safety regulations. 

1.1 Proposed Development and Activities 

Upon acquiring the property, TNDC plans to demolish the existing credit union building and 
redevelop the Site into a seven-story facility. The facility would be constructed at-grade with 
non-residential use (office, garage, and back of house spaces) and potentially a day care facility 
on the ground floor, and with residential occupancy above the ground floor. The footprint of 
the proposed building is presented on Figure 2. 

Anticipated earthwork activities associated with Site redevelopment may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Demolition of current on-Site structures and improvements;  

• General grading of the property including preparation for elevators and potential car 
stacker lifts; 

• Foundation installation; 

• Import and placement of soil suitable for reuse; 

• Construction of future buildings and/or building additions; 

• Construction of stormwater infiltration system; 

• Improvements to asphalt-paved parking areas, access ways, and landscaping; and 

• Excavation and trenching operations in association with installation, 
maintenance/repair, or removal of underground utilities. 

Other earthwork activities at the Site not listed above should follow this SMP as a guide. 

1.2 Objective 

This SMP presents a decision framework and risk management measures for managing known 
and unexpected environmental conditions in soil and groundwater before and during Site 
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redevelopment in a manner protective of human health, in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements, and in consideration of the existing and proposed future land uses.  

1.3 Applicability 

This SMP applies to all workers; however, some provisions of this SMP may not be applicable to 
certain workers (e.g., carpenters and painters) who, based on job hazard analyses, would not 
be expected to perform activities that disrupt Site soils. Risk management measures described 
in Section 4.0 and HASP guidelines described in Section 5.0 should be followed for individuals 
engaged in invasive activities which disturb Site soil. This may include activities involving work 
in utility vaults or other subgrade areas (e.g., utility maintenance or modifications in subfloor 
areas of buildings) where exposure to chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) could occur.  

1.4 Modifications to the SMP 

Although not anticipated, if an alternate design or mitigative measures other than those 
referenced in this SMP is desired to be implemented, it must be demonstrated how the 
alternative design or mitigative measures would be protective of human health and the 
environment. Proposed alternate designs or mitigative measures will be included in a design 
report prepared by the contractor proposing such changes and submitted to TNDC for review 
and approval before implementation. Should a change to the SMP be necessary or desirable, a 
proposed SMP modification will be presented.  

2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 Site Setting 

The Site occupies approximately 19,125 square feet located at 2550 Irving Street in San 
Francisco, California. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) assigned to the Site is 1724-038, 
which includes the addresses 2520 and 2550 Irving Street. According to the San Francisco 
Property Information Map (PIM) the Site is zoned under the Irving Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District. The Site is currently improved with an 18,561 square foot two-story 
commercial building, constructed in 1966, that is currently used as a bank (The Police Credit 
Union [TPCU]). 

2.2 Historical and Current Site Use 

According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA; Path Forward 2020), the 
Site was vacant land as early as 1895 and remained vacant until at least 1915. By 1928, two 
structures had been developed in the central portion. The 1928 Sanborn map depicts these as a 
drugstore and a cleaning business. By 1940, a gas station had been added to the southeast 
corner of the Site, and by 1946, a second gas station had been added to the western end of the 
Site. By 1950, the central buildings on the Site were occupied by an undertaker, and in 1966, 
this business redeveloped the entire property with the current building and open areas for use 
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as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The funeral business continued in the building until 1985, 
when the building was modified for its current use. The Site has been utilized as a bank since 
1987. 

2.3 Site Geology and Hydrogeology 

According to information presented by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) on the 1996 
7.5-Minute Series San Francisco North, California Quadrangle Topographic Map, the ground 
surface elevations at the Site is approximately 202 feet above mean sea level (amsl) with a 
slight downward slope to the west. The Site is located in an urban commercial setting within 
the Coast Ranges physiographic province of California. The nearest surface water body to the 
subject property is the Mallard Lake, approximately 961 feet to the north within Golden Gate 
Park. In addition, the Pacific Ocean is 1.5 mile to the west. 

A subsurface investigation report (AllWest 2019) describes lithology encountered in 
environmental borings as coarse-grained, poorly- to well-graded sand to a depth of 90 feet 
below ground surface (bgs), which corresponds to the maximum depth explored. Groundwater 
was measured on the Site at a static depth of approximately 78 feet bgs (AllWest 2019). Flow 
direction has not been established but is presumed to be to the northwest.  

Groundwater in the Site vicinity is a drinking water resource – the Site is located within the 
North Westside Groundwater Basin, which per the Basin Plan has a designated beneficial use of 
Municipal and Domestic Supply (SFBRWQCB 2017).  

2.4 Previous Environmental Investigations 

In September 2020, a Phase I ESA of the Site was prepared by Path Forward on behalf of TNDC 
(Path Forward 2020). The Path Forward Phase I ESA identified following recognized 
environmental conditions (RECs): 

• Soil gas on the subject property is impacted by tetrachloroethene (PCE), which has 
resulted in a vapor intrusion condition for the existing building. Investigation is ongoing 
and TPCU has entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement under oversight of the DTSC 
to investigate and mitigate effects of the condition. Data obtained during multiple 
investigations in 2019 and 2020 have not ruled out the Site as a source for the impacts; 
however, they have identified a former dry cleaner off-Site to the south as a potential 
contributing source. Based on the ongoing investigation under regulatory oversight, no 
additional investigation is warranted at this time. However, due to the known impacts at 
concentrations exceeding reference criteria, this condition is a REC. 

• Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (the Maher Ordinance) requires San 
Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), “oversight for characterization and 
mitigation of hazardous substances in soil and groundwater in designated areas zoned 
for industrial uses, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks, sites with 
historic bay fill, sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks.” The 
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Site has been identified as subject to the Maher Ordinance, based on review of the 
current Maher Map maintained by the City and County of San Francisco. According to 
DataSF (a city and county government data access point), the Site was identified as a 
Maher property in 2013. The rationale may be related to historical gas station use, as 
the Site is not known to be filled land. While the Maher listing is considered to be REC, 
historical investigations and DTSC oversight related to historical Site use would likely 
satisfy the Maher requirements and further testing and mitigation beyond the DTSC 
requirements is unlikely to be required by the SFDPH. 

A detailed summary of all previous investigations is presented in the Site Assessment Plan and 
Report of Findings (SAP-ROF; Path Forward 2021a; Appendix A). The SAP-ROF was approved by 
the DTSC in their June 8, 2021 letter (DTSC 2021a).  

The SAP-ROF prepared pursuant to California HSC Section 25395.94 has determined that the 
presence of VOCs in on-Site soil gas poses an unreasonable risk to health and safety in the 
context of future redevelopment of the Site for mixed residential and commercial use. The 
exposure route of potential concern is inhalation of volatile chemicals present in indoor air as a 
result of transport (vapor intrusion) from the subsurface. To address these impacts in soil gas, 
TNDC entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with the DTSC and prepared the Final 
Response Plan (Response Plan; Path Forward 2021b; Appendix B). The Response Plan objective 
is to minimize or eliminate exposures between Site residents and PCE present in Site soil gas by 
installing a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) as part of redevelopment. Following public 
comment, the Response Plan was approved by the DTSC in their September 2, 2021 letter 
(DTSC 2021b) 

2.5 Chemicals of Potential Concern 

The following identifies chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) based on key findings from 
previous investigations and historical assessments of the Site. 

2.5.1 Soil 

Site soil conditions have been characterized in recent investigations that included a total of 66 
soil samples collected from 36 borings. The soil samples have been analyzed for a variety of 
analytes; however, PCE was found to be the only compound of significance detected during 
these investigations. PCE was detected in one sample at a low concentration of 
0.052 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), which is below the SFBRWQCB Tier 1 and intrusive 
construction worker environmental screening levels (ESLs) (SFBRWQCB 2019a, 2019b) and 
below the DTSC-recommended human health RBSL for residential land use (DTSC 2020).  

Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals 
were either not detected or were detected at concentrations below their respective SFBRWQCB 
Tier 1 soil ESLs and DTSC-recommended human health RBSLs for residential land use.  
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2.5.2 Groundwater 

Site groundwater conditions have been characterized in recent investigations that included a 
total of three on-Site grab-groundwater samples. Depth to encountered groundwater ranged 
from 77 to 90 feet bgs. The groundwater samples were analyzed for PCE and PCE breakdown 
products (one sample) or for a full suite of VOCs including PCE and PCE breakdown products 
(two samples). PCE was detected in two groundwater samples, at concentrations of 
0.74 micrograms per liter (µg/L) and 0.67 µg/L , and not detected in the other. These detected 
concentrations are below the PCE drinking water criterion of 5 µg/L (SWRCB 2019) and below 
the PCE groundwater-to-indoor air vapor intrusion screening level for commercial land use of 
2.8 µg/L (DTSC 2020, DTSC and SWRCB 2020). 

2.5.3 Soil Gas 

Site soil gas conditions have been well characterized through a series of recent investigations. 
With few exceptions, PCE is the only chemical that has been detected. The PCE breakdown 
products have not been detected. Chloroform was detected at a low concentration in one soil 
gas sample, which is common in areas serviced by water disinfected with chlorine-based 
disinfectants.  

Detected concentrations of PCE in soil gas are fairly consistent across the Site. The highest 
detected concentration of PCE in shallow or sub-slab soil gas within the footprint of the 
proposed building is 1,500 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³) – this concentration may be 
considered representative of the vapor intrusion concern for the proposed building. 

3.0 RISK MANAGEMENT DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION 

This section discusses the risk management design considerations that are to be followed prior 
to and during earthwork activities. Such considerations include procedures to evaluate 
potential import fill sources and to protect/remove groundwater monitoring wells in potential 
conflict with redevelopment plans. 

3.1 Import Fill Criteria 

Site redevelopment may require import of fill materials/soil to implement construction and 
landscaping plans. Potential import soil, which may be derived from a variety of sources and 
borrow pits, should not only meet the required geotechnical physical characteristics, but also 
applicable health-protective standards. The geotechnical engineer should be consulted to 
assess the suitability of proposed imported material prior to use on-Site. The following sections 
provide guidance to meet applicable health-protective standards. 
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3.1.1 Sampling Requirements  

To minimize the potential of introducing contaminated fill material onto the Site, it is necessary 
to verify through documentation that the fill source is appropriate and that the fill material has 
been analyzed for potential contaminants based on the location and history of the source area. 
Documentation should include detailed information on the previous use of the land sourcing 
the fill material, whether an environmental site assessment was performed and its findings, and 
the results of any chemical testing performed. Soil proposed for import should be characterized 
in accordance with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Information Advisory for 
Clean Imported Fill Material (DTSC 2001) with respect to number of samples and analyses 
performed. Composite sampling may be appropriate for non-volatile analysis, depending on 
quality and homogeneity of source/borrow area, and specific compounds. Composite sampling 
shall not be performed for volatile analysis. 

If no information pertaining to the fill material is available or provided, or if the existing dataset 
does not meet the Advisory specifications, then samples of the imported fill material will be 
chemically analyzed. The analytical program, determined by a qualified environmental 
professional1, will be based on the source of the fill and knowledge of the previous land use. 
Prior to sampling, it will be demonstrated that the laboratory reporting limits will meet the data 
quality objectives for each analytical method to be utilized. Depending on the origin and known 
use of the source, the potential imported fill material may be analyzed by one or more of the 
following methods or other appropriate methods: 

• VOCs and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in the gasoline range (TPH-g) by United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Method 8260 using USEPA collection 
Method 5035 to minimize volatile loss; 

• Extractable TPH in the diesel range (TPH-d) and TPH in the motor oil range (TPH-mo) 
ranges by USEPA Method 8015M using a silica gel cleanup (SGC) preparation method; 

• Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) by USEPA Method 8270; 

• Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) by USEPA Method 8270 using selective ion 
mode (SIM); 

• Title 22 total metals by USEPA Method 6010/7471; 

• Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) by USEPA Method 8082 or 8080A; 

• Organochlorine pesticides (OCPs) by USEPA Method 8081A or 8080A; 

• Asbestos by polarized light microscopy (PLM) by USEPA Method 600/R-93-116; and/or 

 
1 A qualified environmental professional is defined as a California Professional Geologist or Professional Engineer, 
or experienced staff working under the direct supervision of a California Professional Geologist or Professional 
Engineer. 
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• California Waste Extraction Test (WET) and/or Federal Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) to evaluate whether there are exceedances of soluble threshold limit 
concentrations (STLCs) and/or TCLP limits for individual analytes, as necessary. 

All analyses shall be reported on a dry-weight basis. The appropriate number of samples and 
analytical program should be determined by a qualified environmental professional. The 
qualified environmental professional will evaluate whether the soil is suitable as import fill for 
the proposed redevelopment.  

3.1.2 Data Evaluation  

Sampling results for proposed import soil will be compared to San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) 
(SFBRWQCB 2019), screening levels proposed by TNDC’s Qualified Environmental Professional, 
and/or background/ambient levels where appropriate; and hazardous waste characterization 
criteria.  

Comparison to Tier 1 ESLs 

Sampling results for proposed import soil will be first compared to Tier 1 ESLs 
(SFBRWQCB 2019). SFBRWQCB ESLs were selected as they contain a broad set of compounds 
and exposure pathways. USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) (USEPA 2021) and levels 
presented in the DTSC’s HHRA Note 3 (DTSC 2020) may additionally be consulted.  

Soil sampling results should meet the import criteria (Tier 1 ESLs) on an average-concentration 
basis. If one or more individual soil sampling results for a particular compound exceed the 
associated import criterion, the 95% UCL of the arithmetic mean concentration of that 
compound will be calculated using the USEPA statistical software package ProUCL 
(USEPA 2015), for comparison to the import criterion. Compounds present at 
concentrations exceeding their Tier 1 ESLs may be further evaluated in the context of 
background/ambient levels, if relevant (see below).  

It is noted that ESLs are explicitly defined on a dry-weight basis. As such, soil sampling results 
should also be reported on a dry-weight basis for an apples-to-apples comparison to ESLs. 
Because dry-weight concentrations are always higher than wet-weight concentrations, it is 
unconservative to compare wet-weight-basis soil sampling results to the ESLs. 

Use of Background Concentrations 

Certain compounds may be present in soil at background or ambient levels (i.e., not influenced 
by releases from a particular site) which are higher than their Tier 1 ESLs. These include arsenic, 
other metals, and carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (CPAHs). For these 
compounds, SFBRWQCB recommends defining a representative upper-limit background 
concentration, and substituting the background value for the ESL where appropriate:  
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“For situations where naturally occurring background concentrations exceed an ESL, it 
may be appropriate to substitute the background concentration for the ESL, but this is a 
site-specific decision that should be made in consultation with the overseeing regulatory 
agency” (SFBRWQCB 2019).  

For arsenic, the upper limit background arsenic concentration of 11 mg/kg (Bradford et al. 
1996). Path Forward recommends the upper limit background concentrations based on 
maximum values from the Kearny Foundation background metals dataset for the other metals 
(Bradford et al. 1996). For total CPAHs, DTSC has endorsed an upper limit background 
concentration of 0.9 mg/kg for Northern California soil (DTSC 2009).  

Hazardous Waste Evaluation 

Sampling results for proposed import soil will be compared to California and Federal RCRA 
hazardous waste criteria consisting of the total threshold limit concentration (TTLC), 10×STLC, 
and 20×TCLP thresholds. If any sample results exceed a 10×STLC and/or 20×TCLP threshold, 
then the associated soil samples should additionally be analyzed by the California WET and/or 
Federal TCLP, as appropriate, and the extraction results compared to STLCs and/or TCLP limits.  

We note that the TTLC, 10×STLC, and 20×TCLP criteria are defined on a wet-weight basis. As 
such, soil sampling results should also be reported on a wet-weight basis for appropriate 
comparison to hazardous waste criteria. Because dry-weight concentrations are always higher 
than wet-weight concentrations, it would still be conservatively appropriate to compare dry-
weight-basis soil sampling results to the hazardous waste criteria.  

If any initial soil sample result exceeds a TTLC, or subsequent extraction test result exceeds an 
STLC or TCLP limit, then the associated soil would be classified as hazardous waste if disposed 
as waste and thus is not suitable for import.  

3.1.3 Recycled Asphalt and Concrete Pavement 

Reuse of recycled asphalt and concrete pavement as aggregate base material on 
redevelopment projects is a widely accepted and encouraged construction materials practice. 
As an example, the SFBRWQCB has concurred with this practice in their February 8, 2007 letter 
(SFBRWQCB 2007) to the California Department of Transportation, which provides additional 
guidance on the reuse of asphalt concrete (AC) and Portland cement concrete (PCC) materials.  

Consistent with the SFBRWQCB guidance letter, recycled AC and PCC may be placed beneath 
pavement (e.g., roadways, sidewalks, plazas, parking lots) at the Site, without testing, provided 
that the materials are placed at least 5 feet above the highest predicted groundwater levels. 
Recycled PCC may be placed beneath buildings at the Site, without testing, provided that the 
material is placed at least 5 feet above highest predicted groundwater levels; but recycled AC 
should not be placed beneath buildings due to the potential for vapor intrusion of odorous 
compounds.   
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3.2 Protection or Destruction of Groundwater Wells 

In the unlikely event that groundwater wells are encountered during prior to or during 
redevelopment, work will stop, and the area should be cordoned off to protect the discovered 
wells and the environmental professional shall be contacted to notify the appropriate agencies 
and to provide guidance of next steps for the redevelopment team.  

4.0 RISK MANAGEMENT MEASURES DURING DEVELOPMENT 

This section identifies risk management measures that may be implemented during earthwork 
activities to control the potential for human health exposure and environmental impacts from 
one or more of the COPCs beneath the Site. 

4.1 Conditions and Activities Requiring Risk Management Measures 

Based on the existing analytical data, the following conditions or activities require risk 
management to reduce the potential for impacts to human health and the environment. 

• Inhalation of VOCs that volatilize from impacted groundwater (if encountered). 

• Direct contact with potentially impacted soil. 

• Dust and odor generation associated with excavation and trenching, grading and 
loading, backfilling, movement of construction and transportation equipment, and 
fugitive dust generation from wind. 

• Off-Site transport of soil as sediments via surface water run-off or vehicle tracking from 
exposed soil and graded areas. 

• Import/management/disposal of soil during redevelopment. 

• Discovery of unexpected areas of contamination or underground structures. 

Risk management measures will also be implemented during operations not listed above as 
deemed appropriate by a qualified environmental professional. 

4.2 Contractor Qualifications 

Workers that come into direct contact with contaminated soil and/or groundwater at the Site 
are required to conduct the work in accordance with California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal/OSHA) training and worker protection rules and regulations. Cal/OSHA is 
the state agency responsible for monitoring compliance with worker health and safety laws and 
requirements. Compliance with standard Cal/OSHA regulations is important to prepare workers 
for the types of hazards that may be encountered during such activities. Earthwork activities 
conducted at the Site must comply with applicable laws, including current Cal/OSHA rules and 
regulations, even if not expressly noted in this SMP.  
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Construction contractors shall assume direct responsibility for the health and safety of their 
own employees and shall prepare a Site-specific HASP that meets the provisions and guidelines 
presented in this SMP (Section 5.0). The HASP is specific to workers who may handle or contact 
hazardous wastes, hazardous materials, or contaminated soil or groundwater at the Site as part 
of subsurface work. 

To the extent that construction activities at the Site may constitute “clean-up operations” or 
“hazardous substance removal work” as defined in the Cal/OSHA standards for Hazardous 
Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER), contractors will ensure that all 
workers engaged in such activities have had training and are subject to medical surveillance, in 
accordance with Cal/OSHA standards (HAZWOPER-trained personnel). Soil that is visibly 
stained, discolored, shiny, or oily or has a noticeable solvent-like or hydrocarbon odor should 
be handled only by HAZWOPER-trained personnel until it is determined that such soil does not 
warrant such precautions. 

4.3 Air Quality Requirements to Screen for VOC-Contaminated Soil 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Rule 8-40-205 imposes soil-handling 
protocols on sites where “contaminated” soil is exposed to the atmosphere. In the context of 
Rule 8-40-205 and this SMP, “contaminated” soil is soil with volatiles content greater than (1) 
50 parts per million (ppm) by weight in soil as determined by USEPA Method 8015 and/or 
USEPA Method 8260; or (2) 50 parts per million by volume (ppmv) as methane in air just above 
the soil surface. While the first listed criterion requires sample collection and analysis, the 
second criteria may be evaluated in the field using a photoionization detector (PID).  

To screen potential VOC-contaminated soil during earthwork activities, VOC levels will be 
periodically monitored with a PID if suspected VOC-contaminated soil is identified by the 
contractor during the following activities:  

• demolition and removal of building floor slabs and foundations; 

• removal of unexpected subsurface features such as underground storage tanks (USTs), 
sumps, or clarifiers that may be exposed during general grading; 

• trenching for removal and installation of underground utilities; and 

• removal of VOC-impacted soils, if encountered. 

The following procedures will be used to screen soils. 

• The probe inlet of the PID will be placed at a distance of approximately 3 inches from 
the surface of the excavated soil, and the instrument readout will be observed as the 
probe is slowly moved across the soil surface.  

• If an increased meter reading is observed, the measurement will be continued until the 
maximum meter reading is obtained.  
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• The probe inlet will be left at the maximum-reading location for approximately double 
the instrument response time per the manufacturer’s instrument specifications. 

• Monitoring locations and results will be recorded on field forms or logs, and instrument 
calibration records will be kept on-Site.  

If the VOC concentration measured above the soil surface exceeds 50 ppmv as methane, the 
soil will be characterized as “contaminated” per BAAQMD Rule 8-40-205. VOC-contaminated 
soil will be stockpiled separately from soil that is not contaminated and further managed in 
accordance with Section 4.6.2. 

If visibly contaminated soils are not observed and PID readings are below 50 ppmv expressed as 
methane, then monitoring will be relaxed (e.g., once or twice per day). If a new excavation 
location is started or if visible signs of contamination are identified, the screening interval will 
return to hourly.  

Excavated soils will be further managed in accordance with Section 4.6. 

4.4 Dust and VOC Control Program 

To reduce the risks associated with fugitive dust and VOCs during construction, a Site-specific 
Dust and Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Control Plan (DCP) has been developed, which is 
presented in Appendix C. 

4.5 Control of Off-Site Runoff 

To reduce risks associated with storm water runoff during construction, a Site-specific Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required regardless of whether COPCs are present 
in the soil. A primary goal of a SWPPP is to reduce or eliminate off-Site discharge of sediments 
during construction activities through implementation of best management practices (BMPs). 
Components of the SWPPP are provided below. 

• Descriptions of BMPs and how they will be implemented. Examples of BMPs that may be 
incorporated into a SWPPP may include the following. 

◦ Minimizing dust during demolition, grading, and construction by spraying exposed 
soil with water on a regular basis (see Appendix C). 

◦ Minimizing wind and water erosion on soil stockpiles by spraying with water during 
dry weather and covering with plastic sheeting or other similar material during the 
rainy season (October through April). 

◦ Minimizing the area and length of time during which the Site is cleared and graded. 

◦ Preventing the release of construction pollutants such as cement, mortar, paints, 
solvents, fuel and lubricating oils, pesticides, and herbicides by storing such 
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materials in a bermed or otherwise secured area that minimizes contact with storm 
water. 

◦ Installing filter fences or fiber rolls around the perimeter of the construction area to 
prevent off-Site sediment discharge. 

◦ Installing and maintaining sediment and oil and grease traps in local storm water 
intakes during the construction period, or otherwise properly controlling oil and 
grease discharges. 

◦ Cleaning wheels and covering loads of trucks carrying excavated soil before they 
depart the construction area. 

◦ Implementing a hazardous material spill prevention, control, and cleanup program 
during redevelopment activities. This program would include measures such as 
constructing swales and barriers that would direct potential spills toward 
containment basins so the impact to Site storm water will be minimized. 

• Routine Site inspections to assess the effectiveness of the BMPs and identify repair 
needs. 

• Qualifications of inspectors (training in the field of erosion and sediment control 
practices and familiarity with storm water pollution control rules and regulations). 

• Collecting samples of runoff. 

• Provisions to revise the BMPs. 

4.6 Soil Management Protocols 

It is anticipated that the redevelopment project will generate approximately 4,000 cubic yards 
(CY) of surplus soils during installation of building foundation elements and Site preparation 
including elevators and potential car stacker pits. These soils will require off-Site removal to one 
or more appropriate disposal or reuse facilities in accordance with applicable California and 
Federal waste regulations. It is recommended that that the contractor responsible for 
excavation and removal of the surplus soils work with a qualified environmental professional in 
discussions with potential receiving facilities regarding their acceptance criteria. Tier 1 ESLs are 
overly conservative and may not be appropriate for the potential designated receiving facility. 
Depending on a receiving site’s use and location, a qualified environmental professional can 
assist in the development of more appropriate Tier 2 ESLs that can be used to garner soil 
acceptance at one or more potential receiving facilities. 

4.6.1 Field Soil Screening 

Soil screening is recommended during earthwork activities to identify soil that potentially do 
not meet reuse/import fill criteria (Section 3.1) and may require off-Site disposal (Section 4.6.3). 
Soil screening should be performed unless the qualified environmental professional determines 
that the active earthwork area and subsurface conditions do not warrant such measures. If 
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visibly stained soil, elevated PID readings, or chemical odors are observed, the potentially 
contaminated soil will be segregated, stockpiled, and managed as described in Section 4.6.2. 

4.6.2 Management of Soil Stockpiles 

It is anticipated that excavated soil will be directly loaded onto haul trucks for off-Site removal; 
excavated soil may need to be stockpiled on-Site temporarily, however, prior to off-Site 
transport for reuse or disposal. Concerns associated with stockpiling soil include dust 
generation, odors, erosion, direct contact, unauthorized access, and potential for storm water 
run-off. If materials are determined to be impacted, as defined in Section 4.6.1, Section 4.8, and 
Section 4.9, impacted materials will be temporarily stockpiled on existing concrete slabs or on 
plastic liners, and covered with anchored plastic sheeting until they can be evaluated for reuse 
and/or disposal. Soil stockpiles will be inspected regularly to confirm the effectiveness of 
implemented control measures.  

4.6.3 Soil Disposal Off-Site 

In the event that impacted soils are encountered and are determined to be unsuitable for on-
Site or off-Site reuse, the soils will require off-Site removal to one or more appropriate disposal 
facilities in accordance with applicable California and Federal waste regulations. Existing 
analytical soil data will be evaluated to assess the need for additional characterization. Prior to 
off-Site disposal, the waste disposal facility(ies) will be contacted and the soil will be 
characterized according to their requirements. Depending on the disposal facility and the 
existing analytical data, soil samples may require one or more of the following analyses: 

• VOCs by USEPA Method 8260B; 

• TPH-g by USEPA Method 8015M or 8260B; 

• TPH-d and TPH-mo by USEPA Method 8015M with SGC; 

• SVOCs by USEPA Method 8270C; 

• PCBs by USEPA Method 8082 or 8080A; 

• Title 22 metals by USEPA Method 6010/7471; 

• OCPs by USEPA Method 8081; 

• Asbestos by PLM by USEPA Method 600/R-93-116 or CARB Method 435; and 

• California WET and/or Federal TCLP for individual analytes, as necessary. 

Soil profiled for acceptance will be loaded onto trucks and transported to the appropriate 
facility by licensed waste haulers for proper disposal under manifest. 
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4.7 Groundwater Management Protocols 

It is unlikely that groundwater will be encountered during development. However, in the 
unlikely event that construction dewatering will be necessary, extracted groundwater will be 
appropriately managed by one of the following methods.  

• Dewatering effluent may be temporarily containerized on-Site pending characterization, 
particularly if the volume of extracted groundwater is small. Following characterization, 
containerized groundwater should be disposed off-Site at a licensed facility under a 
nonhazardous bill of lading or hazardous waste manifest, as appropriate, in accordance 
with California and Federal waste regulations.  

• Dewatering effluent may be discharged to the storm sewer system under a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the SFBRWQCB or to the 
sanitary sewer system under a Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit from the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) . On-Site pretreatment of dewatering 
effluent for removal of solids and/or organics may be necessary to meet the discharge 
limits of either permit.  

4.8 Discovery of Unexpected Areas of Contamination 

If, during construction, contaminated soil or free phase liquids or product are encountered in 
undocumented areas, the Owner will be contacted and a qualified environmental professional 
and the applicable regulatory agencies will be notified to assess if additional sampling is 
necessary and/or mitigation is required. Indications of soil contamination may include a strong 
chemical, hydrocarbon-like, or solvent odor; significant discoloration; an oily or shiny 
appearance; and/or elevated PID readings. 

4.9 Discovery of Unexpected Underground Structures 

During excavation and construction, it is possible that unexpected USTs, hoists, sumps, 
maintenance pits, pipelines, or other underground structures may be discovered. Indications of 
USTs may include vent pipes that extend above the ground surface, product distribution piping 
that leads to the UST, fill pipes, backfill material, or the underground structure itself. Other 
buried structures may not have features that extend above the ground surface and could be 
discovered only after contact with construction equipment. 

The following section outlines the measures that govern identification and removal of USTs, 
and appropriate measures for addressing other underground structures identified during 
redevelopment. In the event of such discoveries, work in the area must immediately stop 
until a qualified environmental professional is contacted and has assessed the potential 
concern and has determined the appropriate course of action. 
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4.9.1 Removal of USTs 

If USTs or product lines are encountered during redevelopment, SFDPH and the San Francisco 
Fire Department will be notified. The current regulatory contact information is presented in 
Section 6.0.  

Per Chapter 6.7 of the California Health and Safety Code, which contains specific requirements 
for removing and remediating contamination associated with a leaking UST, removal activities 
will be conducted to prevent potential damage to the UST and/or a release to the subsurface. 
Environmental investigations and responses required following removal of the UST will also be 
conducted in accordance with the specific provisions delineated in Chapter 6.7 and under the 
direction of the applicable regulatory agency. 

4.9.2 Removal of Other Subsurface Structures 

If subsurface structures other than USTs are discovered during construction activities, such as 
underground vaults, hoists, sumps, and associated piping, they will be inspected to assess 
whether chemical residuals or free liquids other than water are present. This assessment will be 
made by a qualified environmental professional relying on visual observations, detection of 
chemical odors, and field PID measurements. 

If there is no indication that chemicals are or were present within the structure, then removal 
of the structure is not necessary for environmental reasons. 

If a sump or vault contains residues (liquids or solids) that appear to be chemical-containing 
based on field observations (visual, odor, or PID readings), the following steps will be 
implemented. 

• Contain and protect liquids to avoid spills to the subsurface. 

• Characterize chemical-containing residues and/or soil and assess the appropriate 
response action. Chemical-containing substances will be sampled for profiling purposes, 
followed by proper removal and disposal under the direction of the qualified 
environmental professional (as previously defined). The appropriate regulatory agency 
will be notified and engaged prior to the selection of an appropriate response. 

• Inspect the structure for cracks and holes once the residues and/or chemical-containing 
soil are removed. 

• If, based on the opinion of the qualified environmental professional, it is assessed that 
the structure is intact, that subsurface releases of the chemicals to the underlying soil 
likely did not occur, and no free-phase liquids or chemical residues remain inside, 
removal of the structure is not required for environmental reasons. 
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• If physical inspection of the structure suggests that chemicals may have been released 
to the underlying soil, then conduct additional environmental investigations of the 
underlying soil to assess whether a release sufficient to warrant removal has occurred.  

◦ If, based on the opinion of the qualified environmental professional, it is assessed 
that such a release has not occurred, then removal of the structure is not required 
for environmental reasons; or, 

◦ Remove the structure under the guidance of the qualified environmental 
professional. 

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY GUIDELINES 

Workers involved in subsurface activities during redevelopment will operate in compliance with 
a Site-specific HASP. Applicable contractors shall assume direct responsibility for the health and 
safety of their own employees and will prepare their own HASP that meets the provisions and 
guidelines presented in this SMP. The contractors are directly responsible for the preparation of 
their HASP prior to starting work. Workers who will potentially contact soil at the Site will be 
provided a copy of the HASP by the contractor and briefed as to its contents. 

While this SMP establishes the minimum requirements for a HASP, the HASP is a stand-alone 
document developed by the contractor prior to the initiation of construction activities that 
would disrupt soil or groundwater potentially impacted with COPCs. Changes in worker health 
and safety rules and regulations may result in additional requirements. 

5.1 Objectives of the Site Health and Safety Plan 

The HASP will identify, evaluate, and control Site health and safety hazards related to soil and 
groundwater at the Site, and inform contractors, subcontractors, and other field personnel of 
chemicals known to be present at the Site. This information will enable contractors to make 
prudent health and safety decisions related to handling impacted soil and groundwater at the 
Site to protect the health of the workers and the surrounding community throughout the 
redevelopment. 

5.2 Components of the Site Health and Safety Plan 

The minimum requirements for the HASP that will be prepared prior to construction activities 
are presented in this section. 

5.2.1 General Information 

This section of the HASP will contain general information about the Site, including its location, 
objectives of the redevelopment work, and the name of the individual(s) who prepared the 
HASP. This section will also contain a brief summary of possible hazards associated with 
subsurface conditions at the Site. 
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5.2.2 Key Personnel/Health and Safety Responsibilities 

This section of the HASP will identify the key personnel by name, and will include identification 
of the Project Manager, Site Supervisor, Site Safety Officer, and subcontractors that will be 
working at the Site. In addition, the health and safety responsibilities of individuals will be 
described. 

5.2.3 Facility/Site Background 

Background information should include a description of past operations, the types of 
contaminants that may be encountered, and a brief description of the types of construction 
activities that will be conducted at the Site. The description of construction activities will focus 
on those activities that will result in the movement of soil, and/or the potential for workers to 
have direct contact with the soil and groundwater beneath the Site. This section will provide a 
general map of the Site, highlighting those areas where earthwork activities are likely to occur. 

5.2.4 Job Hazard Analysis and Hazard Mitigation 

A description of the hazards associated with specific construction activities that give rise to 
contact or potential contact with soil and groundwater is presented in this section of the HASP. 
As part of the job hazard analysis, the HASP will identify the constituents likely to be 
encountered during construction activities and will present a table indicating the symptoms of 
exposure and relevant regulatory exposure limits for each compound (i.e., the OSHA 
Permissible Exposure Limit [PEL]). The procedures to mitigate hazards identified in the job 
hazard analysis are also presented in this section of the HASP. The principal measure that will 
mitigate hazards associated with chemicals present in soil will be the use of appropriate 
personal protective equipment (PPE) (see Section 5.2.6). 

5.2.5 Monitoring Procedures 

Air and dust monitoring procedures (if proposed) will be detailed in the HASP. Currently, air 
and dust monitoring are not anticipated to be conducted. 

5.2.6 Personal Protective Equipment 

The HASP will identify appropriate required PPE that will adequately protect workers from 
hazards related to contact with impacted soils that may be encountered at the Site. Due to the 
depth of groundwater at the Site, contact with this medium is not expected. PPE will be 
selected based on the known contaminants present at the Site, and the known route(s) of entry 
into the human body. (See Section 2.5.) The primary exposure routes are the direct contact 
routes consisting of dermal contact, incidental ingestion, and inhalation of particulate matter 
and volatiles. Based on the known conditions, the minimum level of PPE for intrusive workers 
that may come into direct contact with soil will be modified Level D. For the Site, modified Level 
D protection will include a long-sleeved shirt, long pants, gloves, hard hat, and steel-toed boots. 
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If areas of unexpected contamination are identified during construction activities or if proposed 
air monitoring indicates that concentrations present in the breathing zone exceed the OSHA 
PELs, workers may be required to upgrade their PPE to Level C. Upgrading to Level C PPE entails 
donning a half-face or full-face air purifying respirator with the appropriate cartridge and 
wearing a Tyvek suit until it can be demonstrated through personal air monitoring that there 
are no exposure issues for Site workers. 

5.2.7 Work Zones and Site Security Measures 

Specific work zones of the Site and security measures such as the placement of barricades, 
fencing, access control, and access logs are described in this section. The work zone will be 
defined as the area of the Site where activities involving impacted soil are conducted. The 
support zone will be located outside of the work zone, but within Site boundaries. End-of-the- 
day cleanup operations, such as cleaning truck wheels (for exiting vehicles that could be 
tracking soil off-Site) and removal of PPE, will occur in the support zone. If possible, the support 
zone will be proximal to the entry and exit point of the Site. If necessary, to control pedestrian 
and vehicular entry, the work zones may be fenced. 

5.2.8 Decontamination Measures 

This section of the HASP will describe specific procedures that will be used to decontaminate 
both equipment and personnel. Decontamination measures will include cleaning the wheels of 
vehicles in the support zone prior to their exiting the Site, if applicable. Placement of shaker 
plates or gravel at the entrance to the Site should also be considered and implemented. 

5.2.9 General Safe Work Practices 

This section of the HASP will discuss the general safe work practices to be followed, including 
entry restrictions, tailgate safety meetings, use of PPE, personal hygiene, hand washing 
facilities, eating and smoking restrictions, use of warning signs and barricades, and special Site-
specific precautions. As part of the general safe work practices, the HASP will also require the 
Site Safety Officer to conduct periodic briefings with construction personnel (likely part of the 
tailgate meetings) on the reporting requirements to be followed if an underground structure is 
identified. 

5.2.10 Contingency Plans/Emergency Information 

This section of the HASP will provide information regarding procedures to be followed in the 
event of an emergency. The location of specific emergency equipment such as eyewash, first 
aid kit and a fire extinguisher, and emergency telephone numbers and contacts will be 
identified. A map indicating the route to the nearest hospital will also be provided in this 
section.  
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6.0 NOTIFICATIONS 

If an environmental condition is encountered during Site construction activities that requires 
notification, the pertinent contacts are as follows: 

• Mr. Jackson Rabinowitsh, TNDC, 707.494.8230, jrabinowitsh@tndc.com 

• Mr. Greg Noblet, Path Forward Partners, Inc., 628.219.6622, greg@pathfw.net 

• Mr. Mamdouh Awwad, SFDPH, 415.252.3927, mamdouh.awwad@sfdph.org 

• Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 800.792.0787, http://www.baaqmd.gov/ 

• City of San Francisco Fire Department, 628.652.3260, https://www.sf-fire.org  

• Mr. Marcos De la Cruz, SFBRWQCB Stormwater Division, 510.622.2365, 
marcos.delacruz@waterboards.ca.gov 

TNDC is responsible for providing notification to the pertinent regulatory agencies if notable 
environmental conditions are encountered during redevelopment. 
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FILE NO. 220772 RESOLUTION N0.317-22 

[Urging a Coordinated Response to PCE Contamination on the Irving Street Corridor] 

Resolution urging the California Department of Toxic Substances Control, San 

Francisco Department of Public Health, and other agencies to provide a 

comprehensive, coordinated response to tetrachloroethylene (PCE) contamination in 

the vicinity of the 2500 Irving Street block to ensure protections for occupants of 

neighboring homes and establishments. 

WHEREAS, Urban redevelopment provides an opportunity to uncover sources of 

legacy contamination on properties with former commercial and industrial uses, where 

projects proposed for housing development and existing housing directly adjacent to sites 

must meet more stringent requirements for human habitation; and 

WHEREAS, Contamination on the 2500 block of Irving Street of San Francisco have 

triggered investigations based on historical uses from past businesses, primarily two dry 

cleaning operations, namely Miracle Cleaners at 2520 Irving Street (north side) from the 

1920s into the 1950s, and Albrite Cleaners at 2511 Irving ( south side) from the 1940s until 

2018, as well as potentially other yet undetermined sources of contamination; and 

WHEREAS, The primary contaminant, identified from soil vapor and indoor air 

sampling, is identified as tetrachloroethylene, also known as perchloroethylene (PCE), a 

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) commonly used in dry cleaning operations, and as a 

legacy contaminant PCE can migrate long distances from the source in its vapor phase, and 

is classified as a likely carcinogen by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; and 

WHEREAS, Housing and mixed-use developments on this commercial corridor will 

provide needed housing in the City, including the affordable housing development sponsored 

by nonprofit developer Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC), and 
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1 another market rate development proposed by The Police Credit Union at 2525 Irving Street, 

2 on or adjacent to the locations of these former dry cleaners; and 

3 WHEREAS, Multifamily housing projects meeting the criteria in California Senate Bill 

4 35 are approved ministerially, without Planning Commission approval and bypassing the 

5 CEQA environmental review process, and TNDC's 100% affordable housing project at 2550 

6 Irving Street was streamlined via this state legislation, limiting the ability of the City to assert 

7 environmental review subject to public scrutiny as a condition of approval; and 

8 WHEREAS, Environmental testing has been conducted at multiple locations and times 

9 confirming PCE as the primary contaminant in this area possibly coming from multiple 

10 sources, further testing is needed to address multiple data gaps, and the State regulatory 

11 framework is a patchwork of voluntary agreements and mandatory orders with fragmented 

12 regulatory oversight for addressing this legacy pollutant; and 

13 WHEREAS, Private entities have conducted tests at their own sites: The Police Credit 

14 Union performed initial testing in 2019 and 2020 as owner at the time of 2550 Irving Street, 

15 also current owner of 2525 Irving Street, finding PCE levels in soil gas and inside The Police 

16 Credit Union building with samples above applicable screening levels, and TNDC conducted 

17 an Environmental Site Assessment in September 2020, identifying PCE as the principal 

18 chemical detected in soil gas, with associated risks of vapor intrusion into ground level and 

19 first floor of the proposed building deemed as "modest" in the Final Response Plan prepared 

20 for TNDC in September 2021; and 

21 WHEREAS, The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has 

22 provided regulatory oversight in these assessments, and only after public and independent 

23 expert comment has stepped in, using taxpayer funds, to perform air testing inside six single 

24 family homes near the former Miracle Cleaners site that should have been conducted and 

25 
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1 paid for by The Police Credit Union, with one more round of testing scheduled by DTSC for 

2 assessing seasonal variability; and 

3 WHEREAS, The regulatory framework for these properties is fragmented, with varying 

4 levels of responsibility for cleanup by the parties associated with the legacy contaminants that 

5 are present in the high-permeability dune sands and known to be intruding into the air space 

6 of building structures above DTSC's screening level which is known to be used as an action 

7 level for remediation and/or mitigation at other State cleanup sites; and 

8 WHEREAS, The Police Credit Union ended its voluntary agreement with DTSC in 

9 January 2022, after the sale of the 2550 Irving Street property was completed and transferred 

10 to TNDC and failed to complete adequate investigation by not sampling the former Miracle 

11 Cleaners location and not conducting step-out sampling into residential areas recommended 

12 by its own consultant; and 

13 WHEREAS, TNDC as the current owner and nonprofit developer of 2550 Irving Street 

14 is under a California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act agreement with DTSC gives them 

15 statutory immunity without obligation to clean up contaminants beyond their development site; 

16 and 

17 WHEREAS, DTSC has issued an order under California Health & Safety Code, Section 

18 25358.3(a) holding the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners responsible for investigation and 

19 cleanup and thus placing the property on the State's Cortese List of contaminated sites; and 

20 WHEREAS, San Francisco's Maher Ordinance, under Health Code, Article 22A, is 

21 designed to ensure that hazardous substances impacting soils and groundwater in specified 

22 areas of the City are assessed and mitigated prior to the issuance of a building permit, and 

23 the 2550 Irving Street development is under the Maher Program, however, the San Francisco 

24 Department of Public Health (SFDPH) has deferred oversight and cleanup authority to DTSC 

25 for the various properties, agreements and orders; and 
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1 WHEREAS, The September 2021, Final Response Plan from TNDC evaluated three 

2 alternatives for their planned development at 2550 Irving Street: (1) "No Further Action," (2) 

3 "Soil Excavation," and (3) "Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System (VIMS), a Land Use Covenant 

4 (LUC), and Operations and Maintenance (O&M)," recommending the VIMS, LUC and O&M 

5 alternative as most effective overall and lower in cost which involves no actual cleanup and is 

6 subject to failure if the O&M component is not conducted; and 

7 WHEREAS, Community advocates prepared an August 2021 Response Plan 

8 Addendum calling for a fourth alternative of soil vapor extraction (SVE) which is ( 1) an actual 

9 PCE removal technology with the ability to reach beneath the adjacent residential areas, (2) a 

1 O technology recommended by DTSC guidance for PCE and VOC remediation and (3) lower in 

11 cost relative to the VIMS, LUC and O&M alternative and is supported by DTSC SVE 

12 contractor estimates; now, therefore, be it 

13 RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors strongly urges that DTSC, in coordination 

14 with SFDPH, manage this situation with a comprehensive, coordinated investigation and 

15 cleanup approach for the PCE contamination on the 2500 Irving Street block based upon the 

16 State's preference for permanent remedies, while utilizing the State's enforcement authority to 

17 hold responsible parties accountable for the contamination, in order to protect the health of 

18 future building occupants and long-time residents now known to have been exposed to PCE 

19 for decades as well as maintain and enhance the value of the neighborhood's century-old 

20 homes, new housing, businesses, nonprofit establishments, and the right-ofwway areas; and, 

21 be it 

22 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors strongly urges the Planning 

23 Department to take all steps necessary to ensure that construction at any property impacted 

24 by the 2500 Irving PCE soil gas plume is performed only after a Response Plan is in place to 

25 remediate the contamination and to prevent the exposure of nearby residents to PCE vapors 
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intruding into their homes above DTSC's own residential screening level of 0.46 ug/m3 that is 

known to be an action level at other cleanup projects with State oversight; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors strongly urges SFDPH to 

provide robust oversight through the Maher Program requirements for a Site Mitigation Plan 

for 2550 Irving Street project and other future redevelopment projects impacted by PCE and 

to coordinate with DTSC, San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Department of 

Building Inspections, San Francisco Department of Public Works, and other agencies 

engaged in permitting and oversight of housing redevelopment projects to ensure that the 

health of San Franciscans be protected at the most protective end of the State's "risk 

management range" which is done at other State cleanup projects and is within DTSC's 

authority to do so. 
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DTSC, Cal EPA, Supervisor Mar, MSNA and MSNA consultants meeting 

Meeting Minutes 
September 23, 2022:  Friday, September 23, 2022  2:00PM  Zoom Remote meeting 

Present: Meredith Williams, Director, DTSC – MW  
Craig Scholer, Deputy Secretary for Legislative Aide, CalEPA – CS 
Nelline Kowbel, Chief, Northern CA Division, Site Mitigation, DTSC – NK 
Gordon Mar, Supervisor,  District 4, SF – GM 
Obai Rambo, Legislative Aide for Supervisor Mar – OR 
Lenny Siegel, Exec Director, Center for Public Environmental Oversight, pro 
bono consultant to MSNA – LS 
Don Moore, (CA Professional Geologist, pro bono consultant to MSNA) – DM 
Paul Holzman, Environmental liaison for Mid-Sunset Neighborhood 
Association (MSNA) – PH 
 

Next meeting: TBD 

1. Purpose:  Meeting to discuss remediation guidelines for PCE contamination on 2500 Irving 
block: 
--Long-term efficacy of Vapor intrusion Mitigation-- DTSC oversight & Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (SF Bay) guidance 
--Testing & remediation costs on 2500 Irving - responsible parties, state resources 

2. Discussion 

GM's introductory remarks stressed the "challenging and frustrating" process around the 2500 
Irving St. PCE contamination problem.  He noted that he and the neighborhood have 
experienced a "fragmented and unresponsive" oversight by DTSC.  GM referenced the four 
separate voluntary agreements that makes it difficult to address the single issue of PCE 
contamination throughout the neighborhood.   GM stated that he very much appreciated this 
high-level meeting to address a comprehensive and coordinated analysis of risk assessment and 
ultimately a clean-up of the contamination throughout the neighborhood.   

MW appreciated that GM initiated this meeting and said that she understands that "it's been a 
frustrating process."  MW added that she believes this meeting can "identify some 
opportunities to keep the conversation going."  MW said her DTSC team has taken "all the input 
very seriously" and has found some ways to be responsive. But it is DTSC's "intent to take the 
information in and figure out how to make it work."  She acknowledged the complexity of the 
situation and that it will take "creativity" on DTSC's part (especially given some of DTSC's 
constraints around their processes).  "We have to think about the whole, for the entire block 
and the entire PCE plume."  
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PH referenced Don Moore's PCE contour map of the Irving St. neighborhood that shows the 
known extent of the PCE plume's reach. Even with the known data gaps the plume affects at 
least 40 neighborhood properties.  PH said that the problem with viewing this site holistically 
goes back to a hastily signed CLRRA between the 2550 developer (TNDC) and DTSC that led to a 
flawed Response Plan. PH said that the goal for this meeting is to see how the neighborhood 
and DTSC can find a process within DTSC's regulatory framework that allows for "a reasonable 
evaluation of remedies for the entire plume."   

PH pointed out that the original CLRRA agreement allowed the developer (TNDC) to select a 
remedy before there was any conceptual site model in place.  Neither the source or lateral 
extent had been determined when the Response Plan was approved in September 2021.  Over a 
year later that information is still unknown.  Oddly, DTSC's two presumptive remedies (Soil 
Vapor Extraction or Soil Removal without assuming massive importation of clean fill) were never 
considered. 

PH stressed that we are at an important decision point.  Once TNDC begins demolition (which is 
scheduled for November) and moves forward with their construction plan it will make a 
comprehensive and permanent remedy virtually impossible.  PH stated that the number one 
request for this meeting is that DTSC see to it that construction not be permitted to move 
forward on either side of Irving until a plume-wide remedy is selected.  If that means 
construction is delayed, then so be it. 

PH acknowledged that while this site is not the most contaminated site in the state it is still 
critical to clean up because of the duration of residential exposure—in many cases families have 
been breathing contaminated air for three and four decades.   

MW noted that identification of sources is important and said that has been discussed internally 
and has to be part of how the site is approached. 

LS asked if there is an update on a potential order involving the Police Credit Union (PCU) that 
Whitney Smith referenced at a previous meeting.   The PCU had prematurely ended its 
voluntary agreement once it sold the land to TNDC. 

NK responded that this cannot be discussed right now. 

LS followed up on the issue of source identification.  He contrasted the Albrite investigation 
(south of Irving) with the lack of source investigation on the north side of Irving where the 
Miracle footprint was not sampled the way Albrite was.  LS also called attention to the south of 
Irving area parking lot, and the lateral and main sewer lines that still haven’t had a source 
investigation but where the highest soil gas levels of PCE (2700 micrograms per cubic meter) 
were found.  In addition, one neighbor reported having seen barrels of something stored on the 
south of Irving parking lot that is currently owned by the PCU.   
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LS pointed out that even though there are data gaps in the contour map, it's clear that there is a 
PCE plume centered around the street, between the two former dry cleaners.  This suggests a 
source, whether it's the dry cleaners, the lateral sewer lines or the city's sewer line.   

LS noted that were it not for the CLRRA agreement and the Response Plan, it's obvious that 
DTSC would be evaluating remedial alternatives starting with Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) and 
Soil Excavation (SE) and maybe even a pilot study to see how well SVE would work.  The 
problem is the Response Plan. 

DM related that he was alarmed that SVE was omitted as an alternative remedy in TNDC's 
Response Plan when it was circulated for public comment.  Before submitting MSNA public 
comments that he and Lenny developed, DM consulted with one of DTSC's own contractors who 
supported SVE as an alternative to the TNDC's Response Plan.  MSNA's extensive public 
comments that analyzed TNDC's Response Plan also included an alternative Response Plan 
Addendum. This was cheaper than TNDC's vapor mitigation plan and achieved remediation for 
the neighborhood including TNDC's building.  DM referred to two DTSC  and Water Board PCE 
guidance documents that TNDC's response plan totally ignored.  These documents state that 
vapor mitigation systems are temporary and that remediation should be done first followed by 
mitigation.  DM regretted that MSNA's comments and alternative Response Plan Addendum 
were largely ignored by DTSC's team. The evaluation period was accelerated and completed in 
just several weeks at the end of the summer without fully taking into account the public's input. 

LS added that he is currently working as a consultant on an EPA research project studying vapor 
intrusion.  The discussions have been around using soil vapor extraction as a substitute for 
building-by-building mitigation.  LS pointed out that because of the permeability of the sandy 
soil in the Irving St neighborhood, a robust SVE effort around the center of the plume would 
likely protect a number of homes without having to go in to mitigate each one.  "The same 
geologic conditions that led to the spread of PCE contamination should make it possible with 
the right suction to pull it back in." 

DM added that every consultant he's discussed this with (Stantech, RMD Environmental, Apex 
Companies) believes this is "a no brainer."  He discussed a "ripple effect" if the current 
Response Plan is allowed to stand because the Police Credit Union wants to build housing on 
the parking across the street. "They look at what was done at 2550 Irving and argue that 
mitigation is the correct response without considering the neighbors." 

NK thanked everyone at the meeting for reaching out to DTSC.  She said that "the protection of 
the people in their homes and the protection of people that are going to be living in the low-
income housing development is critical to us."  "That's the center of our mission."  She said that 
she is bringing resources to this situation. "We're here to address your concerns and be as 
responsive as we can."  NK said that she wants DTSC to "push as hard as we can" to get what 
MSNA  "is asking for." NK stated that DTSC wants to be sure to implement "the right kind of 
remediation approach" to protect the people in the neighborhood.    
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NK added that there is already a meeting scheduled for the following week to discuss 2550 
Irving.  She is certain that these comment and concerns from MSNA will "inform" those 
discussions.  In terms of the "fragmented approach" NK stated that DTSC is looking "at the data 
in aggregate" to understand the plume and the source. But she said she wants to look more 
closely into DTSC's "approach in light of your comments and concerns." 

LS said that "the fragmentation comment is based on the fact that there is Response Plan in 
place for a significant portion of the plume."  This is a legal issue and is the biggest concern in 
how to move forward.  LS agreed that DTSC looks at the data holistically however the 
fragmentation problem is about getting to a remedy selection.  "As far as we know there is not a 
combined approach to that."   

LS said that in a meeting with TNDC's consultant, TNDC said that SVE would draw PCE into their 
property because all the PCE is coming from the Albrite Cleaners on the north side of the street.  
LS said that "the evidence so far doesn't show this."  It is likely shared by several areas and 
responsible parties on the block.  A "holistic and coordinated approach" means you don't do 
SVE on one part of the plume.  You do the whole plume and perhaps coordinate SVE with soil 
excavation to eradicate hot spots if that's what's called for. 

NK said that to her knowledge there hasn't been much PCE found in the soil. 

LS responded that there has been no soil sampling on the 2550 Miracle site.  There was one 
vapor pin in the northeast portion of the footprint which would likely miss if there were a sewer 
leak underneath the cleaners. 

DM said that the important thing to keep in mind is that the data makes clear there is a "bulls-
eye" beneath Irving Street that is 35 times the commercial ESL and 165 times the residential ESL 
and it has been mapped radially around that source.   

LS commented that in terms of the ESL he knows that some people (in Industry and within 
DTSC) want to make the soil gas screening levels less protective.  He would be very concerned if 
there was a change based on industry pressure. 

DM said that he's involved with a number of projects at this time where the 10 to the minus 6 
ESL is used as an action level for mitigation and/or remediation. And that isn't happening on this 
project.  "On this project it appears that the risk range is being moved around to try to justify a 
different action level."   

LS asked if Doctor Williams had any questions or comments. 

MW promised to dig in deeper to this issue.  MW addressed NK by saying that it's important for 
DTSC to "push wherever we can to get the most protective remedy."  She stated that her legal 
team should be able to come up with a "creative" solution for this.  MW posed the challenge:  
"How can we come up with this holistic solution?"  She will be following up with her team and, 
based on this meeting, approach the contamination issue "in a different way."  MW wanted to 
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let MSNA and its consultants know that she appreciates that "you have done your homework, 
your legwork, your due diligence" and that MSNA's comments have already shaped how DTSC is 
responding to this. 

LS commented that before he offered his services to the neighborhood he determined that 
MSNA did not oppose building affordable housing at the site.  (The SF Chronicle had falsely 
painted all neighborhood criticism as a NIMBY response).  As a Mountain View City Council 
member, LS said they were able to build a number of affordable housing buildings.  Some were 
on contaminated land.  In each case they made sure they were cleaned up first.  Not only for the 
people already living in the neighborhood, but for the future low-income residents.  Because 
low-income residents don't have much of a choice where they live, it's particularly important 
that it be permanently safe.  DTSC has made clear for over a decade that mitigation is great but 
not permanent. LS added that the Waterboard just recently re-emphasized that in their 
guidance.  LS stated that "while I think this building will get built, it might need to be delayed." 

GM added that he too is supportive of the affordable housing project but wants to "ensure the 
most health-protective response to the contamination" for the current residents and the future 
residents at 2550. 

GM asked about the time frame for DTSC to complete its investigation.  He said that TNDC is 
planning to move ahead with demolition in November so this is an opportunity right now to do 
some of these actions that are being proposed. 

LS talked about a site in Mountain View that only discovered how contaminated the site was 
after they had removed the building. 

NK said 2500 Irving is now "front and center in our minds in terms of the opportunity afforded 
after demolition and before construction."  NK said DTSC has been in discussions with TNDC 
around "concepts central to this."  But one of the important things "is this definition of a source 
area."  NK's team is concerned because the source will affect the design of an SVE project.  NK 
said they are concerned that with "SVE the PCE plume will repopulate. It will come right back in 
if you haven't addressed the source. " Her team has been trying to "think creatively" to 
"effectively buy us time" in the context of the development proceeding. 

DM answered that "none of the experts including myself" have that concern about repopulating 
the PCE.   

LS said that DTSC's Whitney Smith had raised the possibility that there could be a "remote 
source" that coincidentally released PCE in the middle of the block.  However, there is no 
evidence of that.  There are no dry cleaners that are still using PCE in San Francisco. 

DM sketched out that the estimated duration of the SVE project he prepared with RMD 
Environmental (a DTSC consultant) is 12 – 18 months.  "That is the window we have." 
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LS stated that his concern about time is that the paperwork can take longer than the actual 
cleanup.  

PH asked if a Response Plan can be changed?  In the case of this site, a lot of new information 
has come in since TNDC's Response Plan was approved. 

NK said that "if there's new information that comes to light that has material impact on that 
decision", then the answer is "absolutely yes."  NK said that DTSC can and does reopen 
decisions.  

PH pointed out the response plan was approved before we knew there was vapor intrusion in 
the neighborhood. 

LS speculated that it's possible TNDC wouldn't have to pay for this remediation and could, in the 
end, save money.  LS said he gets that TNDC is concerned about delays. 

GM asked about grant funding from DTSC for this.  Even for a pilot SVE project.  GM mentioned 
the India Basin grant as an example of money that DTSC has control over. 

MW said that GM was referring to the Equitable Communities Revitalization Program. However, 
since this program is between funding cycles, DTSC would not have access to that money in this 
timeframe.  MW mused that there may be other funding sources that they will discuss 
internally. 

LS wondered if the ECR Program could apply to affordable housing projects that are in a more 
affluent neighborhood. 

MW said the starting point for ranking the grants is directly impacted communities.  However, 
we do take into account "who in the end is served by a given project."  So it is within the realm 
of possibility. 

End of meeting 

  

 



Declaration  1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
ENOCH WANG (SBN 218904) 
FIFE LAW, LLP 
300 Montgomery Street, Suite 850 
San Francisco, CA  94104 
Telephone:  (415) 837-3101 
Facsimile:  (415) 837-3111 
 
Attorneys for Appellant 
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood  
Association, Inc. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
 
MID-SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
 
   Appellant, 
v. 
 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING 
INSPECTION,  
   Respondent.  
______________________________________ 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

Appeal No. 22-092 
 
DECLARATION OF DONALD W. 
MOORE, PG IN SUPPORT OF 
APPELLANT MID-SUNSET 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, 
INC.’S APPEAL OF DEMOLITION 
PERMIT 
 
Date:   February 8, 2023 
Time:  5:00 PM 
Place.: City Hall, Room 416 

 

I, Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM, declare: 

 1. I am a California licensed professional geologist and risk management 

consultant. I am a principal and founder of Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. with more than 

30-years consulting experience and an expert with respect to risk, remediation and management 

associated with contaminated properties including numerous dry cleaning facilities. The facts 

contained in this declaration are based on my own personal knowledge and experience, and if I 

were called and sworn as a witness I could and would testify competently thereto. 

 2. Since Spring 2021, I have been an environmental consultant for Appellant Mid-

Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. (MSNA). I am very familiar with environmental 

conditions at the 2550 Irving Street, San Francisco property for which the demolition permit 

was issued by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection on November 18, 2022.  



Declaration  2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

This declaration was prepared in consultation with Lenny Siegel, Executive Director of the 

Center of Public Environmental Oversight, another MSNA environmental consultant.     

 3. As MSNA’s environmental consultant, I have analyzed technical reports and 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) correspondence regarding the property and 

surrounding properties and participated in a number of substantive discussions with various 

DTSC staff regarding the nature, scope, and extent of contamination at the property and 

adjacent properties. Environmental investigations conducted from 2019 through 2022 at and 

around the property (2550 Irving Street) have found tetrachloroethylene (PCE) above DTSC's 

risk-based environmental screening level (ESL) in soil vapor at the property were 2520 Irving 

Street (former Miracle Cleaners site) was formerly located and to the south at 2511 Irving Street 

and adjacent 2525 Irving Street property. The 2511 Irving Street (former Albrite Cleaners site) 

property was added to the DTSC Cortese List in about June 2021 and the owner and former 

operator were issued an Imminent & Substantial Endangerment Order (“I&SE Order”) by 

DTSC on October 29, 2021.  

4. The full lateral and vertical extent and magnitude of the contamination under and 

around the four properties is currently unknown including the level of PCE contamination 

beneath the former Miracle Cleaners site and the area is the subject of ongoing investigations 

under DTSC oversight.  Based on existing data, the PCE soil vapor plume, above the DTSC 

ESL’s is estimated to be beneath approximately 40 residential and commercial properties in the 

neighborhood.  The highest PCE soil vapor levels detected to date are located adjacent both 

former dry cleaning facilities along Irving Street and are more than 37-times DTSC’s 

commercial ESL and 166-times DTSC’s residential ESL.  To date, indoor air testing has only 

been conducted in seven of the approximately 40 properties above the PCE soil vapor plume 

with vapor intrusion confirmed in four homes as high as 4-times DTSC’s indoor air ESL.  The 

most recent soil vapor data indicates that the PCE soil vapor plume is unstable and continuing to 

migrate beneath the residential areas.         

5. The San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) “NA” notation on the 

demolition permit application understood to indicate an absence of public health exposure related 
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to demolition process is incorrect.  Based on testing results to date, indoor air and soil vapor 

sampling conducted at homes adjacent and proximal to 2550 Irving Street, indicate an imminent 

and substantial endangerment to the public health associated with the PCE soil vapor impacts 

which are likely to be affected by demolition of the 2550 Irving Street property.  The DTSC I&SE 

Order highlights the health risks associated with the PCE contamination in the area.  Attached as 

Exhibits 1, 2 are true and correct copies of my (1) September 9, 2022 letter and supporting 

technical work product to DTSC dating back to August 2021 regarding contamination at the 2550 

Irving Street property and surrounding areas, significant data gaps regarding the DTSC 

investigation oversight and recommendation for remediation, and (2) PowerPoint slides 

highlighting details of the inadequate investigation at former Miracle Cleaners and the related 

health risks associated with long-time residents on the north side of Irving Street. 

6. Based on review of the current Site Management Plan (SMP) and demolition 

permit application for the property, there is little consideration regarding the PCE contamination 

that will be exposed during demolition.  The SMP appears to be a “generic” document with little 

property-specific information.  DTSC correspondence to MSNA related to the demolition process 

on November 9th stated, “procedures are in place to prevent spread of contamination during site 

activities” and “the developer is required to notify DTSC if any sewer piping potentially from the 

former Miracle Cleaner is encountered during demolition” along with other assurances; however, 

the SMP does not satisfactorily address these specific concerns and DTSC comments.  These 

concerns are particularly significant based on the fact the location of former Miracle Cleaners, the 

likely source of all the PCE contamination north of Irving Street has not been investigated to assess 

the magnitude and full extent of the PCE in soil, soil vapor and groundwater.  The SMP and 

demolition process offers the last opportunity for conducting an appropriate source investigation 

and if data is not collected during demolition, the result is likely to be destruction of valuable data 

and evidence which will make it difficult or impossible to confirm the source(s), determine 

responsible parties and the appropriate remedial approach. 
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7. The SMP needs to include a source investigation work plan in the footprint of 

former Miracle Cleaners consistent with the source investigation approved by DTSC and 

conducted at the location of former Albrite Cleaners.  This adequate approach included collecting 

soil and soil vapor samples at six locations at five and fifteen feet below grade allowing assessment 

of potential PCE source areas from former spills, sumps, drains and sewer lines.  Based on existing 

data around the former Miracle Cleaners property, there is a clear indication of a PCE source area 

at and around the sewer lateral on the property including soil matrix contamination.  Historic 

records at the building department should be reviewed prior to demolition to determine the location 

and depth of the former or still existing sewer lateral and other operational features associated with 

former Miracle Cleaners to focus the investigation with at least two of the borings in close 

proximity to the sewer lateral and former dry cleaning equipment. 

8. An appropriate investigation during demolition requires professional geologist 

supervision. Sampling protocol should be established in the SMP for both soil vapor and matrix 

sampling.  During the investigation, recovered soils should be logged by a field geologist in 

accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System. Soil classifications, related observations, 

and soil vapor probe construction details should then be recorded on field borehole logs along with 

all other soil encountered during the demolition process. 

9. Recovered soils should be screened for the presence of PCE and other volatile 

organic compounds (VOCs) using a photoionization detector (PID). Recovered soils would then be 

placed into a sealable plastic bag and PID measurements recorded on borehole logs and field 

reports.  Soil vapor samples would be collected into laboratory supplied Summa canisters with 

dedicated flow controllers.  

10. At each of the borehole locations, soil samples from approximately 5 and 15 feet 

below grade should be retained for chemical analysis of VOCs. If elevated PID readings of 

recovered soils suggest the presence of VOCs, additional soil samples should be retained for 

chemical analysis. Soil samples and Summa canisters need to be labeled and transported under 

chain of custody to a California certified analytical laboratory for chemical analysis. Following 
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receipt of final laboratory analytical results, professional geologist should validate and verify 

chemical data and prepare a summary report to DTSC and SFDPH. The investigation report should 

include a description of site conditions and field sampling activities with a site plan showing 

locations, a tabulated summary of analytical data screened against ESLs, and recommendations 

relevant to the soil and soil vapor conditions identified. 

11. By outlining the above protocol in the SMP and adhering to it during the demolition 

and investigation process, appropriate data can be collected to identify the magnitude, extent and 

specific source(s) of the PCE contamination associated with former Miracle Cleaners that has 

emanated more than 200 feet from this source area into the surrounding residential neighborhood.  

This data is necessary to assess the parties responsible for the contamination, the appropriate 

remedial approach and to assess and ultimately mitigate the existing unacceptable health risk 

associated with the PCE contamination for the current neighbors and future residents of the 2550 

Irving Street property.  This is a clear situation where the redevelopment process is moving faster 

than the DTSC investigation process with the developer and responsible party failing to fully 

assess, acknowledge and remediate the PCE contamination consistent with DTSC guidance and 

ESL’s and standard environmental industry practices.  The lack of an agreement or order with the 

responsible party and DTSC is also a missing element of the 2550 Irving Street property.  

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that this 

declaration is true and correct, and that it was executed on this 18th day of January 2023, in San 

Francisco, California. 

   
        Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 

          
  



 

1 | P a g e  
 

 
September 9, 2022 
 
 
Nelline Kowbel, Chief, Northern California Site Mitigation Division 
Juliet Pettijohn, Branch Chief  
Whitney Smith, Unit Supervisor, Contra Costa/ Solano County Unit 
Parag Shah, Interim Project Manager 
Asha Setty, Public Participation Specialist 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 
RE:  MSNA FOLLOW UP FROM AUGUST 25th DTSC COMMUNITY MEETING, TETRACHLOROETHENE 
CONTAMINATION, 2500 BLOCK OF IRVING STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
 
Nelline, Julie, Whit, Parag and Asha: 
 
The Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA) and Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS), 
consultant for MSNA, appreciated the opportunity to meet virtually with the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) on August 25th and finally have a real opportunity to voice the concerns of 
the community and support a pathway to a real cleanup solution for the 2500 block of Irving Street 
consistent with DTSC guidance and Supervisor Mar’s Resolution unanimously passed by the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors on July 12th.  This response addresses DTSC questions and information 
requests from the meeting regarding soil vapor extraction (SVE) remediation and restates our previous 
concerns regarding data gaps on the north side of Irving Street that were not addressed by the Police 
Credit Union (PCU), the party responsible for the tetrachloroethene (PCE) contamination on the north 
side of Irving.  The PCU is also the owner of a property on the south side of Irving with known PCE 
contamination with plans to entitle it and sell it to a developer.  We also outline timing and 
implementation considerations in hopes that DTSC can bring together responsible parties and 
stakeholders and funding for near-term SVE remediation. 
 
Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) is the Appropriate Technology for a Real and Comprehensive Cleanup: 
 

1. The PCE source area requiring remediation is the soil vapor “bullseye” (2,500 ug/m3) centered 
beneath Irving Street that is more than 35-times the commercial ESL and 165-times the 
residential ESL.  A sewer investigation would likely yield higher PCE soil vapor levels and 
potential soil matrix impacts beneath Irving.  Based on the historic PCE discharges into the 
leaking sewers from the two dry cleaners over decades combined with dune sand geology, PCE 
vapors well above ESLs have diffused radially an estimated 200+ feet in all directions from the 
“bullseye” into the surrounding residential areas as displayed on Attachment A.  Two other likely 
source areas on each side of Irving are discussed below and require further investigation. 
      

2. DTSC’s 2010 Guidance identifies SVE and soil excavation as the recommended technologies for 
remediation of VOCs in the vadose zone.  SVE was omitted in the technology evaluation in the 
TNDC Response Plan and the DTSC failed to consider this guidance in their review of the draft 
Response Plan. 
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3. The ERS Response Plan Addendum (Attachment B), submitted with MSNA’s comments on the 

draft TNDC Response Plan, shows SVE as the most technically- and cost-effective remedial 
approach.  As indicated on pages 2 and 4, the Addendum was supported by RMD Environmental 
Solutions (RMD) regarding technical feasibility and cost estimate development.  RMD supported 
this effort prior to being retained by DTSC to conduct the soil vapor and IA sampling in the 
homes but I believe they would be open to conducting SVE remediation if given the opportunity. 
 

4. Dan Grasmick, P.E., currently with Apex Companies, a 30+ year remediation expert, who 
independently reviewed the data and subsurface conditions and concluded that SVE 
remediation is an ideal candidate for this situation and suggested a pilot test to determine 
radius of influence (ROI), operating parameters and assess potential concerns with short 
circuiting for the final design.  Dan is copied if you would like reach out and speak with him. 
          

5. While Stantec is not likely to propose active remediation based on the recent data from the 
Albrite Cleaners site, if you asked their remediation experts about the most applicable active 
technology for this situation if one was to be implemented, they would likely identify SVE. 
 

6. Environmental Risk Solutions is currently managing the following SVE projects: (1) horizontal 
SVE system started in June with SSD system under Water Board oversight, (2) SVE system under 
construction with DTSC oversight with startup expected in October and (3) HVDPE pilot test 
work plan approved by the Water Board in late 2021 planned for implementation this fall.   
 

7. Multiple experts including RMD, DTSC’s own contractor, see SVE as the appropriate remedial 
alternative for the 2500 block of Irving and all of them recommend starting with field pilot test 
(2+ wells, short-term, mobile SVE unit) for proof of concept and determining ROI, flow velocity 
and other operating parameters for full-scale design and implementation. 
    

8. DTSC’s 2011 Guidance on vapor intrusion states, “A VI mitigation system is implemented to 
reduce contaminant entry into the building until the subsurface contamination is remediated or 
no longer poses a significant risk to human health. Remediation and mitigation are 
complementary components of a volatile chemical response action, addressing cleanup of 
subsurface contamination and impacts to the human receptor via the VI pathway, respectively. 
DTSC does not consider a VI mitigation system as a means of remediating the source of the 
subsurface contamination.”  This is further supported by the June 2022 Water Board guidance 
making it clear that VIMS are interim measures to be used after or concurrent with active 
remediation. 

 
The Police Credit Union (PCU) is Responsible for PCE Impacts North of Irving Street, Owns a PCE 
Contaminated Property Planned for Development South of Irving and Should Contribute to a 
Comprehensive Cleanup: 
 

1. The PCU failed to complete adequate characterization of the 2550 Irving property including: (1) 
a source investigation of the former Miracle Cleaners location, (2) lateral delineation of PCE soil 
vapor impacts in residential areas that was proposed by their own consultant and (3) vertical 
delineation including soil vapor sampling below 15 feet and groundwater sampling beneath and 
/ or downgradient of the former Miracle Cleaners location. 
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2. The PCU terminated their Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with DTSC including a letter to DTSC 

from their public relations firm critical of DTSC oversight, promoting PCU and speculating about 
former Albrite Cleaners while not recognizing their own data gaps (Attachment C).  This letter is 
understood to have been transmitted around the time PCU completed what MSNA understands 
was a profitable real estate transaction with TNDC for the 2550 Irving Street property. 
 

3. The PCE plume north of Irving is not stable as asserted by DTSC in June as PCE concentrations in 
vapor probes SVP-30B and SVP-28B have increased in concentration by more than 15-times and 
50-times, respectively between August 2020 and March 2022 – these increases – 150 feet from 
the uninvestigated former Miracle Cleaner location and confirmed sewer “hot spot” indicate the 
presence of an ongoing PCE source.  
   

4. The ERS letter (Attachment D) with PCE mass calculation and a simple allocation model shows 
that the PCU is responsible for more than half of the PCE mass on the block – the recent Albrite 
source investigation data will be added but does not significantly change the modeling – Albrite 
was not the “smoking gun” as everyone had hoped and speculated.  ERS asserted that the PCU 
should be issued an ISE Order which is still warranted based on these first four points.  
 

5. The DTSC is currently using taxpayer dollars to conduct soil vapor and indoor sampling data that 
should be conducted by the PCU which is understood to be a $2 billion organization who “blew 
off” the DTSC and MSNA after their transaction with TNDC.  
     

6. The PCU is still in the neighborhood as owner of their 2525 Irving Street parking lot (aka. Lot 
2513) on the south side of Irving and trying to lay low as they work towards entitling and selling 
this property for a market rate housing development which is likely to propose a VIMS to 
address the PCE consistent with what DTSC approved across the street.  
 

7. The highest PCE soil vapor concentration identified to date is actually a 5-foot sample (SVP-25A 
at 2,700 ug/m3) located near a storm drain at the center of the PCU parking lot suggesting a 
release may have occurred on this property.  This data point is shown as a “bullseye” on the 
DTSC contour map presented to the MSNA in June.  A local resident reported at a recent MSNA 
community meeting that they had observed drums stored on this property in recent years.     
 

Next Steps and Timing for SVE Implementation 
 
 As we expressed at the recent meeting, MSNA sees a “window of opportunity” for responsible 

parties and stakeholders to execute the Resolution which is essentially cleanup before 
construction with DTSC leadership.  DTSC indicated that TNDC may be breaking ground as early 
as Spring 2024 so the “window” is about 18 months. 
     

 DTSC indicated that revisiting the TNDC Response Plan was a possibility to consider SVE relative 
to VIMS to be consistent with DTSC guidance and as outlined in the ERS Response Plan 
Addendum.  Based on the Addendum cost estimate prepared by RMD, a comprehensive SVE 
cleanup on both sides of Irving would be about $1 million.     
 

 The MSNA understands structures on the 2550 Irving property will be demolished this fall which 
along with the vacant PCU parking lot are ideal locations for conducting the SVE pilot test.  
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These vacant properties would provide the most-cost effective implementation approach as SVE 
piping could be above ground and a single mobile SVE unit could be utilized on both sides of 
Irving.  DTSC’s suggestion of SVE remediation after construction with slant drilling, related 
geotechnical issues, etc. is problematic and likely twice the cost.  
   

 The SVE approach needs to be a coordinated effort to addresses the potential concerns about 
“moving the plume” or “pulling from another source” which now appear to be of much less 
concern based on the Albrite data.  Pilot testing will determine the ROI which is likely to provide 
remediation to extend well into adjacent residential areas with SVE wells placed along the edges 
of the two source properties.   
 

 MSNA and ERS request a meeting with DTSC to review this information and how your leadership 
can address the goals of all stakeholders including the affected community members with real 
health and property value concerns to achieve the goal of the Resolution and accomplish DTSC’s 
stated mission, “…to protect the people, communities, and environment of California from 
harmful chemicals by cleaning up contaminated sites...”     

 
We look forward meeting again soon.  Please contact me with any questions at 415-310-0656 or 
dmoore@cleanfinancials.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
      

  
Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 
Principal 
 
Cc: Flo Kimmerling, Paul Holzman, Adam Michels, Tom Soper and Katie Bone, MSNA 
 Gordon Mar, District 4 Supervisor 
 Li Lovett, Legislative Aide 
 Lenny Siegel, Center for Public Environmental Oversight 
 Ryan Casey, SFDPH 
 Will Hughen, Gabriela Pantoja, SF Planning Department 

Jessica Wolfrom, SF Examiner  
Dan Grasmick, Apex 
Angus McGrath, Stantec 

   
Attachments 

A. PCE Soil Vapor Plume, 12-15 Feet, ERS, May 2022 Update 
B. Draft Response Plan Addendum, ERS, August 3, 2021 
C. PCU Letter to DTSC, January 10, 2022  
D. Data Gaps, Sources, Responsible Parties, Mass Calculations, Liability Allocation and Response to 

DTSC January 31, 2022 Letter, ERS, March 10, 2022 
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Attachment A:  PCE Soil Vapor Plume, 12-15 Feet, ERS, May 2022 Update 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PCE Soil Vapor Plume, 2500 Block of Irving Street, 12-15 Feet
Former Miracle Cleaners, 1920s - 1950s

Former Albrite Cleaners, 1940s – 2018
DTSC ISE Order Site

Suspected Leaking Sewer Lines

Data Compiled from 
August 2020 – March 2022

1300 26th Ave
DTSC VCP Site

TNDC DTSC CLRRA Site /
Former PCU DTSC VCP Site
Affordable Housing Project

PCU Parking Lot
Future DTSC VCP Site 

Proposed Housing Project



 

 
 
 
 
 

Attachment B:  Draft Response Plan Addendum, ERS, August 3, 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
August 3, 2021 
 
 
Arthur Machado 
Engineering Geologist, Project Manager 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 
RE:  DRAFT RESPONSE PLAN ADDENDUM, 2550 IRVING STREET AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
AND THE POLICE CREDIT UNION DTSC SITES 
 
Dear Arthur: 
 
On behalf of the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA), Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS) 
evaluated the Path Forward draft Response Plan for the 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing 
Development and determined that the alternatives evaluation is flawed as it failed to evaluate the most 
appropriate remedial technology, soil vapor extraction (SVE) based on site-specific conditions.     
 

1. SVE will be highly effective based on the underlying geology consisting of coarse-grained sand 
with a radius of influence (ROI) expected in the 30- to 50-foot or more range.   
 

2. SVE is a proven technology that can be implemented immediately with the existing building in 
place based on the high expected ROI as reflected on the attached Figure 1.  SVE would be most 
easily implemented after demolition subject to project schedule considerations.    
 

3. SVE is one of the two recommended remedial technologies included in DTSC’s Proven 
Technologies and Remedies Guidance, Remediation of Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds 
in Vadose Zone Soil (April 2010).  The other DTSC recommended technology is soil excavation. 
          

4. SVE has a number of benefits over the mitigation-only approach recommended by Path 
Forward.  These include: (1) actual cleanup with mass removal, (2) lower expected remedial 
cost, (3) enables cleanup to extend into off-site areas, (4) achieves regulatory closure and 
eliminates or significantly reduces vapor mitigation requirements and (5) reduces or eliminates 
long-term risk and liability associated with vapor intrusion both on-site and off-site. 
 

ERS believes the addition of SVE is a technically justifiable alternative evaluation.  It is unclear why Path 
Forward did not consider SVE as a potential response action when SVE has been the industry default 
remedy for VOCs in soils for more than 20 years (Engineering Issue:  Soil Vapor Extraction Technology 
(EPA, February 2018)).  We also offer an alternative evaluation of soil excavation with the revised rating 
and opinion that targeted “hotspot” excavation would likely be on the order of $1 to $2 million or less 
based on soil data with no detections above DTSC screening levels.  The Path Forward mitigation-only 
approach misses the most fundamental concept of cleanup which is source removal.  ERS presents a 
revised Table B below from the draft Response Plan for DTSC review and consideration that shows SVE is 
likely the most appropriate alternative and that soil excavation warrants additional consideration and 
evaluation.  
 



 
        

 
Revised Table B – Summary of Response Actions Alternatives Evaluation 

 
Alternative Effectiveness Implement-

ability 
Cost Overall 

Rating 
Estimated 

Cost 
1. No Action 0 0 5 5 $0 
2. Soil Excavation 5 4 2 11 $1,500,000 
3. VIMS, LUC and O&M 4 5 3 12 $799,000 
4. SVE and SMP 5 5 4 14 $496,000 

Note:  yellow highlights are revisions to Path Forward Table B 
 
ERS is well qualified to conduct this evaluation with 30-years of consulting experience and current 
involvement in more than 20 chlorinated VOC sites under DTSC and Water Board oversight with half of 
them being former dry cleaners.  To verify this evaluation, ERS conferred with a number of industry 
experts including a human health risk assessment expert and a principal remediation design engineer 
from RMD Environmental Solutions, Inc. (RMD).  RMD’s principals each have over 20 years of experience 
in environmental consulting, including remediation of dry cleaner sites.      
 
To support the response action alternative evaluation, RMD (www.rmdes.net) prepared the attached 
order of magnitude cost estimate for the design, operation and reporting for an SVE treatment system 
for 18 months.  The SVE system would consist of approximately nine 20-foot SVE wells screened from 10 
to 20 feet with both above and below-ground piping conveyed to an existing fenced compound where 
the SVE treatment unit can be located as shown on the attached Figure 1.  Based on the high 
permeability of the underlying sand deposits, PCE reductions at vapor probes are expected to be 
observed within a week or two of SVE start up and overall timeframe for cleanup is likely to be less than 
18 months.  The RMD estimated SVE cost is $456,000.      
 
ERS and RMD recommend that the SVE approach be coupled with a Soil Management Plan (SMP) to be 
implemented during redevelopment based on the potential for residual PCE impacted soil in the vicinity 
of former sewer lines and / or spill “hot spots”.  Soil data suggest this potential is low but an SMP is 
appropriate and the estimated cost of SMP preparation, field oversight and small soil disposal 
contingency is $40,000.     
 
These estimates support the Revised Table B SVE-SMP cost estimate of $496,000.  ERS recommends that 
DTSC facilitate discussions with the responsible parties and stakeholders including The Police Credit 
Union (TPCU), Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC), City of San Francisco and 
MSNA to consider the SVE approach and revisit soil excavation based on the potential benefits for all 
parties involved and affected.  With vapor intrusion risk to nearby homes still under assessment and 
uncertainty regarding residual source material, the TPCU property should not be conveyed to TNDC until 
an integrated response plan is put forward that includes source removal and remediation of both on- 
and off-site areas.          
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rmdes.net/


 
 
 
Please contact me with any questions at 415-310-0656 or dmoore@cleanfinancials.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
      

 
Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 
Principal 
 
Cc: Flo Kimmerling, MSNA 
 Paul Holzman, MSNA 
 Gordon Mar, District 4 Supervisor 
 Lenny Siegel, Center for Public Environmental Oversight 
 Kirsten Duey, RMD 

Ivy Inouye, RMD 
  
Attachments 
• Table 1 – SVE Cost Estimate 
• Figure 1 – Conceptual SVE-SMP Removal Action Workplan 
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Order of Magnitude Estimate 
SVE System Install & 18 Month Operation 
August 2, 2021

Task Consulting Labor Key Assumptions/Notes

SVE Engineering Design $30,000 $0 No additional data collected needed

SVE Well Install (pre-field & field) $10,000 Permit Allowance $3,300 Assumes 3 days drilling
Utility Locating Subcontractor $1,500
Drilling Subcontractor/Materials $16,500
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil) $1,000
Misc Field Equipment $1,500
IDW Allowance $2,000

SVE System Installation & Startup $20,000 SVE System Rental, 18 Months $63,000 Assumes 10 Days Install & Startup
Permitting Allowance (BAAQMD and City) $10,000
Construction Contractor/Power $70,000
Waste Disposal Allowance $15,000
Misc Field Equipment $5,000

SVE System Installation Report $30,000 $0

O&M - Weeks 1 & 2 $14,000 Misc Field Equipment $3,500 Assumes daily PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $1,060 3 samples per week

O&M - Weeks 3 - 26 $11,000 Misc Field Equipment $2,750 Assumes biweekly PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $6,300 6 samples per month

O&M - Months 7 - 18 $11,000 Misc Field Equipment $2,750 Assumes monthly PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $5,800 3 samples per month

Power Allowance - 18 months $27,000

Carbon Changeout Allowance $20,000

Data Evaluation/Quarterly Report (6 total) $54,000

Subtotal $180,000 $257,960
PM/Misc Technical (10% $18,000
Total Order of Magnitude Estimate $455,960

Expenses





 

 
 
 
 
 

Attachment C:  PCU Letter to DTSC, January 10, 2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



















 

 
 
 
 
 

Attachment D:  Data Gaps, Sources, Responsible Parties, Mass Calculations, Liability Allocation and 
Response to DTSC January 31, 2022 Letter, ERS, March 10, 2022 

 



 

1 | P a g e  
 

 
March 10, 2022 
 
 
Arthur Machado 
Engineering Geologist, Project Manager 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 
RE:  DATA GAPS, SOURCES, RESPONSIBLE PARTIES, MASS CALCULATIONS, LIABILITY ALLOCATION AND 
RESPONSE TO DTSC JANUARY 31, 2022 LETTER 
TETRACHLOROETHENE CONTAMINATION, 2500 BLOCK OF IRVING STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
 
Mr. Machado: 
 
On behalf of the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA), Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS) 
has further evaluated existing data to identify data gaps, sources, responsible parties and conducted 
mass calculations to support a liability allocation for the tetrachloroethene (PCE) contamination along 
the 2500 block of Irving Street and adjacent residential areas in San Francisco, California (the Site).  This 
letter also responds to your January 31, 2022 letter regarding the CEQA Notice of Exemption (NOE) 
issued for the 2550 Irving affordable housing project.  The MSNA identifies the Site as the extent of PCE 
soil vapor and air contamination from three commingled sources including: (1) former Miracle Cleaners, 
(2) former Albrite Cleaners and (3) sewer lines with the source areas not yet investigated and the extent 
of the Site not yet delineated to environmental screening levels (ESLs) established by the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).  The currently known extent of the Site at a depth of 15 feet is shown 
on the attached PCE soil vapor contour map.  The attached PCE contour map north of Irving Street at a 
depth of 5 feet shows a similar form as the 15-foot interval and highlights the vapor intrusion risk with 
PCE levels beneath homes ranging from 10 to more than 30-times the residential ESL.  Based on the 
commingled nature of the PCE plume(s) – particularly beneath Irving Street – the MSNA views this 
problem as a single Site that should be addressed with a coordinated approach by the responsible 
parties under DTSC oversight.        
 
Incomplete Conceptual Site Model and Data Gaps 
 
This evaluation is considered preliminary and subject to future adjustments due to the incomplete 
conceptual site model (CSM) based on the significant data gaps summarized below.  It is critical to 
address these data gaps to develop a complete CSM identifying all sources including their magnitude, 
pathways and receptors to guide future decisions for the Site. 

1. Lateral Extent of PCE Contamination is Not Fully Delineated – the distribution of the commingled 
PCE soil vapor plume emanating from the three sources is not defined laterally to residential ESL 
in all directions.  The AllWest Environmental (AllWest) Investigation Report dated November 17, 
2020 recommended “additional soil vapor investigation along 26th and 27th Avenues to further 
define the extent of the PCE plume” which has not yet been conducted.  This data gap does not 
allow for an adequate assessment of human health risk in the adjacent residential areas and is 
particularly evident south of Irving Street. 
 



 

2 | P a g e  
 

 
2. No Data Collected at Location of Former Miracle Cleaners – no soil samples were collected by 

The Police Credit Union (TPCU) at the location of the former Miracle Cleaners.  Based on this, it 
is not surprising that PCE soil sample results collected from the 2550 Irving property were below 
the ESL since AllWest, the consultant for TPCU, did not investigate the actual source area shown 
on their own maps.  There is also no soil vapor data at the former Miracle Cleaners location 
other than one sub-slab sample at the far north end.  Soil vapor data collected adjacent this 
location clearly identifies it as a PCE source area.  The lack of data in the former Miracle Cleaners 
building footprint is contrary to the statement in your March 2nd email to the MSNA asserting 
that this source has been investigated.  Your radial spread “hypothesis” in the same email is just 
that – a hypothesis unsupported by data.  Please advise if we are missing data collected in the 
footprint of the former Miracle Cleaners building.   

 
3. No Data Collected at Former Albrite Cleaners – this property, on the DTSC Cortese List and 

subject of a DTSC Imminent and Substantial Endangerment Order and Remedial Action Order 
(ISE Order) is the presumed source for the majority of the PCE contamination based on the 
interpretation of AllWest and apparently DTSC.  However, no data has been collected from the 
former Albrite Cleaners property and the existing data set suggests that the adjacent TPCU 
parking lot is part of a PCE source area.  Based on your February 23rd email to the MSNA we 
understand a remedial investigation work plan has been prepared for sampling on this property.  
While we believe this is the appropriate next step to investigate this source area, it further 
highlights the data gap that the location of former Miracle Cleaners remains uninvestigated.        

 
4. No Groundwater Data Collected Downgradient of Former Miracle Cleaners – TPCU collected 

groundwater samples downgradient of the former Albrite Cleaners location but they failed to 
collect groundwater data below or downgradient of the former Miracle Cleaners location on 
their own property.  The vertical extent of PCE impacts beneath the 2550 Irving property have 
not been delineated.        
  

5. No Sewer Investigation – existing data suggests that leaking sewer lines beneath Irving Street 
acted as a secondary source of PCE releases to the subsurface.  The AllWest Investigation Report 
identified sewer lines as “potential release pathways.”  A sewer inspection and additional 
sampling beneath Irving Street is needed to confirm damage and assess the relative contribution 
of this secondary source.         

 
Sources and Responsible Parties   
 
Source No. 1:  Former Miracle Cleaners, 2520 Irving Street – based on historic records in the AllWest 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) dated February 8, 2019, Miracle Cleaners operated an estimated 
25 to 30+ years from the 1920s into the 1950s and potentially the early 1960s.  AllWest maps indicate a 
1929 – 1948 period of operation for “Former 2520 Cleaners”; however, a 1928 Sanborn Map shows that 
a “Cleaning” business was located at 2520 Irving Street at that time.  An EDR Historic Cleaner listing 
shows that Miracle Cleaners was operating at 2520 Irving Street in 1949 and a 1950 Sanborn Map shows 
the dry cleaning building still present and aerial photos show that the building was still present in 1963.  
This expands the period of operation from 19 years to potentially more than 30 years.  Please advise if 
there is other historic data that we are missing that supports the operational timeframe indicated by 
AllWest and DTSC.  This period of operation was prior to environmental regulation when waste PCE was 
typically disposed into sewer drains or sumps.   
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The AllWest Assessment Report dated July 14, 2020 acknowledges former Miracle Cleaners as a source, 
concluding, “the subject property has contributed to the soil vapor plume to an unknown but relatively 
insignificant extent.”  We understand that DTSC recently suggested during a meeting with MSNA 
members that contamination related to the former Miracle Cleaners may be on the order of 5% of the 
entire PCE soil vapor plume.  The AllWest conclusion clearly attempts to minimize the level of 
contamination assigned to TPCU and the DTSC contribution estimate is not supported by data or any 
analysis.  With that said, both AllWest and the DTSC have indicated that former Miracle Cleaners is a 
source of PCE contamination.  As shown by mass calculations below, ERS and the MSNA estimate a 
much more significant contribution from former Miracle Cleaners based on analysis of existing data.       
 
Former Miracle Cleaners Responsible Parties – The Police Credit Union and other prior owners and 
operators are responsible parties for the PCE discharges from the 2520 Irving Street property, which is 
part of the 2550 Irving property recently sold by TPCU to the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development 
Corporation (TNDC).  We understand TNDC is protected from liability based on their CLRRA agreement 
with DTSC; however, based on CERCLA, TPCU is joint and severally liable for the PCE contamination from 
the former Miracle Cleaners based on their prior ownership of the property regardless of its relative 
contribution to the commingled plume.  The MSNA understands TPCU is a financially viable entity.               
 
Source No. 2:  Former Albrite Cleaners, 2511 Irving Street / TPCU Parking Lot, 2525 Irving Street – based 
on historic records in the AllWest ESA, Albrite Cleaners and its predecessor operated from about 1940 
through 2014 with ~40-50 years of dry cleaning activities prior to environmental regulation regarding 
waste management practices in the 1980s.  Elevated PCE soil vapor levels are present adjacent to the 
former Albrite Cleaners property suggesting it is a likely source; however, as noted above, the property 
itself has not been investigated which is considered a significant data gap.  It should also be noted that 
the highest PCE soil vapor detection to date is a 5-foot sample in the center of the TPCU parking lot 
(SVP-25A) at 2,700 ug/m3 suggesting possible near surface releases or dumping on this property.          
 
Former Albrite Cleaners / TPCU Parking Lot Responsible Parties – the DTSC ISE Order names Martha 
Jackson and Liang / Cheong Family Trust as Respondents to the Order who are understood to be 
potential responsible parties for the PCE discharges from the 2511 Irving Street property assuming data 
yet to be collected confirms that the property is a source.  Existing data suggests the TPCU parking lot 
may be a source which would also make TPCU a responsible party for this source area.   
 
Source No. 3:  Sewer Lines, 2500 Block of Irving Street – existing data shows that some of the highest 
levels of PCE soil vapor are centered beneath Irving Street and likely associated with secondary releases 
from leaking sewer lines.  Prior to environmental regulations in the 1980s, waste PCE was typically 
disposed of via sewer systems and leaking sewer lines are well documented as secondary sources of 
solvent releases.  The highest concentrations of PCE at the 15-foot depth interval are located directly in 
front of former Miracle Cleaners (2,500 ug/m3), former Albrite Cleaners (2,200 ug/m3) and TPCU parking 
lot (2,500 ug/m3) near the sewer connection point for these properties and laterals beneath Irving 
Street.  Based on sewers being well known as preferential pathways, sewer-related impacts could 
extend beyond the 2500 block of Irving Street.          
 
Sewer Line Releases, 2500 Block of Irving Street Responsible Parties – responsible parties include TPCU 
for PCE discharges from former Miracle Cleaners into the sewer system and Martha Jackson and Liang / 
Cheong Family Trust for PCE discharges by former Albrite Cleaners.  Addressing the sewer investigation 
data gap will help determine if leaking sewer lines acted as a secondary release mechanism.            
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Areas of Impact, Mass Calculations and Liability Allocation 
 
The following three areas and supporting assumptions are defined for the purpose of calculating a rough 
order of magnitude PCE mass and relative liability allocation associated with the three source areas 
based on existing data from the 15-foot interval.   
 

1. North of Irving Street – location of former Miracle Cleaners and related PCE impacts 
2. Irving Street – location of apparent damaged sewer lines and commingled PCE impacts 
3. South of Irving Street – location of former Albrite Cleaners and related PCE impacts 

 
Key Assumptions 
 PCE concentrations at both former dry cleaner source areas are nearly identical indicating a 

relatively equal magnitude of impacts from each location.  PCE concentrations at the former 
Miracle Cleaners are 1,700 ug/m3 (adjacent) and 2,500 ug/m3 (at sewer lateral) and at former 
Albrite Cleaners they are 1,800 ug/m3 (in adjacent TPCU parking lot) and 2,200 ug/m3 and 2,500 
ug/m3 (at sewer laterals). 

 PCE vapors emanate and diffuse radially away from the dry cleaner source areas both north and 
south of Irving Street based on the homogeneous and transmissive dune sand deposits. 

 PCE vapors beneath Irving Street are commingled and primarily controlled by the preferential 
pathways from numerous utilities, particularly the sewers.  Some migration across the block is 
likely but based on the relatively equal magnitude of source area impacts, those totals would be 
relatively equal. 

 The primary PCE source area is beneath Irving Street related to secondary discharges from 
damaged sewer lines and laterals and related utility bedding materials where historic discharges 
occurred for decades. 

 Former Miracle Cleaners discharged into the sewer system for ~25-30 years and former Albrite 
Cleaners discharged for ~40-50 years.      

 Calculations are based on the aerial extent shown by the attached 15-foot PCE soil vapor 
contour map modeling the 10-foot interval from 10 to 20 feet below ground surface (bgs).          

 
Mass Calculations and Liability Allocation Approach 
 Average soil vapor concentrations (in ug/m3) were calculated for each of the areas of impact 
 Each area was measured in square feet and along with the 10-foot interval was converted to 

cubic meters (m3) 
 The product of these values (average concentration and volume) yields total mass in micrograms 

(ug) for each area 
 Converting the relative masses to a percentage provides the following source area allocation, (1) 

50.2% north of Irving Street, (2) 29.4% south of Irving Street and (3) 20.4% beneath Irving Street.   
 Based on the commingled impacts beneath Irving Street, that 20.4% allocation is further divided 

based on the relative duration of discharge into the sewer system by the two former dry 
cleaners. 

 
This evaluation yields the following mass-based allocation to responsible parties. 
 

1. Former Miracle Cleaners = 58.1% RP:  The Police Credit Union 
2. Former Albrite Cleaners = 41.9% RP:  Martha Jackson and Liang / Cheong Family Trust 
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Modeling parameters, calculations and measurements are provided with the attached table and map.  
Addressing data gaps and refining assumptions will lead to adjustments in this allocation; however, it 
will not change the conclusion that former Miracle Cleaners is a significant source of PCE contamination 
for the Site including the majority of impacts north of Irving Street.  Modeling the 0 to 10-foot bgs 
interval would yield a similar allocation based on the current data set as reflected by the attached PCE 
soil vapor plume at 5-foot depth north of Irving Street with a similar form as the 15-foot data.        
 
Response to DTSC January 31, 2022 Letter 
 
Thank you for clarifying that the DTSC CEQA NOE was specific to the TNDC Response Plan.  However, we 
disagree that the 2550 Irving Street property is not on the Cortese List.  This property is part of a Cortese 
List site based on DTSC’s definition of the former Albrite Cleaners “Site” in the ISE Order and DTSC’s 
apparent interpretation that 95% of the PCE soil vapor plume is associated with former Albrite Cleaners 
which is a Cortese List site.  The ISE Order defines the “Site” as “the Property and the areal extent of 
contamination that resulted from activities on the Property (hereinafter, the “Site”).”  As indicated by the 
attached PCE soil vapor contour maps, the entire 2550 Irving Street property is underlain by PCE 
exceeding ESLs with the primary source areas yet to be investigated. 
 
Based on DTSC’s definitions and interpretations, issuance of the CEQA NOE was inappropriate and 
approval of the TNDC Response Plan should be rescinded based on insufficient investigation and the 
Cortese listing of “the Site”.  The MSNA comments on the draft Response Plan provided during the 
public notice period on August 12, 2021 showed that TNDC’s draft Response Plan was technically flawed 
as it failed to evaluate soil vapor extraction (SVE) which is the most cost effective and technically 
feasible remedial approach.  SVE is a preferred technology for addressing PCE in the vadose zone based 
on DTSC’s own guidance.  MSNA’s comments were apparently ignored by DTSC as we received no 
responsive reply.  The attached ERS Response Plan Addendum submitted with the MSNA comments 
shows that SVE with construction-related soil management is the most appropriate response action to 
address PCE impacts beneath 2550 Irving Street.  The ERS Response Plan Addendum also showed that 
remedial excavation should be reconsidered, particularly if it can be integrated with redevelopment and 
add value for parking or other considerations.                 
 
Summary and Conclusions 
 
The MSNA provides the following summary and conclusions requiring immediate attention by DTSC and 
responsible parties. 
 

1. Significant data gaps need to be addressed including source investigations at both former dry 
cleaner locations to develop a complete CSM.  Decisions about property redevelopment and 
transfer were made by DTSC, San Francisco Planning Department, TNDC and TPCU without a 
complete understanding of environmental impacts.  The lack of lateral delineation in 
surrounding residential areas requires further soil vapor and indoor air testing both north and 
south of Irving Street to assess human health risk related to vapor intrusion.   

 
2. TPCU is a responsible party for PCE discharges from former Miracle Cleaners, which are 

significant as shown by the PCE mass calculations.  AllWest’s source interpretation has been a 
moving target in the interest of their client and is unsupported by data.  Understanding that 
TPCU recently terminated its agreement with DTSC prior to addressing regulatory requirements, 
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the DTSC needs to issue TPCU an ISE Order, just as you did for the former Albrite Cleaners 
responsible parties.  The same conditions and health risk concerns outlined in the ISE Order, 
constituting an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, exist on both sides of 
Irving Street. Under State guidance, they require remedial action. 

 
3. Subject to conducting a sewer investigation to address the data gaps associated with potential 

secondary releases from leaking sewer lines, it can be determined what contribution the 
municipal sewer systems may have had regarding the extent of the PCE plume.  Existing data 
shows that the highest PCE soil vapor levels are beneath Irving Street in the vicinity of the sewer 
laterals and main.  
 

4. Based on the existing data set and reasonable assumptions, PCE mass calculations and liability 
assignment show the following allocation for responsible parties: (1) The Police Credit Union 
(58.1%) and (2) Martha Jackson / Liang-Cheong Family Trust (41.9%).  The mass calculations and 
liability allocation can be adjusted as the data gaps are addressed with further investigation and 
if other responsible parties are identified.     

 
5. DTSC’s issuance of the CEQA NOE for TDNC’s Response Plan was inappropriate based on the 

2550 Irving Street property being part of a Cortese List site based on DTSC’s reported 
interpretation of the source of PCE impacts north of Irving Street and DTSC’s definition of the 
former Albrite Cleaners “Site” in the DTSC ISE Order.  The MSNA believes the appropriate action 
is for the San Francisco Planning Department to conduct a CEQA review for the 2550 Irving 
affordable housing project – which it has the authority to do – in parallel with the DTSC and 
responsible parties addressing data gaps.    

 
6. The draft TNDC Response Plan is technically flawed as shown in August 2021 as it failed to 

consider SVE, which may be the most cost effective and technically feasible remedial action 
based on subsurface conditions.  Implementation of SVE can begin at the 2550 Irving property as 
soon as a work plan is prepared and approved by DTSC and can be expanded to the south in a 
phased approach to address the PCE impacts beneath and south of Irving Street.  The TNDC 
Response Plan also failed to properly evaluate the remedial excavation alternative that could be 
integrated with necessary subsurface redevelopment work and / or provide value-added 
features such as parking.     

 
The MSNA appreciates DTSC’s indication in the January 31, 2022 letter that adding 2550 Irving Street to 
the Cortese List is under consideration.  Based on the PCE mass calculations and liability allocation 
outlined above this addition is clearly warranted.  However, as stated at the outset and reflected by the 
commingled PCE soil vapor contours, the entire PCE plume should be considered a single Site, added to 
the Cortese List as such and addressed in a coordinated approach by the responsible parties under DTSC 
direction and oversight.  We look forward to DTSC’s leadership to bring responsible parties to the table, 
address data gaps and oversee a coordinated remedial action to protect the current human receptors in 
the neighborhood, some who have been exposed to PCE for decades, as well as the future residents of 
the 2550 Irving Street affordable housing project.     
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Please contact me with any questions at 415-310-0656 or dmoore@cleanfinancials.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
      

  
Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 
Principal 
 
Cc: Flo Kimmerling, MSNA 
 Paul Holzman, MSNA 
 Tom Soper, MSNA 
 Gordon Mar, District 4 Supervisor 
 Lenny Siegel, Center for Public Environmental Oversight 
 Ryan Casey, SFDPH 
 Tania Sheyner, SF Planning Department 
 Whitney Smith, DTSC 
 Julie Pettijohn, DTSC 
  
Attachments 

1. PCE Soil Vapor Contour Map, 15-Foot Interval, ERS, June 2021 
2. PCE Soil Vapor Contour Map, North of Irving Street, 5-Foot Interval, ERS, June 2021  
3. PCE Mass Calculations / Liability Allocation Table and Map 
4. Draft Alternative Response Plan, ERS, August 3, 2021 
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PCE Mass Calculations / Liability Allocation
2500 Block of Irving Street, San Francisco, CA

Base Map:  AllWest, 9/27/2020, approx. scale in feet
Data Set: AllWest, July 2019, May 2020, Aug 2020 
PCE Contours:  ERS, June 2021, 15 ft bgs AllWest data set
Interval:  10-20 ft bgs
Assumptions:  See ERS letter to DTSC dated March 10, 2022
Area 1 - North of Irving, former Miracle Cleaners impacts
Area 2 - Irving Street, commingled sewer / utility related impacts
Area 3 - South of Irving, former Albrite Cleaners impacts

C/I ESL Max
Area 1 67                        1,700                     
Area 2 67                        2,500                     
Area 3 67                        1,800                     

L W D Volume
Area 1 285 155 10 441,750                     
Area 2 250 50 10 125,000                     
Area 3 175 140 10 245,000                     

L W D Volume
Area 1 87 47 3 12,519                       
Area 2 76 15 3 3,542                          
Area 3 53 43 3 6,943                          

Avg Conc Volume Mass % Total Mass
Area 1 917                      12,519                   11,479,537             50.2%
Area 2 1,317                  3,542                     4,665,243               20.4%
Area 3 967                      6,943                     6,713,841               29.4%
Total 22,858,620            

Miracle Est. 25 years of discharge (38.5% discharges) 7.9%
Albrite Est. 40 years of discharge (61.5% discharges) 12.5%

Miracle RP The Police Credit Union 58.1%
Albrite RP Martha Jackson / Liang-Cheong Family Trust 41.9%

100.0%

967                                                                 

Allocation / Liability Assignment 

Area 2 Allocation, Commingled Sewer / Utility Impacts 

Mass (micrograms, ug)

Volume (cubic meters)

Volume (cubic feet)

Modeling Parameters

Average Concentration (microgram per cubic meter, ug/m3)
Avg Concentration 

917                                                                 
1,317                                                              

Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. Page 1 of 1 3/10/2022



 
 
August 3, 2021 
 
 
Arthur Machado 
Engineering Geologist, Project Manager 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 
RE:  DRAFT RESPONSE PLAN ADDENDUM, 2550 IRVING STREET AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
AND THE POLICE CREDIT UNION DTSC SITES 
 
Dear Arthur: 
 
On behalf of the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA), Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS) 
evaluated the Path Forward draft Response Plan for the 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing 
Development and determined that the alternatives evaluation is flawed as it failed to evaluate the most 
appropriate remedial technology, soil vapor extraction (SVE) based on site-specific conditions.     
 

1. SVE will be highly effective based on the underlying geology consisting of coarse-grained sand 
with a radius of influence (ROI) expected in the 30- to 50-foot or more range.   
 

2. SVE is a proven technology that can be implemented immediately with the existing building in 
place based on the high expected ROI as reflected on the attached Figure 1.  SVE would be most 
easily implemented after demolition subject to project schedule considerations.    
 

3. SVE is one of the two recommended remedial technologies included in DTSC’s Proven 
Technologies and Remedies Guidance, Remediation of Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds 
in Vadose Zone Soil (April 2010).  The other DTSC recommended technology is soil excavation. 
          

4. SVE has a number of benefits over the mitigation-only approach recommended by Path 
Forward.  These include: (1) actual cleanup with mass removal, (2) lower expected remedial 
cost, (3) enables cleanup to extend into off-site areas, (4) achieves regulatory closure and 
eliminates or significantly reduces vapor mitigation requirements and (5) reduces or eliminates 
long-term risk and liability associated with vapor intrusion both on-site and off-site. 
 

ERS believes the addition of SVE is a technically justifiable alternative evaluation.  It is unclear why Path 
Forward did not consider SVE as a potential response action when SVE has been the industry default 
remedy for VOCs in soils for more than 20 years (Engineering Issue:  Soil Vapor Extraction Technology 
(EPA, February 2018)).  We also offer an alternative evaluation of soil excavation with the revised rating 
and opinion that targeted “hotspot” excavation would likely be on the order of $1 to $2 million or less 
based on soil data with no detections above DTSC screening levels.  The Path Forward mitigation-only 
approach misses the most fundamental concept of cleanup which is source removal.  ERS presents a 
revised Table B below from the draft Response Plan for DTSC review and consideration that shows SVE is 
likely the most appropriate alternative and that soil excavation warrants additional consideration and 
evaluation.  
 



 
        

 
Revised Table B – Summary of Response Actions Alternatives Evaluation 

 
Alternative Effectiveness Implement-

ability 
Cost Overall 

Rating 
Estimated 

Cost 
1. No Action 0 0 5 5 $0 
2. Soil Excavation 5 4 2 11 $1,500,000 
3. VIMS, LUC and O&M 4 5 3 12 $799,000 
4. SVE and SMP 5 5 4 14 $496,000 

Note:  yellow highlights are revisions to Path Forward Table B 
 
ERS is well qualified to conduct this evaluation with 30-years of consulting experience and current 
involvement in more than 20 chlorinated VOC sites under DTSC and Water Board oversight with half of 
them being former dry cleaners.  To verify this evaluation, ERS conferred with a number of industry 
experts including a human health risk assessment expert and a principal remediation design engineer 
from RMD Environmental Solutions, Inc. (RMD).  RMD’s principals each have over 20 years of experience 
in environmental consulting, including remediation of dry cleaner sites.      
 
To support the response action alternative evaluation, RMD (www.rmdes.net) prepared the attached 
order of magnitude cost estimate for the design, operation and reporting for an SVE treatment system 
for 18 months.  The SVE system would consist of approximately nine 20-foot SVE wells screened from 10 
to 20 feet with both above and below-ground piping conveyed to an existing fenced compound where 
the SVE treatment unit can be located as shown on the attached Figure 1.  Based on the high 
permeability of the underlying sand deposits, PCE reductions at vapor probes are expected to be 
observed within a week or two of SVE start up and overall timeframe for cleanup is likely to be less than 
18 months.  The RMD estimated SVE cost is $456,000.      
 
ERS and RMD recommend that the SVE approach be coupled with a Soil Management Plan (SMP) to be 
implemented during redevelopment based on the potential for residual PCE impacted soil in the vicinity 
of former sewer lines and / or spill “hot spots”.  Soil data suggest this potential is low but an SMP is 
appropriate and the estimated cost of SMP preparation, field oversight and small soil disposal 
contingency is $40,000.     
 
These estimates support the Revised Table B SVE-SMP cost estimate of $496,000.  ERS recommends that 
DTSC facilitate discussions with the responsible parties and stakeholders including The Police Credit 
Union (TPCU), Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC), City of San Francisco and 
MSNA to consider the SVE approach and revisit soil excavation based on the potential benefits for all 
parties involved and affected.  With vapor intrusion risk to nearby homes still under assessment and 
uncertainty regarding residual source material, the TPCU property should not be conveyed to TNDC until 
an integrated response plan is put forward that includes source removal and remediation of both on- 
and off-site areas.          
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rmdes.net/


 
 
 
Please contact me with any questions at 415-310-0656 or dmoore@cleanfinancials.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
      

 
Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 
Principal 
 
Cc: Flo Kimmerling, MSNA 
 Paul Holzman, MSNA 
 Gordon Mar, District 4 Supervisor 
 Lenny Siegel, Center for Public Environmental Oversight 
 Kirsten Duey, RMD 

Ivy Inouye, RMD 
  
Attachments 
• Table 1 – SVE Cost Estimate 
• Figure 1 – Conceptual SVE-SMP Removal Action Workplan 
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Order of Magnitude Estimate 
SVE System Install & 18 Month Operation 
August 2, 2021

Task Consulting Labor Key Assumptions/Notes

SVE Engineering Design $30,000 $0 No additional data collected needed

SVE Well Install (pre-field & field) $10,000 Permit Allowance $3,300 Assumes 3 days drilling
Utility Locating Subcontractor $1,500
Drilling Subcontractor/Materials $16,500
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil) $1,000
Misc Field Equipment $1,500
IDW Allowance $2,000

SVE System Installation & Startup $20,000 SVE System Rental, 18 Months $63,000 Assumes 10 Days Install & Startup
Permitting Allowance (BAAQMD and City) $10,000
Construction Contractor/Power $70,000
Waste Disposal Allowance $15,000
Misc Field Equipment $5,000

SVE System Installation Report $30,000 $0

O&M - Weeks 1 & 2 $14,000 Misc Field Equipment $3,500 Assumes daily PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $1,060 3 samples per week

O&M - Weeks 3 - 26 $11,000 Misc Field Equipment $2,750 Assumes biweekly PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $6,300 6 samples per month

O&M - Months 7 - 18 $11,000 Misc Field Equipment $2,750 Assumes monthly PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $5,800 3 samples per month

Power Allowance - 18 months $27,000

Carbon Changeout Allowance $20,000

Data Evaluation/Quarterly Report (6 total) $54,000

Subtotal $180,000 $257,960
PM/Misc Technical (10% $18,000
Total Order of Magnitude Estimate $455,960

Expenses





The Neighborhood – 1928 Sanborn Map

Miracle Cleaners
2520 Irving St.

Albrite Cleaners (in 12 years)
2509-11 Irving St.

Sewer Lines



PCE Soil Vapor Plume, 2500 Block of Irving Street, 12-15 Feet
Former Miracle Cleaners, 1920s - 1950s

Former Albrite Cleaners, 1940s – 2018
DTSC ISE Order Site

Suspected Leaking Sewer Lines

Data Compiled from 
August 2020 – March 2022

1300 26th Ave
DTSC VCP Site

TNDC DTSC CLRRA Site / 
Former PCU DTSC VCP Site
Affordable Housing Project

PCU Parking Lot
Future DTSC VCP Site 

Proposed Housing Project



PCE Soil Vapor Plume (5 Feet) and Indoor Air Levels 
North Side of 2500 Block of Irving Street

Former Miracle Cleaners, 1920s – 1950s; 
Data Gap: Inadequate Investigation 

Only VP-2 / 2A at 0.5 Feet in Footprint  

SF Families Breathing 
PCE Vapors Above 

DTSC SL For Decades

Data Gap: Soil Vapor 
Investigation to SL 

Data Gap: Soil Vapor 
Investigation to SL

Homes: March 2022 Data
TNDC Property: 2020 Data



Former Albrite Cleaners Source Investigation
 Six Sampling Locations within Building Footprint
 Dry Cleaner / Sewer Locations and Lateral 

Distribution
 Samples at 5- and 15-Feet 
 Soil and Soil Vapor Analysis

Former Miracle Cleaner Source Investigation
 One Sampling Location (VP-2 / 2A) within 

Building Footprint
 At North Margin of Footprint
 Samples at 0.5-Feet
 Only Soil Vapor Analysis

Contrast with:

Conclusions: Stantec has performed an adequate
source investigation at Albrite while AllWest never 
conducted a source investigation at Miracle.  DTSC, 
TNDC, AllWest and PCU are all speculating that Miracle
is not a significant source.  Current data suggests Albrite
and Miracle are equal sources.



Flawed TNDC Response Plan: Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) Not Evaluated 
Revised Table B – Summary of Response Actions Alternatives Evaluation 

 
Alternative Effectiveness Implement-

ability 
Cost Overall 

Rating 
Estimated 

Cost 
1. No Action 0 0 5 5 $0 
2. Soil Excavation 5 4 2 11 $1,500,000 
3. VIMS, LUC and O&M 4 5 3 12 $799,000 
4. SVE and SMP 5 5 4 14 $496,000 

Note:  yellow highlights are revisions to Path Forward Table B 

 SVE is lowest cost alternative – estimate is supported by DTSC contractor
 Highly effective in underlying dune sands – reduce PCE levels by 90% in 1 year
 Expected influence of 50+ feet – reach vapors beneath affected homes 
 SVE and Soil Excavation recommended by DTSC based on their 2010 guidance

**



Summary and Conclusions

 Development decisions were made by DTSC and SF Planning without fully 
understanding the environmental impacts.

 Significant data gaps have not been addressed.

 TNDC Response Plan is technically flawed as it failed to consider SVE.

 The entire PCE plume should be managed as a single site under DTSC oversight.

 DTSC arbitrarily and conveniently suggested an indoor air action level 5-times 
above their own screening level.

MSNA Conclusion:  Why should the community accept any “excess 
cancer risk” when real cleanup is simple, fast and inexpensive.



 

          BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S)  



CHARLES J. HIGLEY 
cjhigley@fbm.com 
D 415.954.4942 

February 2, 2023 

Via E-Mail 

Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94013 
boardofappeals@sfgov.org 
julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org

Re: Permit Holder’s Brief in Opposition to Appeal  
Appeal No. 22-092 
Hearing Date: February 8, 2023
Permit No. 2022/06/27/7192 

Dear Director Rosenberg: 

This firm represents 2550 Irving Associates LP (“TNDC”), the sponsor of the proposed 

affordable housing project (the “Project”) located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco (the 

“Project Site”), and the holder of the demolition permit under appeal in this matter (the 

“Permit”).  The Project will provide 90 units of affordable housing, as well as a small office 

space for the newly-formed Sunset Chinese Cultural District.  Twenty-two (22) units are 

dedicated to formerly homeless families referred through the City’s Coordinated Entry System, 

and fifteen (15) units are set aside for veterans referred through Veterans Administration referral 

list. The remaining fifty-two (52) units are targeted to families earning no more than 60% of area 

median income (TCAC AMI).  The Project represents a top priority for the City in its ongoing 

efforts to address the affordability crisis and housing shortfall in San Francisco.  After years of 
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predevelopment activities, TNDC is ready to begin work at the Project Site, starting with the 

demolition authorized by the Permit. 

Appellant Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (“MSNA”) claims that the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health (“SFDPH”) erred by notating “NA” as to “whether there 

are health impacts to demolition.”  This argument misstates (i) the meaning of SFDPH’s notation 

(ii) SFDPH’s role in reviewing demolition permits, and (iii) the extent of SFDPH’s review and 

approval of environmental conditions at the Project Site.  SFDPH made the “NA” notation to 

indicate that its review of the Permit under San Francisco Health Code Article 22B (the Dust 

Ordinance) is not applicable because the site is less than 0.5 acres.  SFDPH committed no error; 

the Permit was properly issued.  MSNA’s brief also suggests SFDPH and the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”) have somehow failed to adequately 

investigate or protect against health risks associated with redevelopment of the Project Site.  This 

is flatly false.  As described below, and as described in great detail in the Declaration of David 

Grunat (attached to this brief as Exhibit 1) (the “Grunat Declaration”), 1 both SFDPH and 

DTSC have acted in accordance with the law, and no additional site assessment is required in 

order to issue the Permit.   

1 David Grunat is a California licensed Professional Geologist and Certified Hydrogeologist.  He 
is an expert with respect to redevelopment of contaminated properties with a specialty in risk 
assessment, vapor intrusion assessment, site characterization, remediation, and Federal, 
California, and San Francisco environmental regulatory requirements.  He and his firm, Path 
Forward Partners Inc., have overseen all aspects of the subsurface environmental conditions 
related to TNDC’s efforts to develop the Project Site.  The Grunat Declaration (Exhibit 1) 
responds to all of the technical concerns MSNA raises with respect to hazardous materials (PCE) 
in the vicinity of the Project Site.   
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The City’s lack of housing, and affordable housing in particular, has created an acute 

crisis in San Francisco and the Bay Area.  The City has a legal and moral duty to accelerate 

construction of projects like the one proposed for 2550 Irving Street.  This Board must deny 

MSNA’s appeal and allow TNDC to get back to the very important work of building affordable 

housing in San Francisco.   

Background 

TNDC is a San Francisco-based non-profit affordable housing developer with a long 

successful track record of constructing, owning, and operating affordable housing in the City.  

TNDC acquired the Project Site through the 2019 Proposition A Acquisition and 

Predevelopment Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) issued by the Mayor’s Office of 

Housing and Community Development (MOHCD). San Francisco voters approved Proposition 

A in an effort to address the City’s severe housing affordability crisis.  The Project Site 

exemplifies MOHCD’s efforts to invest in the development of housing for low-income families 

in districts that have been historically underserved by permanent affordable housing production. 

Of particular importance to the Proposition A NOFA was the requirement that projects funded 

through the General Obligation Housing Bond exemplify “geographic equity,” specifically in 

serving districts 1, 2, 4, 7, and 8 where affordable and housing development in general has 

lagged far behind the rest of the City.  Following the 2019 Proposition A NOFA award, TNDC 

worked in close partnership with MOHCD and District 4 Supervisor Mar’s office to hold an 

extensive yearlong community engagement process focused on education, awareness, and input 

regarding affordable housing and the project. Balancing a wide range of input, zoning and code 
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requirements, and financial feasibility resulted in a program consisting of 90 units of new 

affordable housing with ground floor community-serving uses. 

MSNA has been actively engaged in organizing opposition to the Project since it first 

learned of the proposed redevelopment in January 2021.  In fact, it has unsuccessfully made 

many of the same arguments it makes in this appeal in other forums, including in civil court.2  As 

in its brief for this appeal, MSNA has used the discovery of tetrachloroethene (PCE) on the 

Project Site (and in the neighborhood) to raise alarm about the Project.   

A detailed summary of the environmental review and mitigation process for the Project 

Site is set forth in the Grunat Declaration (Exhibit 1).  We encourage the members of the Board 

to read the Grunat Declaration carefully, as it addresses and clarifies all of the technical 

arguments MSNA proffers in support of its appeal of the Permit.  The incontrovertible 

conclusion, despite MSNA’s opposition in its brief and elsewhere, is that TNDC has exercised 

due diligence and prudence in its effort to build affordable housing on the Project Site.  TNDC 

has received all of the environmental approvals required for the proposed project, including all 

approvals related to investigation of soils conditions, response to the presence of environmental 

contamination, and contingency plans in the unlikely event hazardous materials that have not 

been detected to date are discovered during construction.  

2 In December 2021, MSNA filed civil litigation against TNDC, and asserted claims for breach 
of contract and negligence, relating to TNDC’s compliance with a resolution of the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors concerning funding for this project.  MSNA’s allegations 
focused on the height and scale of the project and the same environmental concerns raised in this 
appeal.  In December 2022, the Superior Court dismissed the MSNA action, without leave to 
amend, for failure to state a valid legal claim.  An appeal of that decision by MSNA is pending.
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SFDPH Made No Error; Permit Was Properly Issued

San Francisco Health Code Article 22B (Dust Control Ordinance) requires projects over 

0.5 acres in size that are within 1,000 feet of “sensitive receptors,” like residences, schools, 

hospitals, etc., to submit a site-specific dust control plan for the Director of SFDPH’s approval.  

See Article 22B Section 1242(a) and Section 1242(b).  Because the Project Site is less than 0.5 

acres, TNDC was not required to submit and SFDPH was not required to review a site-specific 

dust control plan in connection with its demolition permit application.3  SFDPH’s “NA” notation 

on the demolition permit was intended to confirm that SFDPH had no jurisdiction to review the 

permit under Health Code Article 22B.  In fact, Ryan Casey of SFDPH explained to David 

Grunat that, upon receiving the demolition permit application for review, he requested that the 

Department of Building Inspection remove SFDPH from the permit routing because its review is 

not applicable.  The Building Department suggested instead that Mr. Casey provide the “NA” 

notation to indicate that SFDPH’s review is in applicable under the circumstances.  See 

December 12, 2022, email from Ryan Casey to David Grunat, attached as Exhibit 12 to this 

brief;  see also the Grunat Declaration (Exhibit 1),paragraph 20.  

In its brief, MSNA misstates SFDPH’s role in the permit review when it claims that 

SFDPH made some error by “notating ‘NA’ to whether there are health impacts to demolition.”  

In making this claim, MSNA is inventing a standard for SFDPH’s review of a permit over which 

it has no jurisdiction.  SFDPH’s notation has nothing to do with “whether there are health 

3 Although the Project is not subject to review under Article 22B, the Site Management Plan 
(discussed below and attached to this brief as Exhibit 8) includes, as a voluntary precautionary 
measure, a Dust and Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Control Plan (DCP). The DCP is 
attached as Appendix C to the SMP, and was reviewed and approved by SFDPH. 
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impacts” associated with issuance of the Permit – SFDPH reviews demolition permits for 

projects over 0.5 acres in size for compliance with the Dust Control Ordinance. Because the 

Project Site is less than 0.5 acres, SFDPH had no legal role in reviewing the Permit that is the 

subject of this appeal.  SFDPH did not err in failing to review the Permit.  This should end the 

Board of Appeal’s inquiry into the propriety of the Permit’s issuance.   

TNDC Has Complied with Environmental Laws 

After first confusing the legal issues governing SFDPH’s review of demolition permits 

under the Health Code, MSNA uses the remainder of its brief to sow confusion regarding the 

legal and factual issues related to PCE contamination in the neighborhood.  MSNA claims 

directly and indirectly that some combination of TNDC, SFDPH, and DTSC have failed to 

discharge their respective duties in connection with the investigation and characterization of the 

soils on the Project Site, and mitigation related to the discovery of PCE on the Project Site.  The 

Grunat Declaration explains in detail the process TNDC has undertaken with DTSC to address 

the PCE contamination at the Project Site, culminating with DTSC’s approval of a “Final 

Response Plan” proposing to install a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) to ensure the 

protection of future on-Site residents.  See the Grunat Declaration (Exhibit 1), paragraphs 6-18; 

see the approved Final Response Plan and DTSC’s letter of approval attached as Exhibit 6 and 

Exhibit 7, respectively.   

Subsequent to DTSC’s approval of the Response Plan, SFDPH reviewed TNDC’s Maher 

Ordinance Application and approved a “Site Management Plan” (attached to this brief as 

Exhibit 8).  In approving the SMP, SFDPH explained: 
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“To comply with the provisions of SFHC Article 22A, a Site Management Plan 

(SMP) was developed and submitted to the EHB-SAM [SFDPH]. The SMP 

describes recommended measures to mitigate potential risks to the environment, 

construction workers, and the public associated with exposure to hazardous 

substances in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater that may be encountered during 

soil disturbing activities. Mitigative measures described within the SMP include 

entry/exit restrictions; soil and stockpile management protocols; soil import 

criteria; dust generation and odor controls; groundwater management; 

contingency procedures when encountering unexpected conditions; and general 

worker health and safety procedures. If an unknown environmental condition is 

encountered during development activities, the EHB-SAM will be notified. 

Based on a review of the documents submitted to-date, the Site Management Plan 

is approved.” 

See SFDPH letter dated February 2, 2022, attached to this brief as Exhibit 13.   

The Appellant MSNA would have you believe (i) the Project Site hasn’t been adequately 

studied, and (ii) SFDPH and DTSC have done too little to address the PCE contamination.  In 

fact, the opposite is true: the site has received an unusual amount of testing and evaluation.  Both 

DTSC and SFDPH have reviewed and approved all investigations and remediation plans 

required by law.  In a letter to MSNA dated April 26, 2022 (attached to this brief as Exhibit 10), 

responding to arguments similar to those MSNA and its consultant continue to make in this 

appeal, DTSC stated: 
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“If there were a release of liquid PCE in the subsurface at [the Project Site], it 

would be highly probable to detect significant concentrations of PCE in soil, soil 

vapor and/or groundwater, especially given the significant density of samples 

collected at [the Project Site]. However, the data indicates the contrary: PCE 

concentrations in site media are not observed at levels consistent with an on-site 

source of PCE.” (emphasis added)

MSNA seeks to confuse matters by claiming that the Project Site is the source of the PCE 

contamination in the neighborhood, even going so far as to speculate that the former Miracle 

Cleaners “is the likely source of all the PCE contamination north of Irving Street.”  Nothing in 

the record supports this claim.  DTSC addresses this allegation directly in the language quoted 

above.  In fact, the likely source of the PCE in the neighborhood is the site of the former Albrite 

Cleaners, located across the street from the Project Site or another unidentified dry cleaner that 

may have operated within the neighborhood.  See Grunat Declaration (Exhibit 1), paragraphs 

15-18.   

Contrary to MSNA’s assertions, TNDC is following best practices for mitigating the 

presence of PCE on the Project Site.  TNDC has complied with state and local law in obtaining 

approval of a Final Response Plan by DTSC and a Site Mitigation Plan from SFDPH.  Further 

environmental study at this point would serve no purpose other than to add costs and delay the 

delivery of much-needed housing.   
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Affordable Housing is a Top Priority for San Francisco

There is no challenge more pressing in San Francisco than providing additional 

affordable housing.  The Association of Bay Area Governments and the California Housing and 

Community Development Department have identified the need in San Francisco for an additional 

82,000 units of new housing, more than half of which should be affordable to very low-, low-, 

and moderate-income families over the next eight (8) years.  The newly adopted Housing 

Element, Objective 4.A, identifies the need to “substantially expand the amount of permanently 

affordable housing.”  See San Francisco Housing Element (Final Draft dated December 16, 

2022), p.46 (attached to this brief as Exhibit 13).  This may be the understatement of the 

century.  The Housing Element explains that over the past 15 years, San Francisco has only built 

or preserved 13,320 units.  See Housing Element, p. 46.  The City must drastically increase 

production if it has any hope of building over 40,000 units of affordable housing in the next eight 

(8) years. 

As daunting as the Citywide need for affordable housing may be, the need in District 4, 

where the Project Site is located, is even more urgent.  The Planning Department’s Housing 

Balance Report dated April 21, 2022, identifies the balance between new market rate and new 

affordable housing production in each Supervisorial district.  While the “Expanded Citywide 

Cumulative Housing Balance” for the period between 2011 Q1 – 2021 Q4 was 24.8%, District 4 

was at the very bottom as the City’s most imbalanced, with a score of -75.5%.  The report 

explains that “negative housing balances result from the large number of units permanently 

withdrawn from affordability protection relative to the number of total net new units and net 

affordable units built in those districts.”  See Housing Balance Report No. 14, pp. 1-2 (attached 
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to this brief as Exhibit 14).  As the need for affordable housing in the City has soared, District 4 

has effectively been losing affordable units.  

The Permit under appeal in this case will allow TNDC, after years of planning, to 

commence construction activities in earnest, and begin making  progress toward meeting the 

overwhelming housing need in District 4.  As Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 

Development Director Eric Shaw and Planning Director Rich Hillis point out in their joint 

opposition letter to the Board of Appeals (attached to this brief as Exhibit 2):  

“2550 Irving Street exemplifies the City’s efforts to invest in the development of 

affordable housing in high resource neighborhoods. There is tremendous need for 

affordable family housing in the Sunset. a scant 26 affordable homes were built or 

rehabilitated in the District in the past decade. Sunset families have virtually no 

affordable options in the neighborhood. The location on a commercial corridor, 

situated near their schools, jobs, transit, Golden Gate Park, stores, etc. will 

contribute to the vibrancy of the existing neighborhood.”  

Eric Shaw, Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing, explained in the declaration he 

provided in connection with MSNA’s recent lawsuit against TNDC that a recent survey of 

neighborhood residents indicated that “housing affordability” is the #1 challenge facing District 

4.  See Declaration of Eric Shaw (Exhibit 3), paragraph 7.  After describing the extensive 

community outreach process TNDC undertook in connection with the Project, and the rigorous 

review and approval process required to receive an award of public funding for the Project, 

Mr. Shaw notes that “Production of new affordable housing units at 2550 Irving is critical to 
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eliminating the crushing burden that lack of affordable housing places on both District 4 and the 

entire City.” See Shaw Declaration, paragraph 21.   

Anyone who has lived or worked in – or even visited – San Francisco in recent years has 

a visceral understanding of the dire, pressing need for more affordable housing.  The Project is 

poised to deliver on that need.  

Conclusion 

TNDC is not asking for any favors or shortcuts.  It has taken all appropriate steps to 

identify and address environmental contamination at the Project Site, and has worked with the 

regulatory agencies to obtain approval of a project that provides just the sort of protection from 

environmental risks that MSNA claims to seek.  The Appellant’s argument that SFDPH erred in 

failing to properly review the Permit lacks any basis in the law.  Its suggestion that, regardless of 

the law, SFDPH has somehow failed to adequately review or address the PCE contamination 

issues at the Project is inaccurate and misleading.  In light of all of the above, we respectfully 

request that you reject Appellant’s appeal and uphold the valid issuance of the Permit.   

Very truly yours, 

Charles J. Higley
cc:   klamont@tndc.org 
            corey.teague@sfgov.org 
           tina.tam@sfgov.org 
           pbholzman@gmail.com 
           geokimm@sbcglobal.net 
          enochwang@fifelawllp.com 
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EXHIBIT 1 
Declaration of David Grunat, P.G., C.H.G.  



  
  Environmental Engineering & Geology  

  \ Path Forward Partners, Inc. | 505 14th Street, Suite 1230| Oakland, California 94612 | www.pathfw.net | (510) 756-0740 

DECLARATION OF DAVID GRUNAT, P.G., C.H.G. 
IN SUPPORT OF TNDC RESPONSE TO APPEAL 22-092 

I, David A. Grunat, P.G., C.H.G., declare: 

1. I am a California licensed Professional Geologist and Certified Hydrogeologist.  I am the 
President and a founder of Path Forward Partners, Inc. (Path Forward) with more than 
15 years of environmental consulting experience. I am an expert with respect to 
redevelopment of contaminated properties with a specialty in risk assessment, vapor 
intrusion assessment, site characterization, remediation, and Federal, California, and 
San Francisco environmental regulatory requirements. I have personally overseen the 
characterization, remediation, mitigation, and redevelopment of numerous properties 
where chlorinated solvents are present, including tetrachloroethylene (PCE), at similar 
or higher levels then those observed at the 2550 Irving Street Property (Project Site).  

2. I have been the Professional Geologist overseeing all aspects of subsurface 
environmental conditions related to the acquisition and redevelopment of the Project 
Site for affordable housing, on behalf of TNDC, since October 2019. This includes 
overseeing environmental investigations conducted by Path Forward, reviewing 
environmental investigation results performed by others, preparing environmental 
reports, and corresponding with regulatory agencies including the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the San Francisco Department of 
Public Health (SFDPH). 

3. I am over 18 years of age and a resident of San Francisco, California.  The opinions set 
forth in this Declaration are based on my professional expertise and personal knowledge 
of the matters at issue, and if called upon to testify to these matters, I could and would 
competently do so. 

4. This Declaration was prepared in consultation with Gregory S. Noblet, P.E., who is a 
California Licensed Professional Engineer with more than 30 years of civil and 
environmental engineering experience. Gregory has been the engineer overseeing all 
aspects of the subsurface environmental conditions related to the acquisition and 
redevelopment of the Site on behalf of TNDC since October 2019. 

SUMMARY OF FACTS AND OPINIONS 

5. The following declaration responds to the factual allegations and technical opinions set 
forth in the brief and declarations submitted by the Appellant, Mid-Sunset 
Neighborhood Association (MSNA). As set forth in more detail below, the key allegations 

http://www.pathfw.net/
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and opinions presented by MSNA (1) are inconsistent with the extensive environmental 
data generated at and around the Project Site and (2) contradict the findings of DTSC 
and SFDPH, which are the regulatory agencies with relevant authority and expertise. 
Specifically, this declaration documents the following: 

a) The Project Site’s environmental conditions, including with respect to PCE, 
have been fully and adequately characterized, consistent with environmental 
best practices and to the satisfaction of DTSC and SFDPH. 

b) The potential risks associated with PCE at the Project Site have been fully and 
adequately mitigated, consistent with environmental best practices and to 
the satisfaction of DTSC and SFDPH. 

c) DTSC has confirmed that no source of PCE has been identified at the Project 
Site, and no such PCE source is likely to be present. 

d) The Project Site has received all necessary and appropriate approvals from 
applicable agencies, including DTSC and the SFDPH. 

e) SFDPH’s listing of “NA” in the City’s multi-department review of Application 
for Demolition Permit No. 202206277192 was not made in error, but instead 
was meant to convey that SFDPH review of the application for compliance 
with the San Francisco Health Code Article 22B (the Dust Ordinance) was not 
applicable because the Project Site is less than 0.5 acres.  

f) TNDC’s management of subsurface contamination at the Project Site was 
evaluated by SFDPH and approved as part of the redevelopment process, 
including demolition, under San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (the 
Maher Ordinance). 

g) TNDC’s Site Management Plan (SMP) for the Project Site was specifically 
developed to address concerns related to PCE present in the subsurface. 

h) Despite extensive testing and evaluation of site, none of the data collected 
suggests the Project Site is a source of PCE contamination. 

i) Neither DTSC nor SFDPH have requested any additional investigation of the 
Project Site.  No further investigation is warranted, given the results of the 
significant investigation work performed to date. 

PROJECT SITE CHARACTERIZATION 

6. During pre-acquisition due diligence in late 2019, it was discovered that PCE was present 
at relatively low levels, yet exceeding conservative screening levels in on-Site soil gas. 
Upon discovery, TNDC entered into a California Land Revitalization and Reuse Act 
(CLRRA) agreement with the DTSC. The CLRRA agreement was fully executed in February 
2021. As part of the CLRRA agreement, TNDC agreed to be responsible for the 
investigation and selection of a response action, if necessary, to address on-Site 
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contamination to ensure protection of future on-Site residents, while other identified 
and yet to be identified parties remained responsible for the continued assessment of 
contamination located off-Site.  

7. Following execution of the CLRRA agreement, Path Forward, on behalf of TNDC, 
prepared and submitted to the DTSC a Site Assessment Plan and Report of Findings 
(SAP-ROF) dated February 2, 2021. The SAP-ROF, included as Exhibit 4 to TNDC’s 
response brief, was prepared in accordance with California Health and Safety Code 
(HSC) Section 25395.94 to document:  

a) Adequate characterization of the hazardous materials released or threatened 
to be released at, or from, the Project Site and documentation of the 
findings; 

b) Reasonably available information about the Project Site, including, where 
appropriate, a risk assessment that evaluates the risk posed by any 
hazardous materials released or threatened to be released at, or from, the 
Site, and information regarding reasonably anticipated foreseeable uses of 
the Site based on current and projected land use and zoning designations; 
and 

c) If the release has impacted groundwater, reasonable characterization of 
underlying groundwater, including present and anticipated beneficial uses of 
that water. 

8. The SAP-ROF summarized the significant on-Site characterization efforts performed by 
Path Forward and others. The report further presented a summary of the proposed 
redevelopment and included a health risk assessment to evaluate the risk to future 
inhabitants absent a response action. Based on these findings, the report recommended 
that TNDC prepare a Response Plan to mitigate the presence of PCE in soil gas in 
coordination with redevelopment of the Site. 

9. The DTSC approved the SAP-ROF in their June 8, 2021, letter (attached to TNDC’s 
response brief as Exhibit 5).1 In their approval, the DTSC stated: 

“The Report was prepared in accordance with California Health and Safety Code (HSC) 
Section 25395.94, as part of the California Land Use & Revitalization Act Agreement”.  

This confirms that the Project Site has been adequately characterized to the satisfaction 
of the DTSC. 

 
1https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/2261475086/
2021%20TNDC%20Site%20Assessment%20Plan%20and%20Report%20of%20Findings%20DTSC%20Approval%2Epd
f .   

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/2261475086/2021%20TNDC%20Site%20Assessment%20Plan%20and%20Report%20of%20Findings%20DTSC%20Approval%2Epdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/2261475086/2021%20TNDC%20Site%20Assessment%20Plan%20and%20Report%20of%20Findings%20DTSC%20Approval%2Epdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/2261475086/2021%20TNDC%20Site%20Assessment%20Plan%20and%20Report%20of%20Findings%20DTSC%20Approval%2Epdf
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10. Following the completion of the SAP-ROF, a Final Response Plan dated September 2, 
2021, was approved proposing the installation of a vapor intrusion mitigation system 
(VIMS) to ensure the protection of future on-Site residents. A copy of the Final Response 
Plan is included as Exhibit 6 to TNDC’s response brief.  The DTSC approved the Response 
Plan in their September 2, 2021 letter (attached to TNDC’s response brief as Exhibit 7)2 
stating: 

“DTSC hereby determines that proper completion of the Response Plan constitutes 
“appropriate care” for purposes of subdivision (a) of Section 25395.67 and approves the 
Response Plan for implementation.”  

Section 25395.67 defines appropriate care as either of the following: 

“(a) The performance of a response action, with respect to hazardous materials found at 
a site, for which the agency makes the determination specified in paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (c) of Section 25395.96 and that meets all of the following conditions: 

(1) The response action is determined by an agency to be necessary to prevent an 
unreasonable risk to human health and safety or the environment, as defined in 
Section 25395.90. 

(2) The response action is performed in accordance with a response plan 
approved by the agency pursuant to Article 6 (commencing with Section 
25395.90). 

(3) The approved response plan includes a provision for oversight and approval of 
the completed response action by the agency pursuant to Article 6 (commencing 
with Section 25395.90). 

(b) A determination that no further action is required pursuant to Section 25395.95.” 

11. Since the approval of the Final Response Plan, which is the remedy decision document 
under DTSC oversight, no additional data or information have been collected that 
changes the conclusion that the proposed remedy would be protective as designed.  

12. Following approval of the Final Response Plan, in SFDPH’s review of Path Forward’s 
November 24, 2021 Site Management Plan (see below) the SFDPH stated in their 
February 2, 2022 letter: 

“The project at 2550 Irving Street is under the oversight of the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), through a California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act 
(CLRRA) Agreement dated February 1, 2021. In an email dated September 8, 2021, the 

 
2https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/3748320639/
2021%20TNDC%20Response%20Plan%20DTSC%20Approval%20Letter%2Epdf  

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/3748320639/2021%20TNDC%20Response%20Plan%20DTSC%20Approval%20Letter%2Epdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/3748320639/2021%20TNDC%20Response%20Plan%20DTSC%20Approval%20Letter%2Epdf
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DTSC notified the EHB-SAM [SFDPH] that they had approved the Final Response Plan for 
the Site. The EHB-SAM defers environmental cleanup authority to the DTSC, a state 
agency, and will review all submitted items that are specifically applicable to SFHC 
Article 22A.” 

A copy of the Site Management Plan is included as Exhibit 8 and a copy of SFDPH’s letter 
is included as Exhibit 9 to TNDC’s brief. 

NO PRESENCE OF A PCE SOURCE AT THE PROJECT SITE 

13. No PCE source area has been identified at the Project Site. In an April 26, 2022 letter 
(attached to TNDC’s response brief as Exhibit 10)3 responding to comments by Don 
Moore similar to those presented in Exhibit G of the Appellant’s Brief, the DTSC stated 
that based on the extensive investigations performed and the subsurface conditions, if a 
source was present at the Project Site it would have been discovered; however, a source 
area has not been identified: 

“If there were a release of liquid PCE in the subsurface at [the Project Site], it would be 
highly probable to detect significant concentrations of PCE in soil, soil vapor and/or 
groundwater, especially given the significant density of samples collected at [the Project 
Site]. However, the data indicates the contrary: PCE concentrations in site media are not 
observed at levels consistent with an on-site source of PCE.” 

14. At a June 23, 2022 public meeting, the DTSC further supported and restated these 
comments4. At an August 25, 2022 public meeting, the DTSC reiterated their position 
that the discovery of a source area on-Site is highly improbable due to the testing 
conducted to date and the subsurface geology5. 

15. MSNA asserts in their appeal that the historical use of PCE (tetrachloroethylene) by a 
former on-Site cleaners business is the source of contamination documented in the 
neighborhood.  However, this assertion is not supported by existing data, as confirmed 
by the DTSC (see above), and is inconsistent with the historical use of the Project Site 
and the history of PCE usage by the dry cleaning industry. As shown in the graphic 
below, the use of PCE in dry cleaning began in the mid-1940s; however, usage was 
initially limited due to shortages of chlorinated solvents associated with World War II6. 
Widespread use was not common until the mid-1950s7.  

 
3https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/6621212184/
DTSC%20response%20to%20Email%20from%20Don%20Moore%2DERS%20to%20Whit%20Smith%2DDTSC%20%2
D%20April%202022%20%2D%20final%2Epdf  
4 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eyXwCdssBF0 
5 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MxNLcgx1oi0  
6 Michelsen, E.M. 1957. Remembering the Years 1907–1957, Silver Spring, MD, National Institute of Drycleaning. 
7 Reich, D.A. & Cormany, C.L. 1979. Dry cleaning. In: Mark, H.F., Othmer, D.F., Overberger, C.G., Seaborg, G.T. & 
Grayson, M., eds, Kirk-Othmer Encyclopedia of Chemical Technology, 3rd Ed., Vol. 8, New York, John Wiley & Sons. 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/6621212184/DTSC%20response%20to%20Email%20from%20Don%20Moore%2DERS%20to%20Whit%20Smith%2DDTSC%20%2D%20April%202022%20%2D%20final%2Epdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/6621212184/DTSC%20response%20to%20Email%20from%20Don%20Moore%2DERS%20to%20Whit%20Smith%2DDTSC%20%2D%20April%202022%20%2D%20final%2Epdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/view_document?docurl=/public/deliverable_documents/6621212184/DTSC%20response%20to%20Email%20from%20Don%20Moore%2DERS%20to%20Whit%20Smith%2DDTSC%20%2D%20April%202022%20%2D%20final%2Epdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eyXwCdssBF0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MxNLcgx1oi0
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Figure 1 - Use of Solvents in Dry Cleaning Over Time8 

16. As noted in Path Forward’s June 15, 2022 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, a 
cleaners on the Project Site was suspected to have been present from the 1920s to the 
1940s. Based on the short duration of time that the cleaners business may have been 
operational on-Site during the PCE-era, the fact that PCE use across the industry during 
that time period was relatively insignificant, and that a source of PCE has not been 
identified on-Site it is unlikely that PCE was ever used on-Site or was ever released from 
the Site, and instead the presence of PCE beneath the subject Site is more likely 
attributable to other businesses that operated in the neighborhood, such as the former 
Albrite Cleaners that operated from the 1940s to the 2010s where the use of PCE is well 
documented.  

17. According to a DTSC Letter to MSNA consultant Don Moore dated April 15, 2022 
(attached to TNDC’s response brief as Exhibit 11)9, the former Albrite Cleaners (which 
was not located on the Project Site) was issued a Priority Tier Two Imminent and 
Substantial Endangerment Order on October 29, 2021, solely due to the 
unresponsiveness of the property owner after its submission of application for voluntary 
cleanup oversight, which automatically triggered listing  on the Cortese List. According 
to the California Health and Safety Code Section 25356: 

“’Priority tier two’ shall include any site that poses a substantial but less immediate 
threat to public health or safety or the environment and any site that will require a 

 
8 IARC Working Group on the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risks to Humans. 1995. Dry Cleaning, Some Chlorinated 
Solvents and Other Industrial Chemicals.  
9https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F1817852199%2FFor
mer%20Albrite%20Cleaners%20Cortese%20Response%20Letter.pdf  

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F1817852199%2FFormer%20Albrite%20Cleaners%20Cortese%20Response%20Letter.pdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F1817852199%2FFormer%20Albrite%20Cleaners%20Cortese%20Response%20Letter.pdf
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response action, but presents only a limited and defined threat to human health or 
safety or the environment.” 

18. The DTSC further stated in their letter regarding the former Albrite Cleaners:  

“The Cortese listing status does not change the priority status, scope of work, or any 
other aspects related to DTSC oversight for the Former Albrite Cleaners Site.” 

SFDPH REVIEW 

19. On April 22, 2021, Path Forward, on behalf of TNDC, submitted a Maher Ordinance 
Application to the SFDPH for the proposed redevelopment of the Project Site. This 
application covered all aspects of redevelopment from demolition to construction of the 
new building. Following submission of the Maher Ordinance Application, the SFDPH 
requested a Site Management Plan (SMP) be prepared, to include provisions required by 
San Francisco Health Code Article 22A and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.3.2.4 
which were not included within the DTSC-approved Final Response Plan. Path Forward 
prepared a SMP dated November 24, 2021.  A copy of the SMP is included as Exhibit 8 
to TNDC’s response brief. The SFDPH approved the SMP in their February 2, 2022 
letter10 stating: 

“To comply with the provisions of SFHC Article 22A, a Site Management Plan (SMP) was 
developed and submitted to the EHB-SAM [SFDPH]. The SMP describes recommended 
measures to mitigate potential risks to the environment, construction workers, and the 
public associated with exposure to hazardous substances in soil, soil vapor, and 
groundwater that may be encountered during soil disturbing activities. Mitigative 
measures described within the SMP include entry/exit restrictions; soil and stockpile 
management protocols; soil import criteria; dust generation and odor controls; 
groundwater management; contingency procedures when encountering unexpected 
conditions; and general worker health and safety procedures. If an unknown 
environmental condition is encountered during development activities, the EHB-SAM will 
be notified. 

Based on a review of the documents submitted to-date, the Site Management Plan is 
approved.” 

20. Following receipt of MSNA’s Appeal, and in reference to the Appeal’s assertion that 
SFDPH notated the demolition permit with “NA” in error, Path Forward contacted Ryan 
Casey of SFDPH to clarify the agency’s intent in the use of NA and to confirm that SFDPH 
had reviewed and confirmed the documents required under Article 22A for the Project 
Site redevelopment are complete and remain in compliance with Article 22A. On 
December 12, 2022, a teleconference was held with Path Forward, Ryan Casey, and his 

 
10 A copy of this letter is included as Exhibit 13 to TNDC’s response brief. 
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supervisor, Beronica Slattengren, regarding the status of the project. In that discussion, 
Casey explained that SFDPH had reviewed the project for potential health concerns in 
connection with Article 22A, as documented in their February 2, 2022 SMP approval 
letter. He further stated that SFDPH separately reviews demolition permits for 
compliance with Article 22B (the Dust Ordinance), but because the Project Site is less 
than 0.5 acres, Article 22B statutorily does not apply to the Site. Casey stated that, upon 
receipt of the permit application, he contacted the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection (SFDBI) to remove SFDPH review from the routing; however, SFDBI 
recommended that SFDPH list “NA” instead of removing SFDPH from routing. Following 
the December 12 teleconference, this discussion was documented in an email dated the 
same day.11 Notably, the SFDPH stated in this email: 

“The proposed project is in compliance with SFHC Article 22A” 

SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

21. While the Response Plan was prepared to develop response actions to protect future 
inhabitants of the proposed development, the objective of the SMP was to present a 
decision framework and risk management measures for managing known and 
unexpected environmental conditions in soil and groundwater before and during Project 
Site redevelopment in a manner protective of human health, in accordance with 
applicable regulatory requirements, and in consideration of the existing and proposed 
future land uses. Specifically, the SMP discusses the presence of PCE in the subsurface 
and includes provisions to protect on-Site workers as well as off-Site populations.  

22. As an example, while the concentrations of PCE in soil gas observed at the property are 
several orders of magnitude lower than would be considered a concern to outdoor air, 
the SMP includes provisions for dust and volatile organic compound monitoring during 
redevelopment, including demolition, to ensure protection of off-Site persons during 
construction.  See SMP Exhibit 8, at Appendix C. 

ADDITIONAL CHARACTERIZATION 

23. As previously discussed, the Site has been adequately characterized to the satisfaction 
of the DTSC as documented in the approval of the SAP-ROF, and no on-Site sources have 
been identified or are suspected. Further on-Site characterization is not warranted.  

24. The description provided by MSNA entitled “Protocol for soil and soil vapor collection 
and investigation during demolition” represents Project Site characterization work that 
has already been performed to the satisfaction of the DTSC. Based on the significant 
investigation work performed to date, it is highly unlikely that collection of additional 
samples would result in new information that would change the understanding of the 

 
11 A copy of this email is included as Exhibit 12 to TNDC’s response brief. 



Declaration of David Grunat in Support of 
TNDC Response to Appeal 22-092 
2550 Irving Street Property 

February 2, 2023 
Page 9 of 9 

Project Site's environmental condition or the proposed redevelopment approach, would 
only further delay the affordable housing that will be constructed on the Project site, 
and force TNDC and the public to incur significant additional costs with no additional 
benefit. 

25. Redevelopment of the Project Site will occur under the SFDPH-approved SMP which 
contains industry best practices to be implemented during demolition and 
redevelopment, including provisions for fenceline monitoring of dust and VOCs and to 
address the potential discovery of previously unexpected soil contamination or 
subsurface structures. 

a) During earthwork, airborne dust and total VOC concentrations will be 
monitored at the Project Site fenceline . Monitoring results will be compared 
to pre-established action levels that are conservatively protective of off-Site 

persons. If Site-related monitoring results exceed action levels, then 
appropriate additional dust and VOC control measures would be 
implemented to reduce emissions. 

b) In the unlikely event that suspect soils or structures are encountered during 

earthwork, work would be halted, and the area would be evaluated by an 
Environmental Professional. If soils are identified by the Environmental 
Professional as unsuitable for use on the property, DTSC and SFDPH would be 
notified, and the soils would be removed from the Project Site and disposed 
of at an appropriate facility. Additionally, if subsurface structures are 
encountered that may contain contamination, the DTSC and SFDPH would be 
notified, and the structures would be assessed and removed following 
provisions in the SMP. 

This is the typical approach for this type of redevelopment project, and the proposed 
approach was approved by the SFDPH in their February 2, 2022 letter {Exhibit 9) as part 

of the San Francisco Health Code Article.22A compliance. 

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that this 
Declaration is true and correct, and that it was executed on February a, 2023, in Oakland, 
California. 

\ 
f ATH tORWARD 
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PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION 

This Site Management Plan for the property located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, 
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Professional Engineer. This document is based on information available to Path Forward 
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other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Site Management Plan (SMP) has been prepared by Path Forward Partners, Inc. (Path 
Forward) on behalf of the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) for the 
property located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, California (the Site; Figure 1).  

This SMP is to be utilized by parties involved in activities where Site soil will be disturbed, or 
groundwater will be encountered during redevelopment construction activities. Contractors 
and subcontractors who may come in contact with soil and/or groundwater at the Site should 
be provided copies of the SMP. Contractors and subcontractors are responsible to safeguard 
their personnel’s health and safety during redevelopment activities or subsequent activities as 
they pertain to the SMP as well as applicable safety regulations. 

1.1 Proposed Development and Activities 

Upon acquiring the property, TNDC plans to demolish the existing credit union building and 
redevelop the Site into a seven-story facility. The facility would be constructed at-grade with 
non-residential use (office, garage, and back of house spaces) and potentially a day care facility 
on the ground floor, and with residential occupancy above the ground floor. The footprint of 
the proposed building is presented on Figure 2. 

Anticipated earthwork activities associated with Site redevelopment may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Demolition of current on-Site structures and improvements;  

• General grading of the property including preparation for elevators and potential car 
stacker lifts; 

• Foundation installation; 

• Import and placement of soil suitable for reuse; 

• Construction of future buildings and/or building additions; 

• Construction of stormwater infiltration system; 

• Improvements to asphalt-paved parking areas, access ways, and landscaping; and 

• Excavation and trenching operations in association with installation, 
maintenance/repair, or removal of underground utilities. 

Other earthwork activities at the Site not listed above should follow this SMP as a guide. 

1.2 Objective 

This SMP presents a decision framework and risk management measures for managing known 
and unexpected environmental conditions in soil and groundwater before and during Site 
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redevelopment in a manner protective of human health, in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements, and in consideration of the existing and proposed future land uses.  

1.3 Applicability 

This SMP applies to all workers; however, some provisions of this SMP may not be applicable to 
certain workers (e.g., carpenters and painters) who, based on job hazard analyses, would not 
be expected to perform activities that disrupt Site soils. Risk management measures described 
in Section 4.0 and HASP guidelines described in Section 5.0 should be followed for individuals 
engaged in invasive activities which disturb Site soil. This may include activities involving work 
in utility vaults or other subgrade areas (e.g., utility maintenance or modifications in subfloor 
areas of buildings) where exposure to chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) could occur.  

1.4 Modifications to the SMP 

Although not anticipated, if an alternate design or mitigative measures other than those 
referenced in this SMP is desired to be implemented, it must be demonstrated how the 
alternative design or mitigative measures would be protective of human health and the 
environment. Proposed alternate designs or mitigative measures will be included in a design 
report prepared by the contractor proposing such changes and submitted to TNDC for review 
and approval before implementation. Should a change to the SMP be necessary or desirable, a 
proposed SMP modification will be presented.  

2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 Site Setting 

The Site occupies approximately 19,125 square feet located at 2550 Irving Street in San 
Francisco, California. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) assigned to the Site is 1724-038, 
which includes the addresses 2520 and 2550 Irving Street. According to the San Francisco 
Property Information Map (PIM) the Site is zoned under the Irving Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District. The Site is currently improved with an 18,561 square foot two-story 
commercial building, constructed in 1966, that is currently used as a bank (The Police Credit 
Union [TPCU]). 

2.2 Historical and Current Site Use 

According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA; Path Forward 2020), the 
Site was vacant land as early as 1895 and remained vacant until at least 1915. By 1928, two 
structures had been developed in the central portion. The 1928 Sanborn map depicts these as a 
drugstore and a cleaning business. By 1940, a gas station had been added to the southeast 
corner of the Site, and by 1946, a second gas station had been added to the western end of the 
Site. By 1950, the central buildings on the Site were occupied by an undertaker, and in 1966, 
this business redeveloped the entire property with the current building and open areas for use 
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as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The funeral business continued in the building until 1985, 
when the building was modified for its current use. The Site has been utilized as a bank since 
1987. 

2.3 Site Geology and Hydrogeology 

According to information presented by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) on the 1996 
7.5-Minute Series San Francisco North, California Quadrangle Topographic Map, the ground 
surface elevations at the Site is approximately 202 feet above mean sea level (amsl) with a 
slight downward slope to the west. The Site is located in an urban commercial setting within 
the Coast Ranges physiographic province of California. The nearest surface water body to the 
subject property is the Mallard Lake, approximately 961 feet to the north within Golden Gate 
Park. In addition, the Pacific Ocean is 1.5 mile to the west. 

A subsurface investigation report (AllWest 2019) describes lithology encountered in 
environmental borings as coarse-grained, poorly- to well-graded sand to a depth of 90 feet 
below ground surface (bgs), which corresponds to the maximum depth explored. Groundwater 
was measured on the Site at a static depth of approximately 78 feet bgs (AllWest 2019). Flow 
direction has not been established but is presumed to be to the northwest.  

Groundwater in the Site vicinity is a drinking water resource – the Site is located within the 
North Westside Groundwater Basin, which per the Basin Plan has a designated beneficial use of 
Municipal and Domestic Supply (SFBRWQCB 2017).  

2.4 Previous Environmental Investigations 

In September 2020, a Phase I ESA of the Site was prepared by Path Forward on behalf of TNDC 
(Path Forward 2020). The Path Forward Phase I ESA identified following recognized 
environmental conditions (RECs): 

• Soil gas on the subject property is impacted by tetrachloroethene (PCE), which has 
resulted in a vapor intrusion condition for the existing building. Investigation is ongoing 
and TPCU has entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement under oversight of the DTSC 
to investigate and mitigate effects of the condition. Data obtained during multiple 
investigations in 2019 and 2020 have not ruled out the Site as a source for the impacts; 
however, they have identified a former dry cleaner off-Site to the south as a potential 
contributing source. Based on the ongoing investigation under regulatory oversight, no 
additional investigation is warranted at this time. However, due to the known impacts at 
concentrations exceeding reference criteria, this condition is a REC. 

• Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (the Maher Ordinance) requires San 
Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), “oversight for characterization and 
mitigation of hazardous substances in soil and groundwater in designated areas zoned 
for industrial uses, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks, sites with 
historic bay fill, sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks.” The 
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Site has been identified as subject to the Maher Ordinance, based on review of the 
current Maher Map maintained by the City and County of San Francisco. According to 
DataSF (a city and county government data access point), the Site was identified as a 
Maher property in 2013. The rationale may be related to historical gas station use, as 
the Site is not known to be filled land. While the Maher listing is considered to be REC, 
historical investigations and DTSC oversight related to historical Site use would likely 
satisfy the Maher requirements and further testing and mitigation beyond the DTSC 
requirements is unlikely to be required by the SFDPH. 

A detailed summary of all previous investigations is presented in the Site Assessment Plan and 
Report of Findings (SAP-ROF; Path Forward 2021a; Appendix A). The SAP-ROF was approved by 
the DTSC in their June 8, 2021 letter (DTSC 2021a).  

The SAP-ROF prepared pursuant to California HSC Section 25395.94 has determined that the 
presence of VOCs in on-Site soil gas poses an unreasonable risk to health and safety in the 
context of future redevelopment of the Site for mixed residential and commercial use. The 
exposure route of potential concern is inhalation of volatile chemicals present in indoor air as a 
result of transport (vapor intrusion) from the subsurface. To address these impacts in soil gas, 
TNDC entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with the DTSC and prepared the Final 
Response Plan (Response Plan; Path Forward 2021b; Appendix B). The Response Plan objective 
is to minimize or eliminate exposures between Site residents and PCE present in Site soil gas by 
installing a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) as part of redevelopment. Following public 
comment, the Response Plan was approved by the DTSC in their September 2, 2021 letter 
(DTSC 2021b) 

2.5 Chemicals of Potential Concern 

The following identifies chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) based on key findings from 
previous investigations and historical assessments of the Site. 

2.5.1 Soil 

Site soil conditions have been characterized in recent investigations that included a total of 66 
soil samples collected from 36 borings. The soil samples have been analyzed for a variety of 
analytes; however, PCE was found to be the only compound of significance detected during 
these investigations. PCE was detected in one sample at a low concentration of 
0.052 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), which is below the SFBRWQCB Tier 1 and intrusive 
construction worker environmental screening levels (ESLs) (SFBRWQCB 2019a, 2019b) and 
below the DTSC-recommended human health RBSL for residential land use (DTSC 2020).  

Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals 
were either not detected or were detected at concentrations below their respective SFBRWQCB 
Tier 1 soil ESLs and DTSC-recommended human health RBSLs for residential land use.  
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2.5.2 Groundwater 

Site groundwater conditions have been characterized in recent investigations that included a 
total of three on-Site grab-groundwater samples. Depth to encountered groundwater ranged 
from 77 to 90 feet bgs. The groundwater samples were analyzed for PCE and PCE breakdown 
products (one sample) or for a full suite of VOCs including PCE and PCE breakdown products 
(two samples). PCE was detected in two groundwater samples, at concentrations of 
0.74 micrograms per liter (µg/L) and 0.67 µg/L , and not detected in the other. These detected 
concentrations are below the PCE drinking water criterion of 5 µg/L (SWRCB 2019) and below 
the PCE groundwater-to-indoor air vapor intrusion screening level for commercial land use of 
2.8 µg/L (DTSC 2020, DTSC and SWRCB 2020). 

2.5.3 Soil Gas 

Site soil gas conditions have been well characterized through a series of recent investigations. 
With few exceptions, PCE is the only chemical that has been detected. The PCE breakdown 
products have not been detected. Chloroform was detected at a low concentration in one soil 
gas sample, which is common in areas serviced by water disinfected with chlorine-based 
disinfectants.  

Detected concentrations of PCE in soil gas are fairly consistent across the Site. The highest 
detected concentration of PCE in shallow or sub-slab soil gas within the footprint of the 
proposed building is 1,500 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³) – this concentration may be 
considered representative of the vapor intrusion concern for the proposed building. 

3.0 RISK MANAGEMENT DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION 

This section discusses the risk management design considerations that are to be followed prior 
to and during earthwork activities. Such considerations include procedures to evaluate 
potential import fill sources and to protect/remove groundwater monitoring wells in potential 
conflict with redevelopment plans. 

3.1 Import Fill Criteria 

Site redevelopment may require import of fill materials/soil to implement construction and 
landscaping plans. Potential import soil, which may be derived from a variety of sources and 
borrow pits, should not only meet the required geotechnical physical characteristics, but also 
applicable health-protective standards. The geotechnical engineer should be consulted to 
assess the suitability of proposed imported material prior to use on-Site. The following sections 
provide guidance to meet applicable health-protective standards. 
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3.1.1 Sampling Requirements  

To minimize the potential of introducing contaminated fill material onto the Site, it is necessary 
to verify through documentation that the fill source is appropriate and that the fill material has 
been analyzed for potential contaminants based on the location and history of the source area. 
Documentation should include detailed information on the previous use of the land sourcing 
the fill material, whether an environmental site assessment was performed and its findings, and 
the results of any chemical testing performed. Soil proposed for import should be characterized 
in accordance with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Information Advisory for 
Clean Imported Fill Material (DTSC 2001) with respect to number of samples and analyses 
performed. Composite sampling may be appropriate for non-volatile analysis, depending on 
quality and homogeneity of source/borrow area, and specific compounds. Composite sampling 
shall not be performed for volatile analysis. 

If no information pertaining to the fill material is available or provided, or if the existing dataset 
does not meet the Advisory specifications, then samples of the imported fill material will be 
chemically analyzed. The analytical program, determined by a qualified environmental 
professional1, will be based on the source of the fill and knowledge of the previous land use. 
Prior to sampling, it will be demonstrated that the laboratory reporting limits will meet the data 
quality objectives for each analytical method to be utilized. Depending on the origin and known 
use of the source, the potential imported fill material may be analyzed by one or more of the 
following methods or other appropriate methods: 

• VOCs and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in the gasoline range (TPH-g) by United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Method 8260 using USEPA collection 
Method 5035 to minimize volatile loss; 

• Extractable TPH in the diesel range (TPH-d) and TPH in the motor oil range (TPH-mo) 
ranges by USEPA Method 8015M using a silica gel cleanup (SGC) preparation method; 

• Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) by USEPA Method 8270; 

• Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) by USEPA Method 8270 using selective ion 
mode (SIM); 

• Title 22 total metals by USEPA Method 6010/7471; 

• Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) by USEPA Method 8082 or 8080A; 

• Organochlorine pesticides (OCPs) by USEPA Method 8081A or 8080A; 

• Asbestos by polarized light microscopy (PLM) by USEPA Method 600/R-93-116; and/or 

 
1 A qualified environmental professional is defined as a California Professional Geologist or Professional Engineer, 
or experienced staff working under the direct supervision of a California Professional Geologist or Professional 
Engineer. 
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• California Waste Extraction Test (WET) and/or Federal Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) to evaluate whether there are exceedances of soluble threshold limit 
concentrations (STLCs) and/or TCLP limits for individual analytes, as necessary. 

All analyses shall be reported on a dry-weight basis. The appropriate number of samples and 
analytical program should be determined by a qualified environmental professional. The 
qualified environmental professional will evaluate whether the soil is suitable as import fill for 
the proposed redevelopment.  

3.1.2 Data Evaluation  

Sampling results for proposed import soil will be compared to San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) 
(SFBRWQCB 2019), screening levels proposed by TNDC’s Qualified Environmental Professional, 
and/or background/ambient levels where appropriate; and hazardous waste characterization 
criteria.  

Comparison to Tier 1 ESLs 

Sampling results for proposed import soil will be first compared to Tier 1 ESLs 
(SFBRWQCB 2019). SFBRWQCB ESLs were selected as they contain a broad set of compounds 
and exposure pathways. USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) (USEPA 2021) and levels 
presented in the DTSC’s HHRA Note 3 (DTSC 2020) may additionally be consulted.  

Soil sampling results should meet the import criteria (Tier 1 ESLs) on an average-concentration 
basis. If one or more individual soil sampling results for a particular compound exceed the 
associated import criterion, the 95% UCL of the arithmetic mean concentration of that 
compound will be calculated using the USEPA statistical software package ProUCL 
(USEPA 2015), for comparison to the import criterion. Compounds present at 
concentrations exceeding their Tier 1 ESLs may be further evaluated in the context of 
background/ambient levels, if relevant (see below).  

It is noted that ESLs are explicitly defined on a dry-weight basis. As such, soil sampling results 
should also be reported on a dry-weight basis for an apples-to-apples comparison to ESLs. 
Because dry-weight concentrations are always higher than wet-weight concentrations, it is 
unconservative to compare wet-weight-basis soil sampling results to the ESLs. 

Use of Background Concentrations 

Certain compounds may be present in soil at background or ambient levels (i.e., not influenced 
by releases from a particular site) which are higher than their Tier 1 ESLs. These include arsenic, 
other metals, and carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (CPAHs). For these 
compounds, SFBRWQCB recommends defining a representative upper-limit background 
concentration, and substituting the background value for the ESL where appropriate:  
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“For situations where naturally occurring background concentrations exceed an ESL, it 
may be appropriate to substitute the background concentration for the ESL, but this is a 
site-specific decision that should be made in consultation with the overseeing regulatory 
agency” (SFBRWQCB 2019).  

For arsenic, the upper limit background arsenic concentration of 11 mg/kg (Bradford et al. 
1996). Path Forward recommends the upper limit background concentrations based on 
maximum values from the Kearny Foundation background metals dataset for the other metals 
(Bradford et al. 1996). For total CPAHs, DTSC has endorsed an upper limit background 
concentration of 0.9 mg/kg for Northern California soil (DTSC 2009).  

Hazardous Waste Evaluation 

Sampling results for proposed import soil will be compared to California and Federal RCRA 
hazardous waste criteria consisting of the total threshold limit concentration (TTLC), 10×STLC, 
and 20×TCLP thresholds. If any sample results exceed a 10×STLC and/or 20×TCLP threshold, 
then the associated soil samples should additionally be analyzed by the California WET and/or 
Federal TCLP, as appropriate, and the extraction results compared to STLCs and/or TCLP limits.  

We note that the TTLC, 10×STLC, and 20×TCLP criteria are defined on a wet-weight basis. As 
such, soil sampling results should also be reported on a wet-weight basis for appropriate 
comparison to hazardous waste criteria. Because dry-weight concentrations are always higher 
than wet-weight concentrations, it would still be conservatively appropriate to compare dry-
weight-basis soil sampling results to the hazardous waste criteria.  

If any initial soil sample result exceeds a TTLC, or subsequent extraction test result exceeds an 
STLC or TCLP limit, then the associated soil would be classified as hazardous waste if disposed 
as waste and thus is not suitable for import.  

3.1.3 Recycled Asphalt and Concrete Pavement 

Reuse of recycled asphalt and concrete pavement as aggregate base material on 
redevelopment projects is a widely accepted and encouraged construction materials practice. 
As an example, the SFBRWQCB has concurred with this practice in their February 8, 2007 letter 
(SFBRWQCB 2007) to the California Department of Transportation, which provides additional 
guidance on the reuse of asphalt concrete (AC) and Portland cement concrete (PCC) materials.  

Consistent with the SFBRWQCB guidance letter, recycled AC and PCC may be placed beneath 
pavement (e.g., roadways, sidewalks, plazas, parking lots) at the Site, without testing, provided 
that the materials are placed at least 5 feet above the highest predicted groundwater levels. 
Recycled PCC may be placed beneath buildings at the Site, without testing, provided that the 
material is placed at least 5 feet above highest predicted groundwater levels; but recycled AC 
should not be placed beneath buildings due to the potential for vapor intrusion of odorous 
compounds.   
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3.2 Protection or Destruction of Groundwater Wells 

In the unlikely event that groundwater wells are encountered during prior to or during 
redevelopment, work will stop, and the area should be cordoned off to protect the discovered 
wells and the environmental professional shall be contacted to notify the appropriate agencies 
and to provide guidance of next steps for the redevelopment team.  

4.0 RISK MANAGEMENT MEASURES DURING DEVELOPMENT 

This section identifies risk management measures that may be implemented during earthwork 
activities to control the potential for human health exposure and environmental impacts from 
one or more of the COPCs beneath the Site. 

4.1 Conditions and Activities Requiring Risk Management Measures 

Based on the existing analytical data, the following conditions or activities require risk 
management to reduce the potential for impacts to human health and the environment. 

• Inhalation of VOCs that volatilize from impacted groundwater (if encountered). 

• Direct contact with potentially impacted soil. 

• Dust and odor generation associated with excavation and trenching, grading and 
loading, backfilling, movement of construction and transportation equipment, and 
fugitive dust generation from wind. 

• Off-Site transport of soil as sediments via surface water run-off or vehicle tracking from 
exposed soil and graded areas. 

• Import/management/disposal of soil during redevelopment. 

• Discovery of unexpected areas of contamination or underground structures. 

Risk management measures will also be implemented during operations not listed above as 
deemed appropriate by a qualified environmental professional. 

4.2 Contractor Qualifications 

Workers that come into direct contact with contaminated soil and/or groundwater at the Site 
are required to conduct the work in accordance with California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal/OSHA) training and worker protection rules and regulations. Cal/OSHA is 
the state agency responsible for monitoring compliance with worker health and safety laws and 
requirements. Compliance with standard Cal/OSHA regulations is important to prepare workers 
for the types of hazards that may be encountered during such activities. Earthwork activities 
conducted at the Site must comply with applicable laws, including current Cal/OSHA rules and 
regulations, even if not expressly noted in this SMP.  
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Construction contractors shall assume direct responsibility for the health and safety of their 
own employees and shall prepare a Site-specific HASP that meets the provisions and guidelines 
presented in this SMP (Section 5.0). The HASP is specific to workers who may handle or contact 
hazardous wastes, hazardous materials, or contaminated soil or groundwater at the Site as part 
of subsurface work. 

To the extent that construction activities at the Site may constitute “clean-up operations” or 
“hazardous substance removal work” as defined in the Cal/OSHA standards for Hazardous 
Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER), contractors will ensure that all 
workers engaged in such activities have had training and are subject to medical surveillance, in 
accordance with Cal/OSHA standards (HAZWOPER-trained personnel). Soil that is visibly 
stained, discolored, shiny, or oily or has a noticeable solvent-like or hydrocarbon odor should 
be handled only by HAZWOPER-trained personnel until it is determined that such soil does not 
warrant such precautions. 

4.3 Air Quality Requirements to Screen for VOC-Contaminated Soil 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Rule 8-40-205 imposes soil-handling 
protocols on sites where “contaminated” soil is exposed to the atmosphere. In the context of 
Rule 8-40-205 and this SMP, “contaminated” soil is soil with volatiles content greater than (1) 
50 parts per million (ppm) by weight in soil as determined by USEPA Method 8015 and/or 
USEPA Method 8260; or (2) 50 parts per million by volume (ppmv) as methane in air just above 
the soil surface. While the first listed criterion requires sample collection and analysis, the 
second criteria may be evaluated in the field using a photoionization detector (PID).  

To screen potential VOC-contaminated soil during earthwork activities, VOC levels will be 
periodically monitored with a PID if suspected VOC-contaminated soil is identified by the 
contractor during the following activities:  

• demolition and removal of building floor slabs and foundations; 

• removal of unexpected subsurface features such as underground storage tanks (USTs), 
sumps, or clarifiers that may be exposed during general grading; 

• trenching for removal and installation of underground utilities; and 

• removal of VOC-impacted soils, if encountered. 

The following procedures will be used to screen soils. 

• The probe inlet of the PID will be placed at a distance of approximately 3 inches from 
the surface of the excavated soil, and the instrument readout will be observed as the 
probe is slowly moved across the soil surface.  

• If an increased meter reading is observed, the measurement will be continued until the 
maximum meter reading is obtained.  
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• The probe inlet will be left at the maximum-reading location for approximately double 
the instrument response time per the manufacturer’s instrument specifications. 

• Monitoring locations and results will be recorded on field forms or logs, and instrument 
calibration records will be kept on-Site.  

If the VOC concentration measured above the soil surface exceeds 50 ppmv as methane, the 
soil will be characterized as “contaminated” per BAAQMD Rule 8-40-205. VOC-contaminated 
soil will be stockpiled separately from soil that is not contaminated and further managed in 
accordance with Section 4.6.2. 

If visibly contaminated soils are not observed and PID readings are below 50 ppmv expressed as 
methane, then monitoring will be relaxed (e.g., once or twice per day). If a new excavation 
location is started or if visible signs of contamination are identified, the screening interval will 
return to hourly.  

Excavated soils will be further managed in accordance with Section 4.6. 

4.4 Dust and VOC Control Program 

To reduce the risks associated with fugitive dust and VOCs during construction, a Site-specific 
Dust and Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Control Plan (DCP) has been developed, which is 
presented in Appendix C. 

4.5 Control of Off-Site Runoff 

To reduce risks associated with storm water runoff during construction, a Site-specific Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required regardless of whether COPCs are present 
in the soil. A primary goal of a SWPPP is to reduce or eliminate off-Site discharge of sediments 
during construction activities through implementation of best management practices (BMPs). 
Components of the SWPPP are provided below. 

• Descriptions of BMPs and how they will be implemented. Examples of BMPs that may be 
incorporated into a SWPPP may include the following. 

◦ Minimizing dust during demolition, grading, and construction by spraying exposed 
soil with water on a regular basis (see Appendix C). 

◦ Minimizing wind and water erosion on soil stockpiles by spraying with water during 
dry weather and covering with plastic sheeting or other similar material during the 
rainy season (October through April). 

◦ Minimizing the area and length of time during which the Site is cleared and graded. 

◦ Preventing the release of construction pollutants such as cement, mortar, paints, 
solvents, fuel and lubricating oils, pesticides, and herbicides by storing such 
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materials in a bermed or otherwise secured area that minimizes contact with storm 
water. 

◦ Installing filter fences or fiber rolls around the perimeter of the construction area to 
prevent off-Site sediment discharge. 

◦ Installing and maintaining sediment and oil and grease traps in local storm water 
intakes during the construction period, or otherwise properly controlling oil and 
grease discharges. 

◦ Cleaning wheels and covering loads of trucks carrying excavated soil before they 
depart the construction area. 

◦ Implementing a hazardous material spill prevention, control, and cleanup program 
during redevelopment activities. This program would include measures such as 
constructing swales and barriers that would direct potential spills toward 
containment basins so the impact to Site storm water will be minimized. 

• Routine Site inspections to assess the effectiveness of the BMPs and identify repair 
needs. 

• Qualifications of inspectors (training in the field of erosion and sediment control 
practices and familiarity with storm water pollution control rules and regulations). 

• Collecting samples of runoff. 

• Provisions to revise the BMPs. 

4.6 Soil Management Protocols 

It is anticipated that the redevelopment project will generate approximately 4,000 cubic yards 
(CY) of surplus soils during installation of building foundation elements and Site preparation 
including elevators and potential car stacker pits. These soils will require off-Site removal to one 
or more appropriate disposal or reuse facilities in accordance with applicable California and 
Federal waste regulations. It is recommended that that the contractor responsible for 
excavation and removal of the surplus soils work with a qualified environmental professional in 
discussions with potential receiving facilities regarding their acceptance criteria. Tier 1 ESLs are 
overly conservative and may not be appropriate for the potential designated receiving facility. 
Depending on a receiving site’s use and location, a qualified environmental professional can 
assist in the development of more appropriate Tier 2 ESLs that can be used to garner soil 
acceptance at one or more potential receiving facilities. 

4.6.1 Field Soil Screening 

Soil screening is recommended during earthwork activities to identify soil that potentially do 
not meet reuse/import fill criteria (Section 3.1) and may require off-Site disposal (Section 4.6.3). 
Soil screening should be performed unless the qualified environmental professional determines 
that the active earthwork area and subsurface conditions do not warrant such measures. If 
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visibly stained soil, elevated PID readings, or chemical odors are observed, the potentially 
contaminated soil will be segregated, stockpiled, and managed as described in Section 4.6.2. 

4.6.2 Management of Soil Stockpiles 

It is anticipated that excavated soil will be directly loaded onto haul trucks for off-Site removal; 
excavated soil may need to be stockpiled on-Site temporarily, however, prior to off-Site 
transport for reuse or disposal. Concerns associated with stockpiling soil include dust 
generation, odors, erosion, direct contact, unauthorized access, and potential for storm water 
run-off. If materials are determined to be impacted, as defined in Section 4.6.1, Section 4.8, and 
Section 4.9, impacted materials will be temporarily stockpiled on existing concrete slabs or on 
plastic liners, and covered with anchored plastic sheeting until they can be evaluated for reuse 
and/or disposal. Soil stockpiles will be inspected regularly to confirm the effectiveness of 
implemented control measures.  

4.6.3 Soil Disposal Off-Site 

In the event that impacted soils are encountered and are determined to be unsuitable for on-
Site or off-Site reuse, the soils will require off-Site removal to one or more appropriate disposal 
facilities in accordance with applicable California and Federal waste regulations. Existing 
analytical soil data will be evaluated to assess the need for additional characterization. Prior to 
off-Site disposal, the waste disposal facility(ies) will be contacted and the soil will be 
characterized according to their requirements. Depending on the disposal facility and the 
existing analytical data, soil samples may require one or more of the following analyses: 

• VOCs by USEPA Method 8260B; 

• TPH-g by USEPA Method 8015M or 8260B; 

• TPH-d and TPH-mo by USEPA Method 8015M with SGC; 

• SVOCs by USEPA Method 8270C; 

• PCBs by USEPA Method 8082 or 8080A; 

• Title 22 metals by USEPA Method 6010/7471; 

• OCPs by USEPA Method 8081; 

• Asbestos by PLM by USEPA Method 600/R-93-116 or CARB Method 435; and 

• California WET and/or Federal TCLP for individual analytes, as necessary. 

Soil profiled for acceptance will be loaded onto trucks and transported to the appropriate 
facility by licensed waste haulers for proper disposal under manifest. 
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4.7 Groundwater Management Protocols 

It is unlikely that groundwater will be encountered during development. However, in the 
unlikely event that construction dewatering will be necessary, extracted groundwater will be 
appropriately managed by one of the following methods.  

• Dewatering effluent may be temporarily containerized on-Site pending characterization, 
particularly if the volume of extracted groundwater is small. Following characterization, 
containerized groundwater should be disposed off-Site at a licensed facility under a 
nonhazardous bill of lading or hazardous waste manifest, as appropriate, in accordance 
with California and Federal waste regulations.  

• Dewatering effluent may be discharged to the storm sewer system under a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the SFBRWQCB or to the 
sanitary sewer system under a Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit from the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) . On-Site pretreatment of dewatering 
effluent for removal of solids and/or organics may be necessary to meet the discharge 
limits of either permit.  

4.8 Discovery of Unexpected Areas of Contamination 

If, during construction, contaminated soil or free phase liquids or product are encountered in 
undocumented areas, the Owner will be contacted and a qualified environmental professional 
and the applicable regulatory agencies will be notified to assess if additional sampling is 
necessary and/or mitigation is required. Indications of soil contamination may include a strong 
chemical, hydrocarbon-like, or solvent odor; significant discoloration; an oily or shiny 
appearance; and/or elevated PID readings. 

4.9 Discovery of Unexpected Underground Structures 

During excavation and construction, it is possible that unexpected USTs, hoists, sumps, 
maintenance pits, pipelines, or other underground structures may be discovered. Indications of 
USTs may include vent pipes that extend above the ground surface, product distribution piping 
that leads to the UST, fill pipes, backfill material, or the underground structure itself. Other 
buried structures may not have features that extend above the ground surface and could be 
discovered only after contact with construction equipment. 

The following section outlines the measures that govern identification and removal of USTs, 
and appropriate measures for addressing other underground structures identified during 
redevelopment. In the event of such discoveries, work in the area must immediately stop 
until a qualified environmental professional is contacted and has assessed the potential 
concern and has determined the appropriate course of action. 
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4.9.1 Removal of USTs 

If USTs or product lines are encountered during redevelopment, SFDPH and the San Francisco 
Fire Department will be notified. The current regulatory contact information is presented in 
Section 6.0.  

Per Chapter 6.7 of the California Health and Safety Code, which contains specific requirements 
for removing and remediating contamination associated with a leaking UST, removal activities 
will be conducted to prevent potential damage to the UST and/or a release to the subsurface. 
Environmental investigations and responses required following removal of the UST will also be 
conducted in accordance with the specific provisions delineated in Chapter 6.7 and under the 
direction of the applicable regulatory agency. 

4.9.2 Removal of Other Subsurface Structures 

If subsurface structures other than USTs are discovered during construction activities, such as 
underground vaults, hoists, sumps, and associated piping, they will be inspected to assess 
whether chemical residuals or free liquids other than water are present. This assessment will be 
made by a qualified environmental professional relying on visual observations, detection of 
chemical odors, and field PID measurements. 

If there is no indication that chemicals are or were present within the structure, then removal 
of the structure is not necessary for environmental reasons. 

If a sump or vault contains residues (liquids or solids) that appear to be chemical-containing 
based on field observations (visual, odor, or PID readings), the following steps will be 
implemented. 

• Contain and protect liquids to avoid spills to the subsurface. 

• Characterize chemical-containing residues and/or soil and assess the appropriate 
response action. Chemical-containing substances will be sampled for profiling purposes, 
followed by proper removal and disposal under the direction of the qualified 
environmental professional (as previously defined). The appropriate regulatory agency 
will be notified and engaged prior to the selection of an appropriate response. 

• Inspect the structure for cracks and holes once the residues and/or chemical-containing 
soil are removed. 

• If, based on the opinion of the qualified environmental professional, it is assessed that 
the structure is intact, that subsurface releases of the chemicals to the underlying soil 
likely did not occur, and no free-phase liquids or chemical residues remain inside, 
removal of the structure is not required for environmental reasons. 
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• If physical inspection of the structure suggests that chemicals may have been released 
to the underlying soil, then conduct additional environmental investigations of the 
underlying soil to assess whether a release sufficient to warrant removal has occurred.  

◦ If, based on the opinion of the qualified environmental professional, it is assessed 
that such a release has not occurred, then removal of the structure is not required 
for environmental reasons; or, 

◦ Remove the structure under the guidance of the qualified environmental 
professional. 

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY GUIDELINES 

Workers involved in subsurface activities during redevelopment will operate in compliance with 
a Site-specific HASP. Applicable contractors shall assume direct responsibility for the health and 
safety of their own employees and will prepare their own HASP that meets the provisions and 
guidelines presented in this SMP. The contractors are directly responsible for the preparation of 
their HASP prior to starting work. Workers who will potentially contact soil at the Site will be 
provided a copy of the HASP by the contractor and briefed as to its contents. 

While this SMP establishes the minimum requirements for a HASP, the HASP is a stand-alone 
document developed by the contractor prior to the initiation of construction activities that 
would disrupt soil or groundwater potentially impacted with COPCs. Changes in worker health 
and safety rules and regulations may result in additional requirements. 

5.1 Objectives of the Site Health and Safety Plan 

The HASP will identify, evaluate, and control Site health and safety hazards related to soil and 
groundwater at the Site, and inform contractors, subcontractors, and other field personnel of 
chemicals known to be present at the Site. This information will enable contractors to make 
prudent health and safety decisions related to handling impacted soil and groundwater at the 
Site to protect the health of the workers and the surrounding community throughout the 
redevelopment. 

5.2 Components of the Site Health and Safety Plan 

The minimum requirements for the HASP that will be prepared prior to construction activities 
are presented in this section. 

5.2.1 General Information 

This section of the HASP will contain general information about the Site, including its location, 
objectives of the redevelopment work, and the name of the individual(s) who prepared the 
HASP. This section will also contain a brief summary of possible hazards associated with 
subsurface conditions at the Site. 
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5.2.2 Key Personnel/Health and Safety Responsibilities 

This section of the HASP will identify the key personnel by name, and will include identification 
of the Project Manager, Site Supervisor, Site Safety Officer, and subcontractors that will be 
working at the Site. In addition, the health and safety responsibilities of individuals will be 
described. 

5.2.3 Facility/Site Background 

Background information should include a description of past operations, the types of 
contaminants that may be encountered, and a brief description of the types of construction 
activities that will be conducted at the Site. The description of construction activities will focus 
on those activities that will result in the movement of soil, and/or the potential for workers to 
have direct contact with the soil and groundwater beneath the Site. This section will provide a 
general map of the Site, highlighting those areas where earthwork activities are likely to occur. 

5.2.4 Job Hazard Analysis and Hazard Mitigation 

A description of the hazards associated with specific construction activities that give rise to 
contact or potential contact with soil and groundwater is presented in this section of the HASP. 
As part of the job hazard analysis, the HASP will identify the constituents likely to be 
encountered during construction activities and will present a table indicating the symptoms of 
exposure and relevant regulatory exposure limits for each compound (i.e., the OSHA 
Permissible Exposure Limit [PEL]). The procedures to mitigate hazards identified in the job 
hazard analysis are also presented in this section of the HASP. The principal measure that will 
mitigate hazards associated with chemicals present in soil will be the use of appropriate 
personal protective equipment (PPE) (see Section 5.2.6). 

5.2.5 Monitoring Procedures 

Air and dust monitoring procedures (if proposed) will be detailed in the HASP. Currently, air 
and dust monitoring are not anticipated to be conducted. 

5.2.6 Personal Protective Equipment 

The HASP will identify appropriate required PPE that will adequately protect workers from 
hazards related to contact with impacted soils that may be encountered at the Site. Due to the 
depth of groundwater at the Site, contact with this medium is not expected. PPE will be 
selected based on the known contaminants present at the Site, and the known route(s) of entry 
into the human body. (See Section 2.5.) The primary exposure routes are the direct contact 
routes consisting of dermal contact, incidental ingestion, and inhalation of particulate matter 
and volatiles. Based on the known conditions, the minimum level of PPE for intrusive workers 
that may come into direct contact with soil will be modified Level D. For the Site, modified Level 
D protection will include a long-sleeved shirt, long pants, gloves, hard hat, and steel-toed boots. 
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If areas of unexpected contamination are identified during construction activities or if proposed 
air monitoring indicates that concentrations present in the breathing zone exceed the OSHA 
PELs, workers may be required to upgrade their PPE to Level C. Upgrading to Level C PPE entails 
donning a half-face or full-face air purifying respirator with the appropriate cartridge and 
wearing a Tyvek suit until it can be demonstrated through personal air monitoring that there 
are no exposure issues for Site workers. 

5.2.7 Work Zones and Site Security Measures 

Specific work zones of the Site and security measures such as the placement of barricades, 
fencing, access control, and access logs are described in this section. The work zone will be 
defined as the area of the Site where activities involving impacted soil are conducted. The 
support zone will be located outside of the work zone, but within Site boundaries. End-of-the- 
day cleanup operations, such as cleaning truck wheels (for exiting vehicles that could be 
tracking soil off-Site) and removal of PPE, will occur in the support zone. If possible, the support 
zone will be proximal to the entry and exit point of the Site. If necessary, to control pedestrian 
and vehicular entry, the work zones may be fenced. 

5.2.8 Decontamination Measures 

This section of the HASP will describe specific procedures that will be used to decontaminate 
both equipment and personnel. Decontamination measures will include cleaning the wheels of 
vehicles in the support zone prior to their exiting the Site, if applicable. Placement of shaker 
plates or gravel at the entrance to the Site should also be considered and implemented. 

5.2.9 General Safe Work Practices 

This section of the HASP will discuss the general safe work practices to be followed, including 
entry restrictions, tailgate safety meetings, use of PPE, personal hygiene, hand washing 
facilities, eating and smoking restrictions, use of warning signs and barricades, and special Site-
specific precautions. As part of the general safe work practices, the HASP will also require the 
Site Safety Officer to conduct periodic briefings with construction personnel (likely part of the 
tailgate meetings) on the reporting requirements to be followed if an underground structure is 
identified. 

5.2.10 Contingency Plans/Emergency Information 

This section of the HASP will provide information regarding procedures to be followed in the 
event of an emergency. The location of specific emergency equipment such as eyewash, first 
aid kit and a fire extinguisher, and emergency telephone numbers and contacts will be 
identified. A map indicating the route to the nearest hospital will also be provided in this 
section.  
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6.0 NOTIFICATIONS 

If an environmental condition is encountered during Site construction activities that requires 
notification, the pertinent contacts are as follows: 

• Mr. Jackson Rabinowitsh, TNDC, 707.494.8230, jrabinowitsh@tndc.com 

• Mr. Greg Noblet, Path Forward Partners, Inc., 628.219.6622, greg@pathfw.net 

• Mr. Mamdouh Awwad, SFDPH, 415.252.3927, mamdouh.awwad@sfdph.org 

• Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 800.792.0787, http://www.baaqmd.gov/ 

• City of San Francisco Fire Department, 628.652.3260, https://www.sf-fire.org  

• Mr. Marcos De la Cruz, SFBRWQCB Stormwater Division, 510.622.2365, 
marcos.delacruz@waterboards.ca.gov 

TNDC is responsible for providing notification to the pertinent regulatory agencies if notable 
environmental conditions are encountered during redevelopment. 
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  Printed on Recycled Paper 

June 8, 2021 

Mr. Jackson Rabinowitsh 
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation 
49 Powell Street, 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 
jrabinowitsh@tndc.org 

Dear Mr. Rabinowtish, 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has completed the review of the 
Site Assessment Plan and Report of Findings, 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing 
Project, San Francisco, California (Report) dated February 2, 2021 for the proposed 
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation developed located at 2500 – 2550 
Irving Street, San Francisco, California. The Report was prepared in accordance with 
California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 25395.94, as part of the California 
Land Use & Revitalization Act (CLRRA) Agreement. Specifically, the Report evaluates 
whether a release or threat of a release of hazardous materials occurred at the Site. 
The Report concludes that the presence of volatile organic compounds within onsite soil 
vapor poses an unacceptable risk to the proposed residential redevelopment. The 
Report determined that a Response Plan, discussing response actions and mitigation 
measures, will be prepared, and submitted to DTSC for review and approval prior to 
redevelopment activities. DTSC has no comments and hereby approves the Report. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 723-0792 or by email at 
Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Arthur Machado 
Engineering Geologist 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

mailto:Eddie@thepolicecu.org
mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov


Mr. Rabinowitsh 
June 8, 2021 
Page 2 

 

 

 
cc: David A. Grunat, P.G., C.H.G. 
 Path Forward Partners, Inc. 

(via email: David@Pathfw.net)  
 

Gregory S. Noblet, P.E. 
 Path Forward Partners, Inc. 

(via email: Greg@Pathfw.net)  
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PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION 

This Site Assessment Plan and Report of Findings for the 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing 
Project located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, California has been prepared by a 
California Professional Geologist and/or California Professional Engineer. This document is 
based on information available to Path Forward Partners, Inc. and current laws, policies, and 
regulations as of the date of this document. The opinions expressed in this document are based 
upon the information available to Path Forward Partners, Inc. and are given in response to a 
limited assignment and should be considered and implemented only in light of that assignment. 
The services provided by Path Forward Partners, Inc. in completing this project were consistent 
with normal standards of the profession. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.  

  
David A. Grunat, P.G., C.H.G. 
Principal Geologist 

  
Gregory S. Noblet, P.E. 
Principal Engineer  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Site Assessment Plan and Report of Findings (Report) has been prepared by Path Forward 
Partners, Inc. (Path Forward) on behalf of the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development 
Corporation (TNDC) for the proposed 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Project located at 
2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, California (the Site). The Site location is shown in Figure 1.  

TNDC entered into a California Land Use & Revitalization Act (CLRRA) agreement (HSA-FY20/21-
082) with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to address on-Site impacts 
associated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) detected in on-Site soil gas. Pursuant to 
California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 25395.94, as part of the CLRRA process, a site 
assessment plan is required to evaluate:  

• Whether a release of hazardous materials has occurred at the site, a threat of a release 
of hazardous materials exists at the site, or there is a threat of a release of hazardous 
materials from the site; and  

• If a release or threatened release of hazardous materials exists at the site or there is a 
release or a threatened release from the site, whether the release or threatened release 
poses an unreasonable risk to public health and safety or the environment. 

In accordance with HSC Section 25395.94, the site assessment plan must include:  

• Adequate characterization of the hazardous materials released or threatened to be 
released at, or from, the site and documentation of the findings;  

• Reasonably available information about the site, including, where appropriate, a risk 
assessment that evaluates the risk posed by any hazardous materials released or 
threatened to be released at, or from, the site, and information regarding reasonably 
anticipated foreseeable uses of the site based on current and projected land use and 
zoning designations; and  

• If the release has impacted groundwater, reasonable characterization of underlying 
groundwater, including present and anticipated beneficial uses of that water. 

Per HSC Section 25395.95, after implementation of the site assessment plan, a report of 
findings made pursuant to the plan is required. Based upon a review of the report of findings, 
DTSC will determine whether a response action is necessary to address any unreasonable risk 
from hazardous materials at the site.  

This Report presents a site assessment plan and report of findings with respect to on-Site 
impacts associated with VOCs detected in on-Site soil gas, in accordance with HSC Sections 
25395.94 and 25395.95. This Report does not include investigation results and/or findings 
associated with off-Site impacts to soil gas and/or groundwater; the current Site owner, The 
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Police Credit Union (TPCU), has entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement with the DTSC to 
investigate and address those issues.  

2.0 SITE ASSESSMENT PLAN 

The site assessment plan presented below includes a site description, discussion of previous 
environmental investigations, summary of site redevelopment plans, and evaluation of human 
health risks in the context of unmitigated site redevelopment.  

2.1 Site Description 

2.1.1 Site Land Use 

The Site occupies approximately 19,125 square feet located at 2520 and 2550 Irving Street in 
San Francisco, California. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) assigned to the Site is 1724-038, 
which includes the addresses 2520 and 2550 Irving Street. According to the San Francisco 
Property Information Map (PIM), the Site is zoned under the Irving Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District. The Site is currently improved with a 18,561-square foot two-story 
commercial building, constructed in 1966, that is currently used as a bank (TPCU). 

2.1.2 Site Owner 

The 2520 and 2550 Irving Street property is currently owned by TPCU; however, prior to 
redevelopment, TNDC intends to acquire the property.  

2.3 Historic Uses 

According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA; Path Forward 2020), the 
Site was vacant land as early as 1895 and remained vacant until at least 1915. By 1928, two 
structures had been developed in the central portion of the Site. The 1928 Sanborn map depicts 
these as a drugstore and a cleaning business. By 1940, a gas station had been added to the 
southeast corner of the Site, and by 1946, a second gas station had been added to the western 
end of the Site. By 1950, the central buildings on the Site were occupied by an undertaker, and 
in 1966, this business redeveloped the entire property with the current building and open areas 
for use as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The funeral business continued in the building until 
1985, when the building was modified for its current use. The Site has been utilized as a bank 
since 1987. 

2.1.4 Adjacent Properties 

The Phase I ESA (Path Forward 2020) identified adjoining property and surrounding area uses as 
primarily commercial and residential including the following: 

• North: Single family residences (1281 26th Avenue and 1280 27th Avenue). 
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• South: Irving Street, followed by from east to west: Sterling Bank and Trust (2501 Irving 
Street), vacant retail space (2511 Irving Street), surface parking lot used by employees of 
the bank on the subject property, apparent office building (2533, 2535 and 2537 Irving 
Street), residential building (2539 and 2541 Irving Street), residential building with 
street level retail space (the Artisans custom framing, 2549 Irving Street), and Nomad 
Cyclery bike shop (2555 Irving Street). 

• East: 26th Avenue followed by a surface parking lot. 

• West: One residential building between the north portion of the bank property and 27th 
Avenue (1284 27th Avenue), and 27th Avenue followed by residences. 

2.1.5 Site Geology and Hydrogeology 

According to information presented by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) on the 1996 
7.5-Minute Series San Francisco North, California Quadrangle Topographic Map, the ground 
surface elevations at the Site is approximately 202 feet above mean sea level (amsl) with a 
slight downward slope to the west. The Site is located in an urban commercial setting within 
the Coast Ranges physiographic province of California. The nearest surface water body to the 
subject property is the Mallard Lake, approximately 961 feet to the north within Golden Gate 
Park. In addition, the Pacific Ocean is 1.5 mile to the west. 

A subsurface investigation report (AllWest 2019f) describes lithology encountered in 
environmental borings as coarse-grained, poorly to well graded sand to a depth of 90 feet 
below ground surface (bgs), which corresponds to the maximum depth explored. Groundwater 
was measured on the subject property at a static depth of approximately 78 feet bgs (AllWest 
2019f). Flow direction has not been established but is presumed to be to the northwest.  

Groundwater in the Site vicinity is a drinking water resource – the Site is located within the 
North Westside Groundwater Basin, which per the Basin Plan has a designated beneficial use of 
Municipal and Domestic Supply (SFBRWQCB 2017).  

2.2 Previous Site Characterizations 

The following subsections present a summary of historical assessment and characterization 
activities performed at the Site. Historical sampling results from the Site characterization 
activities described below are provided in Appendix A.  

2.2.1 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (AllWest) 

In February 2019, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted by AllWest 
Environmental, Inc. (AllWest) on behalf of TPCU (AllWest 2019a). The AllWest Phase I ESA 
included the Site and 2525 Irving Street, a parcel across Irving Street to the south also owned by 
TPCU. The AllWest Phase I ESA identified historical uses of potential concern including two on-
Site gas stations at 2500 and 2550 Irving Street, an on-Site clothes cleaner at 2520 Irving Street, 
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and an off-Site dry cleaners (Albrite Cleaners) at 2511 Irving Street (adjacent to the 2525 Irving 
Street parcel). The AllWest Phase I ESA recommended an underground storage tank (UST) 
survey to locate potential abandoned-in-place USTs and recommended a subsurface site 
investigation of soil, soil gas, and groundwater conditions to evaluate if a release had occurred 
from the on-Site or off-Site cleaners.  

2.2.2 Subsurface Investigations 

A series of subsurface site investigations have been performed in 2019 and 2020, including 
several investigations conducted by AllWest on behalf of TPCU and one investigation conducted 
by Path Forward on behalf of TNDC.  

May 2019 

In May 2019, AllWest produced a Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report to address concerns 
that were discovered in their earlier Phase I ESA. Based on the findings of the Phase I ESA, 
AllWest performed an investigation which involved collecting soil and sub-slab soil gas samples 
(AllWest 2019b).  

Borings were advanced at five locations for collection of soil samples (B-1 through B-5). A total 
of five soil samples, collected from 4.5-5.0 feet below ground surface (bgs), were submitted for 
chemical analysis. Soil samples were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in the 
diesel range (TPH-d) and motor oil range (TPH-mo), TPH in the gasoline range (TPH-g), VOCs, 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and LUFT-5 metals. Soil sampling results were below 
current DTSC HERO Note 3 risk-based screening levels (RBSLs) for residential soil (DTSC 2020) 
and/or ambient/background levels (Bradford et al. 1996, Duvergé 2011).  

Sub-slab soil gas samples were collected at two locations beneath the existing building (VP-1 
and VP-2). Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was detected in sub-slab soil gas samples at concentrations 
of 480 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³) and 530 µg/m³, which exceed the 
commercial/industrial soil gas RBSL of 67 µg/m³ (DTSC 2020). Based on these findings, AllWest 
recommended additional investigation to determine the source and extent of the PCE 
contamination found on-Site. 

July 2019 

In July 2019, AllWest advanced three additional borings to collect soil samples (B-8 through 
B-10) and collected sub-slab soil gas samples at four locations beneath the existing building 
(VP-1A, VP-2A, VP-3, and VP-4) (AllWest 2019c).  

Six soil samples were analyzed for PCE and its breakdown products, consisting of 
trichloroethene (TCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trans-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethene, 
and vinyl chloride. All analytes were not detected in soil above laboratory reporting limits.  
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PCE was detected in all four sub-slab soil gas samples at concentrations ranging from 270 µg/m³ 
to 1,100 µg/m³. Based on these results, AllWest recommended collecting groundwater samples 
from the Site and the 2525 Irving Street parcel to delineate the extent and origin of PCE.  

Also in July 2019, AllWest conducted an investigation at the 2525 Irving Street parcel to assess 
potential off-Site PCE impacts (AllWest 2019d). Two borings were advanced to collect soil 
samples (B-6 and B-7) and two borings were advanced to collect soil gas samples (SVP-1 and 
SVP-2). Soil sampling results were generally low, and VOCs were not detected. PCE was 
detected in the soil gas samples at concentrations of 1,800 µg/m³ and 1,300 µg/m³. AllWest 
concluded these results were similar to results from the Site and recommended additional 
investigation to delineate the PCE in soil gas. 

September 2019 

In September 2019, AllWest advanced two borings (B-11 and B-12) to a maximum depth of 90 
feet bgs to investigate soil and groundwater conditions near the former Albrite Cleaners 
(AllWest 2019f). Soil and groundwater were analyzed for PCE and its breakdown products. PCE 
and its breakdown products were not detected in any soil samples. PCE was detected at a 
concentration of 0.71 micrograms per liter (µg/L) in one groundwater sample. AllWest 
concluded that it was likely there had been a release from the Albrite Cleaners but could not 
rule out additional contributors to the PCE in soil gas. 

December 2019 

In December 2019, Path Forward conducted a soil gas and groundwater investigation at the 
Site.  

Four temporary nested soil gas probes (B-13-5/15, B-14-5/15, B-15-8/18 and B-17-7/17) and 
one single-depth soil gas probe (B-17-7) were installed at depths of 4 to 8 feet bgs and 15 to 18 
feet bgs. Depths were selected based on Site topography relative to the adjacent residential 
properties as the Site is built-up along the northern property boundary. PCE was detected in all 
soil gas samples at concentrations ranging from 48 µg/m³ to 900 μg/m³.  

Groundwater was sampled at locations B-19 and B-20 where it was encountered at 77.4 and 
79.2 feet bgs, respectively. PCE was detected at 0.67 µg/L at location B-20 and not detected 
above laboratory reporting limits at location B-19.  

May-June 2020 

In May and June 2020, AllWest advanced a total of 20 borings for the installation of temporary 
and permanent soil gas probes throughout the Site and surrounding streets (AllWest 2020c). 48 
soil samples from these borings were analyzed for PCE and its breakdown products. PCE was 
the only constituent detected in a single sample (SVP-12-4.5) at a concentration of 0.052 
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) at a depth of 4.5 to 5.0 feet bgs. PCE was detected in soil gas in 
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all areas sampled at concentrations ranging from 120 µg/m³ to 2,500 µg/m³. Given the 
distribution of results, AllWest concluded that PCE contamination was contributed from the 
former Albrite Cleaners (2511 Irving Street) and that the plume likely extends off-Site to north 
of the TPCU building. 

2.2.3 Indoor Air Investigations 

AllWest has conducted indoor air quality monitoring events at the existing TPCU building on a 
semi-annual basis since August of 2019. Based on reports available to Path Forward, sampling 
events have occurred in August 2019 (AllWest 2019e), December 2019 (AllWest 2020a), and 
February 2020 (AllWest 2020b). Sampling events consisted of collecting four indoor air samples 
and one outdoor air sample over a 24-hour period. Samples were analyzed for PCE and its 
breakdown products. During the August 2019, December 2019, and February 2020 sampling 
events, results were similar with maximum detected concentrations of PCE in indoor air of 
3.85 µg/m³, 4.3 µg/m³, and 3.3 µg/m³ respectively.  

2.2.4 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Path Forward) 

In September 2020, a Phase I ESA of the Site was prepared by Path Forward on behalf of TNDC 
(Path Forward 2020), The Path Forward Phase I ESA identified following recognized 
environmental conditions (RECs): 

• Soil gas on the subject property is impacted by tetrachloroethene (PCE), which has 
resulted in a vapor intrusion condition in the building. Investigation is ongoing and TPCU 
has entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement under oversight of the DTSC to 
investigate and mitigate effects of the condition. Data obtained during multiple 
investigation in 2019 and 2020 have not ruled out the subject Site as a source for the 
impacts; however, they have identified a former dry cleaner off-Site to the south as a 
potential contributing source. Based on the ongoing investigation under regulatory 
oversight, no additional investigation is warranted at this time. However, due to the 
known impacts at concentrations exceeding reference criteria, this condition is a REC. 

• Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (the Maher Ordinance) requires San 
Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), “oversight for characterization and 
mitigation of hazardous substances in soil and groundwater in designated areas zoned 
for industrial uses, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks, sites with 
historic bay fill, sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks.” The 
subject property has been identified as subject to the Maher Ordinance, based on 
review of the current Maher Map maintained by the City and County of San Francisco. 
According to DataSF (a city and county government data access point), the subject 
property was identified as a Maher property in 2013. The rationale may be related to 
historical gas station use, as the Site is not known to be filled land. While the Maher 
listing is considered to be REC, historical investigations and DTSC oversight related to 
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historical Site use would likely satisfy the Maher requirements and further testing and 
mitigation beyond the DTSC requirements is unlikely to be required by the SFDPH. 

2.3 Site Redevelopment Plans 

Upon acquiring the property, TPCU may continue to occupy the building for a short period of 
time; however, TNDC ultimately plans to demolish the existing building and redevelop the Site 
with the 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Project featuring a seven-story mixed 
commercial and residential use building, other hardscape elements, and landscaped areas. The 
building would be constructed at-grade with ground floor parking and/or commercial use with 
residential occupancy above the ground floor. The footprint of the proposed building is 
presented on Figure 2.  

2.4 Health Risk Evaluation 

2.4.1 Data Evaluation  

Soil 

As discussed above, Site soil conditions have been characterized in recent investigations that 
included a total of 66 soil samples collected from 36 borings. The soil samples have been 
analyzed for a variety of analytes; however, PCE was found to be the only compound of 
significance detected during these investigations. PCE was detected in one sample at a low 
concentration of 0.052 mg/kg, which is below the SFBRWQCB Tier 1 ESL (SFBRWQCB 2019a, 
2019b) and below the DTSC-recommended human health RBSL for residential land use (DTSC 
2020). Total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and 
metals were either not detected or were detected at concentrations below their respective 
SFBRWQCB Tier 1 soil ESLs and DTSC-recommended human health RBSLs for residential land 
use. Further, following redevelopment, Site soils will be largely covered with the proposed 
building and hardscape elements, eliminating potential soil exposures except in landscaped 
areas, if present.  

Groundwater 

As discussed above, Site groundwater conditions have been characterized in recent 
investigations that included a total of three on-Site grab-groundwater samples. Depth to 
encountered groundwater ranged from 77 to 90 feet bgs. The groundwater samples were 
analyzed for PCE and PCE breakdown products (one sample) or for a full suite of VOCs including 
PCE and PCE breakdown products (two samples). PCE was detected in two groundwater 
samples, at concentrations of 0.74 µg/L and 0.67 µg/L; and not detected in the other. These 
detected concentrations are below the PCE drinking water criterion of 5 µg/L (SWRCB 2019) 
and below the PCE groundwater-to-indoor air vapor intrusion screening level for commercial 
land use of 2.8 µg/L (DTSC 2020, DTSC and SWRCB 2020). As described in the following 
subsection, the controlling receptor is the ground-level commercial receptor. Other target 
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analytes were either not detected or were detected at concentrations below their respective 
drinking water criteria and vapor intrusion screening levels. These sampling results indicate that 
Site groundwater is not significantly impacted. Detected concentrations of VOCs in 
groundwater do not represent a health risk for future Site occupants.  

Soil Gas 

As discussed above, Site soil gas conditions have been well characterized through a series of 
recent investigations. With few exceptions, PCE is the only chemical that has been detected. 
The PCE breakdown products have not been detected. Chloroform was detected at a low 
concentration in one soil gas sample, which is common in areas serviced by water disinfected 
with chlorine-based disinfectants.  

Detected concentrations of PCE in soil gas are fairly consistent across the Site. The highest 
detected concentration of PCE in shallow or sub-slab soil gas within the footprint of the 
proposed building is 1,500 µg/m³ – this concentration may be considered representative of the 
vapor intrusion concern for the proposed building.  

The proposed building is an at-grade multi-story building with commercial and other non-
residential uses on the ground level and residential uses above. As summarized in Table 1, the 
potential vapor intrusion risk associated with PCE in soil gas may be bounded using the previous 
and current DTSC-recommended attenuation factors of 0.0005 and 0.03 (DTSC 2011a, DTSC and 
SWRCB 2020). For ground-level commercial receptors, the soil gas conditions represent a risk 
level of 0.4 to 20 per million. For second-level residential receptors, assuming the SFBRWQCB-
recommended inter-floor transfer factor of 0.1 (SFBRWQCB 2019c), the soil gas conditions 
represent a risk level of 0.2 to 10 per million.  
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It is noted that the controlling receptor is the ground-level commercial receptor. While the 
second-level residential receptor is exposed for more hours (as reflected in lower indoor air 
RBSLs), this is more than offset by the reduction in PCE concentration that occurs between the 
first and second levels. Thus, soil gas RBSLs for the ground-level commercial receptor are also 
protective of the residential receptors on the floors above.  

The Site soil gas conditions represent a modest vapor intrusion concern for the proposed 
building. Under previous DTSC guidance (i.e., attenuation factor of 0.0005), estimated risks 
would be less than 1 per million (e.g., 0.4 per million for the controlling ground-level 
commercial receptor) and no mitigation would be warranted (DTSC 2011b). For a new 
commercial/residential building that is plumbed and ventilated to building codes, the previous 
DTSC-recommended attenuation factor of 0.0005 is likely more representative than the current 
value of 0.03, and vapor intrusion risks are likely on the lower end of the ranges discussed 
above.  

2.4.2  Conceptual Site Model 

The conceptual site model (CSM) is depicted in Figure 3. The CSM illustrates potentially 
complete and significant exposure pathways to on-Site receptors, after Site redevelopment, in 
the absence of any mitigation. Off-Site soil gas and groundwater impacts are not addressed 
within the scope of this Report or the CSM and will be addressed separately by TPCU.  

Detected concentrations of PCE or other compounds in on-Site soil do not pose a direct contact 
human health risk to future on-Site residents or construction workers during redevelopment. 
Depth to groundwater is on the order of 80 feet bgs and sampling results indicate groundwater 
is not significantly impacted. Soil and groundwater exposure pathways are therefore 
considered incomplete and/or insignificant.  

On-Site soil gas is impacted with PCE which is suspected to have leaked from on-Site and/or off-
Site sanitary sewer pipelines. Location(s) of off-Site sanitary sewer pipeline release(s) and 
location and extent of soil impacts are unknown and are not subject to this Report. The soil gas-
to-indoor air vapor intrusion pathway is considered potentially complete and significant for 
future on-Site building occupants.  

3.0 REPORT OF FINDINGS 

A site assessment plan prepared pursuant to California HSC Section 25395.94 has determined 
that the presence of VOCs in on-Site soil gas poses an unreasonable risk to health and safety in 
the context of future redevelopment of the Site for mixed residential and commercial use. The 
exposure route of potential concern is inhalation of volatile chemicals present in indoor air as a 
result of transport (vapor intrusion) from the subsurface. As future owner of the Site, TNDC will 
submit a Response Plan to DTSC to conduct a response action at the site, to mitigate the 
presence of VOCs in soil gas in coordination with redevelopment of the Site. The Response 
Action Objective (RAO) for the Site will be to minimize or eliminate exposures between future 
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building occupants and VOCs present in Site soil gas. Remedial goals developed and adopted for 
contaminated media at the Site will be responsive to this objective.  
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Attenuation 
Factor

Soil Gas

RBSL

Soil Gas 
Concentration

Soil Gas

Risk

(µg/m³) (µg/m³) (per million)

Ground‐Level Commercial Receptor

0.03 66.7 1,500 20

0.0005 4,000 1,500 0.4

Second‐Level Residential Receptor

0.003 153 1,500 10

0.00005 9,200 1,500 0.2

Notes:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Table 1. Tetrachlorothene Vapor Intrusion Risk

0.46

0.46

2.0

2.0

Indoor Air

RBSL

(µg/m³)

Attenuation factors are current and previous DTSC‐recommended values for future commercial buildings (DTSC 2011, 
DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

Soil gas risk equals soil gas concentration divided by soil gas RBSL; is rounded to one significant figure. 

Soil gas concentration is highest detected concentration of PCE in shallow soil gas within the footprint of proposed 
building (AllWest 2020c).

Soil gas RBSL equals indoor air RBSL divided by attenuation factor.

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) indoor air risk‐based screening levels (RBSLs) are DTSC‐recommended values, represent 1 
per million risk level (DTSC 2020).

Second‐level attenuation factors incorporate SFBRWQCB‐recommended inter‐floor transfer factor of 0.1 (SFBRWQCB 
2019).

Project No.: 115‐102‐106 11/13/2020 7:31 AM
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Summary of Historical Data  
 





(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

B-1 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) 13 210
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
ND (varies)

ND 

(<0.25)
44 9.0 24 28

B-2 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) 3.6 70
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
ND (varies)

ND 

(<0.25)
57 4.6 26 24

B-3 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) 1.1 19
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
ND (varies)

ND 

(<0.25)
49 39 26 68

B-4 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
ND (varies)

ND 

(<0.25)
57 10 30 45

B-5 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
ND (varies)

ND 

(<0.25)
45 2.5 24 21

B-6 (1-1.5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-6 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-6 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-7 (1-1.5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) 5.0 58
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-7 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-7 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0)
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-8 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-8 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

Cadmium

TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2511, 2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Chromium ZincNickle
TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d 

(C10-C23)

TPH-mo 

(C18-C36)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Lead

Tetrachloro

ethane

(PCE)

Other 

VOCs

PAHs & 

PNAs
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Cadmium

TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2511, 2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Chromium ZincNickle
TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d 

(C10-C23)

TPH-mo 

(C18-C36)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Lead

Tetrachloro

ethane

(PCE)

Other 

VOCs

PAHs & 

PNAs

B-9 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-9 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-10 (4.5-5) 7/18/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-10 (9.5-10) 7/18/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-12 (4.5-5) 9/27/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-12 (9.5-10) 9/27/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-12 (14.5-15) 9/27/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-12 (19.5-20) 9/27/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

B-12 (24.5-25) 9/27/2019 NA NA NA
ND 

(<0.0050)

ND 

(varies)
NA NA NA NA NA NA

100 

(Res-ON)

260 

(Res-DE)

100 

(Res-ON)
0.080 (SL)

Varies or 

NE

Varies or 

NE

1.9 

(TH)

160 

(TH)

32 

(TH)

86 

(CW-DE)

340 

(TH)

500 

(Com-ON)

1,000 

(Com-ON)

500 

(Com-ON)
2.7 (DE)

Varies or 

NE

Varies or 

NE

1,100 

(Com-DE)

1,800,000 

(Com-DE)

320 

(Com-DE)

11,000

(Com-DE)

350,000 

(Com-DE)

500 

(CW-ON)

1,000 

(CW-ON)

500 

(CW-ON)
33 (DE)

Varies or 

NE

Varies or 

NE

51 

(CW-DE)

530,000 

(CW-DE)

180 

(CW-DE)

86 

(CW-DE)

110,000 

(CW-DE)

NE NE NE NE
Varies or 

NE

Varies or 

NE
100 2,500 1,000 2,000 5,000

NE NE NE NE
Varies or 

NE

Varies or 

NE
1.0

5.0 (Cr III 

& total)
5.0 20 250

NE NE NE 0.70
Varies or 

NE

Varies or 

NE
1.0 5.0 5.0 NE NE

SFRWQCB Tier 1 ESLs 

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Construction Worker ESLs 

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Commercial/Industrial ESLs 

Title 22 TCLP (mg/L)

Title 22 STLC (mg/L)

Title 22 TTLC (mg/kg)
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Cadmium

TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2511, 2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Chromium ZincNickle
TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d 

(C10-C23)

TPH-mo 

(C18-C36)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Lead

Tetrachloro

ethane

(PCE)

Other 

VOCs

PAHs & 

PNAs

Notes: All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California.

All results are reported in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)

bgs = below ground surface

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds, analytical method SW8260B

TPH-g - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Gasoline, analytical method SW8260B

TPH-d - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Diesel, analytical method SW8015 without Silica Gel cleanup

TPH-mo - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Motor Oil, analytical method SW8015 without Silica Gel cleanup

ND - Not Detected above laboratory reporting limit (listed in paranthesis)

NA - Not Analyzed

NE - Not Established

PAHs = Polyaromatic hydrocarbons 

PNAs = Polynuclear aromatics 

Res-DE = Residential Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels)

Com-DE = Commercial/Industrial Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels)

CW-DE = Construction Worker / Any Site Use Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels)

Res-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels (Table S-5 - Odor Nuisance Levels)

Com-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels (Table S-5 - Odor Nuisance Levels)

CW-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels (Table S-5 - Odor Nuisance Levels)

Concentrations exceeding the applicable ESLs are indicated in bold font

STLC - Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, 

Tables II and III.

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (), User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels 

(ESLs) , Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), January 23, 2019. Based on a generic conceptual site model designated for use at most sites. See User's 

Guide Chapter 2. Input settings are: Land Use = Residential; Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource; MCL Priority over Risk-Based Levels = Yes; Intact 

Building Slab = Yes; Groundwater Depth = Shallow; Soil Type = Sand Scenario; Soil Exposure Depth = Shallow. Tier 2 ESLs from Table S-1 - Direct 

Exposure Human Health Risk Levels , Table S-2 - Terrestrial Habiitat Levels , Table S-3 - Leaching to Groundwater , Table S-4 - Gross Contamination Levels , 

and Table S-5 - Odor Nuisance Levels .

TTLC - Total Threshold Limit Concentration value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, 

Tables II and III.
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Cadmium

TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF HISTORICAL SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2511, 2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Chromium ZincNickle
TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d 

(C10-C23)

TPH-mo 

(C18-C36)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Lead

Tetrachloro

ethane

(PCE)

Other 

VOCs

PAHs & 

PNAs

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, 

Article 3, Tables II and III.
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VP-1 5/21/2019 0.5 TSS 56 ND (<10) 8.6 ND (<4.5) 46 530 ND (<4.3) NA ND (<4.5) ND (<2.9) ND (varies) ND (<9,300) ND (<0.0100)

VP-2 5/21/2019 0.5 TSS 57 9.5 ND (<2.4) ND (<2.3) 27 480 3.6 NA ND (<2.3) ND (<1.3) ND (varies) ND (<9,300) ND (<0.0100)

SVP-1 7/17/2019 5 T NA NA NA ND (<2.0) NA 1,800 NA ND (<2.7) ND (<2.0) ND (<1.3) NA NA ND (<0.025)

SVP-2 7/17/2019 5 T NA NA NA ND (<2.0) NA 1,300 NA ND (<2.7) ND (<2.0) ND (<1.3) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-1A 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<6.3) NA 1,100 NA ND (<8.6) ND (<6.3) ND (<4.1) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-2A 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<6.3) NA 650 NA ND (<8.6) ND (<6.3) ND (<4.1) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-3 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<6.3) NA 270 NA ND (<8.6) ND (<6.3) ND (<4.1) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-4 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<2.0) NA 660 NA ND (<2.7) ND (<2.0) ND (<1.3) NA NA ND (<0.025)

SFRWQCB 

ESL

1,000,000 

(ON)

730,000 

(DE)

18 

(DE)

1,200

VI
NL

67

(DE)

44,000 

(DE)

100 

(DE)

12,000

VI

5.2

VI
Varies or NE

330 

(ON)
NE

Notes:

Laboratory analyses by Eurofins Calscience, Garden Grove, CA

µg/m
3
 = micrograms per cubic meter

TPH-g = total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline, analytical method TO-3M

VOCs = volatile organic compounds, analytical method TO-15 SIM

cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene

trans-1,2-DCE =trans-1,2-
Dichloroethene

PCE = perchloroethylene / tetrachloroethene

TCE = trichloroethene

MEK = Methyl Ethyl Ketone (2-Butanone)

ND = Not detected above the listed reporting limit

NL = Not listed

NE = Not established

Bold Font = Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.

TSS = Temporary Sub-Slab Vapor Pin

DE = Direct Exposure  (Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human Health Risk Levels )

ON = Odor Nuisance (Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels )

Helium

(Leak detect 

gas)

(% v/v)

Probe & 

Sample ID 

Number

Date
Probe 

Type

Acetone              

µg/m
3

Toluene            

µg/m
3

Isopropanol        

µg/m
3

2-Butanone 

(MEK)

µg/m
3

PCE

µg/m
3

Depth 

(feet bgs)

Chloroform 

µg/m
3

Commercial Soil Gas 

TPH-g                         

µg/m
3

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Tier 2 ESLs from Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human 

Health Risk Levels, Commercial/Industrial , and Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels , Interim Final - January 23, 2019.

SPVP = Semi-Permanent Sub-Slab Vapor Pin

NA = Not Analyzed

Other VOCs

µg/m
3

TCE

µg/m
3

cis-1,2-DCE

µg/m
3

trans-1,2-

DCE

µg/m
3

Vinyl 

Chloride

µg/m
3

Table A-2

Soil Vapor Historical Analytical Data Summary

2125, 2500 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 

AllWest Project 202006.23
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(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

SVP-3 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-4 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-5 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-6 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-7 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-7 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-7 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (1-1.5) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (4.5-5) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (9.5-10) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (14.5-15) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-11 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-11 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-11 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-12 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-12 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) 0.052 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-12 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 202006.23
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Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

SVP-12 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-14 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-14 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-14 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-15 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-15 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-15 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-16 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-16 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-16 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-17 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-19 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-20 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-21 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-22 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

0.19 (SL) 0.65 (SL) 0.080 (SL) 0.085 (SL) 0.0015 (SL)

85 (DE) 600 (DE) 2.7 (DE) 6.1 (DE) 0.15 (DE)

Notes: All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California by EPA Method 8260B.
All results are reported in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Commercial/Industrial Direct 

Exposure ESL

SFRWQCB Tier 1 Soil Leaching 

ESL - Groundwater is Drinking 

Water Resource
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Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

bgs = below ground surface
Concentrations exceeding the applicable ESLs are indicated in bold font

ND - Not Detected above laboratory reporting limit (listed in paranthesis)

DE - Direct Exposure (Table S-1 Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels )
SL = Soil Leaching (Table S-3 - Leaching to Groundwater Levels, Drinking Water )

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), User's Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs), January 2019. 

Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential land use and soil disposal acceptance profiling were established using the 
Tier 1 ESL Summary Table based on a generic conceptual site model designed for use at most sites. These ESLs were established with 
the following assumptions:  Land Use = Residential, Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource, MCL Priority over RIsk-based Levels 
= Yes, Discharge to Surface Water = Saltwater & Freshwater,  Vegetation Level = Substantial,  Soil Exposure Depths = Shallow (≤10 ft 
bgs).

Tier 2 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) forcommercial/industrial  land use where groundwater IS a potential drinking water 
resource were established using the site-specific Tier 2 Interactive Tool, Table T2-1: Tier 2 ESL Input and Output. These ESLs were 
established with the following assumptions:  Commercial property use, minimal vegetation level, drinking water resource groundwater 
use, discharge to surface water, and shallow soil depths (≤10 ft bgs) for direct exposure.
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VP-1A 5/30/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.3) ND (<2.3) 1,100 ND (<3.1) ND (<1.5) ND (<0.025)

VP-2A 5/31/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 710 ND (<2.8) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

VP-3 5/30/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 370 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

VP-4 5/30/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 960 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-3 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 2,500 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-4 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 2,200 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-5 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 2,500 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-6 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<6.3) ND (<6.3) 1,000 ND (<8.6) ND (<4.1) ND (<0.025)

SVP-7A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 470 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-7B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 340 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-8A 5/30/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.2) ND (<2.2) 1,300 ND (<3.0) ND (<1.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-8B 5/30/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,700 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-9A 5/30/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.1) ND (<2.1) 1,300 ND (<2.8) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-9B 5/30/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,300 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-10A 5/31/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.1) ND (<2.1) 320 ND (<2.8) ND (<1.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-10B 5/31/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<3.8) ND (<3.8) 280 ND (<5.2) ND (<2.5) ND (<0.025)

SVP-11A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area A- PCU 
Loading Dock ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 630 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-11B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area A- PCU 
Loading Dock ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 650 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-12A 5/31/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<6.1) ND (<6.1) 1,500 ND (<8.3) ND (<3.9) ND (<0.025)

SVP-12B 5/31/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,600 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-13A 5/31/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 290 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-13B 6/13/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU NA NA NA NA NA NA

SVP-14A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 590 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-14B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 540 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-15A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 120 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-15B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 240 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-16A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 140 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-16B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 220 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-17 5/28/2020 15 T
Area C - N. 

side of Irving 
Street

ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 1,700 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-18A 5/30/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.1) ND (<2.1) 1,200 ND (<2.9) ND (<1.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-18B 5/30/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,000 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-19A 5/28/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 570 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-19B 5/28/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<5.0) ND (<5.0) 990 ND (<6.7) ND (<3.2) ND (<0.025)

SVP-20A 5/27/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<7.9) ND (<7.9) 1,300 ND (<11) ND (<5.1) ND (<0.025)

SVP-20B 5/27/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<4.0) ND (<4.0) 910 ND (<5.4) ND (<2.6) ND (<0.025)

SVP-21A 5/28/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 390 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-21B 5/28/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 200 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-22A 5/28/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<6.3) ND (<6.3) 1,300 ND (<8.6) ND (<4.1) ND (<0.025)

SVP-22B 5/28/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 1,800 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)

µg/m
3

Trichloroethene

(TCE)

µg/m
3

Vinyl Chloride

µg/m
3

Helium**  (Leak 

detection gas)

(% v/v)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

Location
Probe & Sample ID 

Number
Date

Sample 

Depth feet 

bgs

Probe 

Type

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Table 2

Summary of Soil Vapor Analytical Data

The Police Credit Union
2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122
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Location
Probe & Sample ID 

Number
Date

Sample 

Depth feet 

bgs

Probe 

Type

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Table 2

Summary of Soil Vapor Analytical Data

The Police Credit Union
2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

SFRWQCB ESL
1,200

VI

12,000

VI

67

VI

100

VI

5.2

VI
NE

SFRWQCB ESL
280

VI

2,800

VI

15

VI

18

VI

0.32

VI
NE

Notes:

Samples analyzed for PCE, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride by EPA Method TO-15, Eurofins/Calscience, Inc., Garden Grove, CA
Helium by analytical method ASTM D1946, Eurofins/Calscience, Inc., Garden Grove, CA

µg/m3 =  Micrograms per cubic meter = 0.001 micrograms per liter
bgs =  below ground surface

% v/v =  percent by volume
ND =  Not detected at or above laboratory reporting limit
NE =  Not Established
VI =  Vapor Intrusion Human Health Risk Screening Level
NS =  Not Sampled; No Recovery
NA =  Not Analyzed due to laboratory error

Bold Font =  Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.
* =  LCS or LCSD is outside acceptance limits. 

** =  Leak detection gas or agent

Locations:
Southern parking lot is located at 2525 Irving Street
Police Credit Union (PCU) building, parking lot and loading dock are located at 2550 Irving Street
The five sample locations along Irving Street were located within the parking lanes

AMBIENT = Helium leak detection gas shroud ambient air sample.

T = Temporary soil vapor probe (single), one time sampling event.
TNC = Temporary soil vapor probe (nested cluster), one time sampling event.
PNC = Permanent soil vapor probe (nested cluster), probe remains in the subsurface and can be sampled again.  Flush-mounted vault box installation.

SPVP = Semi-Permanent Vapor Pin sub-slab soil vapor probe; remains within the floor slab and can be sampled again.  Flush mounted, metal cover but no vault box, easily removed.

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for sub-slab and soil gas vapor intrusion for commercial/industrial and 
residential land use were established using the Tier 2 Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human Health Risk Levels, and Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: 

Odor Nuisance Levels, User's Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) , Interim Final, January 24, 2019.  These ESLs were established for 
commercial/industrial and residential property use.

Residential Soil Gas 

Commercial Soil Gas

Page 2 of 2



Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 1 of 4

Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐19‐GW B‐20‐GW

Boring: B‐19 B‐20

Depth (ft bgs): NA NA

Date Collected: 2020‐02‐23 2020‐02‐23
Units

Screening Levels

Commercial 
Vapor 

Intrusion

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Analyte

Acetone µg/L None 9.8E+07 <10 18

Amyl methyl ether, tert‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Benzene µg/L 1.0 1.9 0.089 J 0.064 J

Bromobenzene µg/L None 2,600 <0.50 <0.50

Bromochloromethane µg/L None 3,000 <0.50 <0.50

Bromodichloromethane µg/L None 3.8 <0.50 <0.50

Bromoform µg/L None 500 <0.50 <0.50

Bromomethane µg/L None 73 <0.50 <0.50

Butanone, 2‐ µg/L None 9.5E+06 13 9.5

Butyl alcohol, tert‐ µg/L None None <5.0 <5.0

Butylbenzene, n‐ µg/L None 1,400 <0.50 <0.50

Butylbenzene, sec‐ µg/L None 2,500 <0.50 <0.50

Butylbenzene, tert‐ µg/L None 3,300 <0.50 <0.50

Carbon disulfide µg/L None 5,300 <0.50 <0.50

Carbon tetrachloride µg/L 0.50 1.8 <0.50 <0.50

Chlorobenzene µg/L 70 1,700 <0.50 <0.50

Chloroethane µg/L None 97,000 <0.50 <0.50

Chloroform µg/L None 3.5 0.091 J <0.50

Chloromethane µg/L None 1,100 <0.50 <0.50

Chlorotoluene, 2‐ µg/L None 2,400 <0.50 <0.50

Chlorotoluene, 4‐ µg/L None 2,000 <0.50 <0.50

Dibromochloromethane µg/L None 18 <0.50 <0.50

Dibromochloropropane, 1,2‐, 3‐ µg/L 0.20 0.33 <0.20 <0.20

Dibromoethane, 1,2‐ µg/L 0.050 0.75 <0.50 <0.50

Dibromomethane µg/L None 540 <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorobenzene, 1,2‐ µg/L 600 11,000 <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorobenzene, 1,3‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4‐ µg/L 5.0 11 <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorodifluoromethane µg/L None 31 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethane, 1,1‐ µg/L 5.0 34 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethane, 1,2‐ µg/L 0.50 9.7 <0.50 <0.50
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Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 2 of 4

Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐19‐GW B‐20‐GW

Boring: B‐19 B‐20

Depth (ft bgs): NA NA

Date Collected: 2020‐02‐23 2020‐02‐23
Units

Screening Levels

Commercial 
Vapor 

Intrusion

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Analyte

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ µg/L 6.0 290 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ µg/L 6.0 210 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ µg/L 10 910 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropane, 1,2‐ µg/L 5.0 29 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropane, 1,3‐ µg/L None 8,800 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropane, 2,2‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropene, 1,1‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, cis‐ µg/L 0.50 None <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, trans‐ µg/L 0.50 None <0.50 <0.50

Diisopropyl ether µg/L None 30,000 <0.50 <0.50

Ethyl tert‐butyl ether µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Ethylbenzene µg/L 300 15 <0.50 <0.50

Hexachlorobutadiene µg/L None 1.3 <0.50 <0.50

Hexachloroethane µg/L None 6.9 <0.50 <0.50

Hexanone, 2‐ µg/L None 34,000 2.7 0.79 J

Isopropylbenzene µg/L None 3,800 <0.50 <0.50

Isopropyltoluene, p‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Methyl tert‐butyl ether µg/L 13 2,000 <0.50 <0.50

Methylene chloride µg/L 0.0E+00 90 <2.0 <2.0

Methylpentanone, 4‐, 2‐ µg/L None 2.3E+06 <0.50 <0.50

Naphthalene µg/L None 20 <1.0 <1.0

Propylbenzene, n‐ µg/L None 10,000 <0.50 <0.50

Styrene µg/L 100 35,000 <2.0 <2.0

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,1,2‐ µg/L None 17 <0.50 <0.50

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2‐ µg/L 1.0 14 <0.50 <0.50

Tetrachloroethene µg/L 5.0 2.8 <0.50 0.67

Toluene µg/L 150 4,800 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,3‐ µg/L None 270 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/L 5.0 29 <0.50 <0.50

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1‐ µg/L 200 6,300 <0.50 <0.50

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2‐ µg/L 5.0 23 <0.50 <0.50
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Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 3 of 4

Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐19‐GW B‐20‐GW

Boring: B‐19 B‐20

Depth (ft bgs): NA NA

Date Collected: 2020‐02‐23 2020‐02‐23
Units

Screening Levels

Commercial 
Vapor 

Intrusion

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Analyte

Trichloroethene µg/L 5.0 7.4 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorofluoromethane µg/L 150 1,300 <0.50 <0.50

Trichloropropane, 1,2,3‐ µg/L 0.0050 0.11 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorotrifluoroethane, 1,1,2‐, 1,2,2‐ µg/L 1,200 1,000 <0.50 <0.50

Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/L None 1,000 <0.50 <0.50

Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5‐ µg/L None 730 <0.50 <0.50

Vinyl chloride µg/L 0.50 0.14 <0.50 <0.50

Xylene, m,p‐ µg/L 1,750 1,500 <0.50 <0.50

Xylene, o‐ µg/L 1,750 2,100 <0.50 <0.50

Xylene, o,m,p‐ µg/L 1,750 1,600 <0.50 <0.50
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Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
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Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Notes:

(1)

(2)

ft bgs –

mg/kg –

°F –

TPH‐g –

TPH‐d –

TPH‐mo –

(3)

J –

(4)

(5) Highlighting key:

–

total petroleum hydrocarbons in the diesel range

total petroleum hydrocarbons in the motor oil range

Data qualifiers:

Result is less than the RL/ML but greater than the MDL. The reported concentration is an estimated 
value.

Less‐than sign (<) indicates analyte was not detected above indicated laboratory reporting limit. En‐dash (–) indicates 
sample was not analyzed for compound. 

Abbreviations:

feet below ground surface

milligrams per kilogram

degrees Fahrenheit

total petroleum hydrocarbons in the gasoline range

Sampling results are compared to Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)‐recommended groundwater vapor 
intrusion screening levels for commercial/industrial land use (DTSC 2020, USEPA 2020, DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

Detected concentration exceeds one or more screening levels.
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Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 1 of 4

Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐13‐5 B‐13‐15 B‐14‐5 B‐14‐15 B‐15‐8 B‐15‐18 B‐16‐4 B‐17‐7 B‐17‐17

Boring: B‐13 B‐13 B‐14 B‐14 B‐15 B‐15 B‐16 B‐17 B‐17

Depth (ft bgs): 5 15 5 15 8 18 4 7 17

Date Collected: 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15

Commercial/Industrial RBSLs

Units Cancer Noncancer
Analyte

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)

Acetone µg/m³ None 4.70E+06 29 39 60 87 31 <28 <27 <27 <25

Benzene µg/m³ 1.40E+04 4.30E+05 <3.9 <4.0 <3.7 <3.8 24 <3.7 5.5 <3.6 <3.4

Benzyl chloride µg/m³ 8.30E+00 1.50E+02 <6.3 <6.4 <6.0 <6.1 <5.6 <6.0 <5.9 <5.9 <5.5

Bromodichloromethane µg/m³ 1.10E+01 1.20E+04 <8.1 <8.3 <7.7 <7.9 <7.2 <7.8 <7.7 <7.6 <7.1

Bromoform µg/m³ 3.70E+02 1.20E+04 <12 <13 <12 <12 <11 <12 <12 <12 <11

Bromomethane µg/m³ None 7.30E+02 <47 <48 <45 <46 <42 <45 <44 <44 <41

Butanone, 2‐ µg/m³ None 7.30E+05 <14 20 <14 21 <13 <14 20 <13 <12

Carbon disulfide µg/m³ None 1.00E+05 <15 <16 <14 <15 <13 <14 <14 <14 <13

Carbon tetrachloride µg/m³ 6.70E+01 6.00E+03 <7.6 <7.8 <7.3 <7.4 <6.8 <7.3 <7.2 <7.2 <6.7

Chlorobenzene µg/m³ None 7.30E+03 <5.6 <5.7 <5.3 <5.4 <5.0 <5.3 <5.3 <5.2 <4.9

Chloroethane µg/m³ None 1.50E+06 <13 <13 <12 <12 <11 <12 <12 <12 <11

Chloroform µg/m³ 1.80E+01 1.40E+04 <5.9 9.2 <5.6 <5.7 5.4 <5.7 <5.6 7.9 <5.2

Chloromethane µg/m³ None 1.30E+04 <25 <26 <24 <24 <22 <24 <24 <24 <22

Chloropropene, 3‐ µg/m³ 6.70E+01 1.50E+02 <15 <16 <14 <15 <14 <14 <14 <14 <13

Cyclohexane µg/m³ None 8.70E+05 <4.2 6.3 <4.0 <4.0 <3.7 <4.0 <3.9 <3.9 <3.7

Dibromochloromethane µg/m³ 1.90E+01 1.20E+04 <10 <11 <9.8 <10 <9.2 <9.9 <9.8 <9.7 <9.1

Dibromoethane, 1,2‐ µg/m³ 6.70E‐01 1.20E+02 <9.3 <9.6 <8.9 <9.0 <8.3 <8.9 <8.8 <8.8 <8.2

Dichlorobenzene, 1,2‐ µg/m³ None 2.90E+04 <7.3 <7.5 <6.9 <7.1 <6.5 <7.0 <6.9 <6.8 <6.4

Dichlorobenzene, 1,3‐ µg/m³ None None <7.3 <7.5 <6.9 <7.1 <6.5 <7.0 <6.9 <6.8 <6.4

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4‐ µg/m³ 3.70E+01 1.20E+05 <7.3 <7.5 <6.9 <7.1 <6.5 <7.0 <6.9 <6.8 <6.4

Dichlorodifluoromethane µg/m³ None 1.50E+04 <6.0 <6.2 <5.7 <5.8 <5.3 <5.7 <5.7 <5.6 <5.3

Dichloroethane, 1,1‐ µg/m³ 2.60E+02 1.20E+05 <4.9 <5.0 <4.7 <4.8 <4.4 <4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3

Dichloroethane, 1,2‐ µg/m³ 1.60E+01 1.00E+03 <4.9 <5.0 <4.7 <4.8 <4.4 <4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ µg/m³ None 1.00E+04 <4.8 <4.9 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.2

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ µg/m³ None 1.20E+03 <4.8 <4.9 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.2

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ µg/m³ None 1.20E+04 <4.8 <4.9 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.2

Dichloropropane, 1,2‐ µg/m³ 1.10E+02 6.00E+02 <5.6 <5.8 <5.3 <5.4 <5.0 <5.4 <5.3 <5.3 <4.9

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, cis‐ µg/m³ None None <5.5 <5.6 <5.2 <5.3 <4.9 <5.3 <5.2 <5.2 <4.8

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, trans‐ µg/m³ None None <5.5 <5.6 <5.2 <5.3 <4.9 <5.3 <5.2 <5.2 <4.8

Dichlorotetrafluoroethane, 1,2‐, 1,1,2,2‐ µg/m³ None None <8.4 <8.7 <8.1 <8.2 <7.6 <8.1 <8.0 <8.0 <7.4
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐13‐5 B‐13‐15 B‐14‐5 B‐14‐15 B‐15‐8 B‐15‐18 B‐16‐4 B‐17‐7 B‐17‐17

Boring: B‐13 B‐13 B‐14 B‐14 B‐15 B‐15 B‐16 B‐17 B‐17

Depth (ft bgs): 5 15 5 15 8 18 4 7 17

Date Collected: 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15

Commercial/Industrial RBSLs

Units Cancer Noncancer
Analyte

Dioxane, 1,4‐ µg/m³ 8.30E+01 4.30E+03 <17 <18 <17 <17 <16 <17 <16 <16 <15

Ethanol µg/m³ None None 26 14 13 19 140 9.6 <8.6 <8.6 <8.0

Ethylbenzene µg/m³ 1.60E+05 1.50E+08 <5.2 <5.4 <5.0 <5.1 38 <5.0 <5.0 <4.9 <4.6

Ethyltoluene, 4‐ µg/m³ None None <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 29 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Heptane, n‐ µg/m³ None 6.00E+04 <5.0 7.3 <4.7 <4.8 8.6 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.4

Hexachlorobutadiene µg/m³ 1.90E+01 6.00E+02 <52 <53 <49 <50 <46 <49 <49 <49 <45

Hexane, n‐ µg/m³ None 1.00E+05 <4.3 13 <4.1 <4.1 <3.8 <4.1 <4.0 <4.0 <3.8

Hexanone, 2‐ µg/m³ None 4.30E+03 <20 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <19 <19 <17

Isopropanol µg/m³ None 2.90E+04 <12 <12 <11 <12 <11 <11 <11 <11 <10

Isopropylbenzene µg/m³ None 6.00E+04 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 <5.3 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Methyl tert‐butyl ether µg/m³ 1.60E+03 4.30E+05 <17 <18 <17 <17 <16 <17 <16 <16 <15

Methylene chloride µg/m³ 4.00E+02 6.00E+04 <42 <43 <40 <41 <38 <40 <40 <40 <37

Methylpentanone, 4‐, 2‐ µg/m³ None 4.30E+05 <5.0 <5.1 <4.7 <4.8 <4.4 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.4

Naphthalene µg/m³ 1.20E+04 4.30E+05 <13 <13 <12 <12 <11 <12 <12 <12 <11

Propylbenzene, n‐ µg/m³ None 1.50E+05 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 <5.3 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Styrene µg/m³ None 1.30E+05 <5.2 <5.3 <4.9 <5.0 <4.6 <4.9 <4.9 <4.8 <4.5

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2‐ µg/m³ 7.00E+00 1.20E+04 <8.3 <8.5 <7.9 <8.1 <7.4 <8.0 <7.9 <7.8 <7.3

Tetrachloroethene µg/m³ 6.70E+01 6.00E+03 380 790 100 590 48 380 240 520 900

Tetrahydrofuran µg/m³ None 2.90E+05 <3.6 <3.7 <3.4 <3.5 <3.2 <3.4 5.6 <3.4 <3.1

Toluene µg/m³ None 4.30E+07 <4.6 10 9.3 <4.4 250 <4.4 33 <4.3 <4.0

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/m³ 5.70E+01 2.90E+02 <36 <37 <34 <35 <32 <34 <34 <34 <32

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1‐ µg/m³ None 1.50E+05 <6.6 <6.8 <6.3 <6.4 <5.9 <6.3 <6.2 <6.2 <5.8

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2‐ µg/m³ 2.60E+01 2.90E+01 <6.6 <6.8 <6.3 <6.4 <5.9 <6.3 <6.2 <6.2 <5.8

Trichloroethene µg/m³ 1.00E+02 2.90E+02 <6.5 <6.7 <6.2 <6.3 <5.8 <6.2 <6.2 <6.1 <5.7

Trichlorofluoromethane µg/m³ None 1.80E+05 <6.8 <7.0 <6.5 <6.6 <6.1 <6.5 <6.4 <6.4 <6.0

Trichlorotrifluoroethane, 1,1,2‐, 1,2,2‐ µg/m³ None 7.30E+05 <9.3 <9.5 <8.8 <9.0 <8.3 <8.9 <8.8 <8.7 <8.2

Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/m³ None 8.70E+03 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 24 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5‐ µg/m³ None 8.70E+03 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 12 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Trimethylpentane, 2,2,4‐ µg/m³ None None <5.6 <5.8 <5.4 <5.5 29 <5.4 <5.3 <5.3 <5.0

Vinyl chloride µg/m³ 5.30E+00 1.50E+04 <3.1 <3.2 <3.0 <3.0 <2.8 <3.0 <2.9 <2.9 <2.7

Xylene, m,p‐ µg/m³ None None <5.2 <5.4 <5.0 <5.1 160 <5.0 11 <5.0 <4.6

Project No.: 115‐102‐102 11/17/2020 5:07 PM
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐13‐5 B‐13‐15 B‐14‐5 B‐14‐15 B‐15‐8 B‐15‐18 B‐16‐4 B‐17‐7 B‐17‐17

Boring: B‐13 B‐13 B‐14 B‐14 B‐15 B‐15 B‐16 B‐17 B‐17

Depth (ft bgs): 5 15 5 15 8 18 4 7 17

Date Collected: 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15

Commercial/Industrial RBSLs

Units Cancer Noncancer
Analyte

Xylene, o‐ µg/m³ None 1.50E+07 <5.2 <5.4 <5.0 <5.1 54 <5.0 <5.0 <5.0 <4.6

Fixed Gases

Carbon dioxide % None None 0.60 0.71 0.70 0.82 1.0 0.64 0.36 0.47 0.52

Carbon monoxide % None None <0.024 <0.025 <0.023 <0.024 <0.022 <0.023 <0.021 <0.023 <0.021

Helium % None None <0.12 <0.12 <0.12 <0.12 <0.11 <0.12 <0.11 <0.11 <0.11

Methane % None None <0.00024 <0.00025 <0.00023 <0.00024 0.00058 <0.00023 0.00025 0.00034 0.00038

Oxygen % None None 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 20 20

Project No.: 115‐102‐102 11/17/2020 5:07 PM
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Notes:

(1)

(2)

•

•

Screening levels are based on cancer (CA) or noncancer (NC) health effects. 

Detected concentrations that exceed screening levels are highlighted.

Sub‐slab soil gas sampling results for VOCs reported in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³). Less‐than sign (<) indicates analyte was not detected above indicated laboratory reporting limit. 

Sub‐slab soil gas sampling results are compared to DTSC‐recommended sub‐slab soil gas risk‐based screening levels which incorporate the following components. 
DTSC‐recommended indoor air risk‐based screening levels for commercial/industrial land use (DTSC 2020, USEPA 2020); and

DTSC‐recommended sub‐slab soil gas‐to‐indoor air attenuation factor of 0.03 (DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

The attenuation factor for petroleum hydrocarbons (benzene, ethylbenzene, naphthalene, toluene, and xylenes) incorporates an additional factor of 0.001 to account for the bioattenuation that occurs under aerobic conditions (SWRCB 2012).

Project No.: 115‐102‐102 11/17/2020 5:07 PM
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Final Response Plan (Response Plan) has been prepared by Path Forward Partners, Inc. 
(Path Forward) on behalf of the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) for 
the proposed mixed-use development project located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, 
California (the Site). TNDC entered into a California Land Use and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) 
agreement (HSA-FY20/21-082) with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to 
address on-Site impacts associated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) detected in on-Site 
soil gas. This Response Plan does not include investigation results and/or response actions 
associated with off-Site impacts as The Police Credit Union (TPCU) has entered into Standard 
Voluntary Agreement Docket No. HAS-FY19/20-141, as amended, (the SVA) with the DTSC to 
investigate and address those off-Site issues. 

A site assessment plan prepared pursuant to California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 
25395.94 has determined that the presence of VOCs in Site soil gas pose an unreasonable risk 
to health and safety in the context of future redevelopment of the Site for mixed residential 
and commercial use (Path Forward 2021). 

Upon review of the site assessment plan, the DTSC has determined that a response action is 
necessary to prevent or eliminate the unreasonable risk to public health and safety in the 
context of the anticipated future site use. As owner of the Site, TNDC has submitted this 
Response Plan to DTSC to conduct a response action at the site, to mitigate the presence of 
VOCs in soil gas as they pertain to future on-Site receptors in coordination with redevelopment 
of the Site. The Response Action Objective (RAO) for the Site is to minimize or eliminate 
exposures between future building occupants and VOCs present in Site soil gas. The potential 
exposure route to chemicals in soil gas is inhalation of VOCs present in indoor air of future site 
buildings as a result of transport (vapor intrusion) from the subsurface. Assessment, evaluation 
of risk, and/or risk mitigation, if necessary, of VOCs in soil, groundwater, and soil gas to off-Site 
receptors are outside of the scope of this Response Plan, and will be performed by TPCU in 
accordance with the SVA. 

Three possible response action alternatives have been identified and evaluated: 

• Alternative 1 – No Action. This alternative is included to provide a baseline for 
comparisons among other response action alternatives. Under this alternative, the Site 
would be redeveloped for residential use; but no response actions would be taken, no 
mitigation measures would be implemented, and no costs would be incurred. 

• Alternative 2 – Soil Excavation. This alternative is intended to reduce concentrations of 
VOCs in soil to levels that are protective of human health under residential/unrestricted 
land use, to the extent possible.  

• Alternative 3 – Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System, Land Use Covenant, and Operations 
and Maintenance. This alternative is intended to mitigate potential vapor intrusion 
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concerns by incorporating a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) into the design 
and construction of the proposed building. The VIMS would consist of a sub-slab venting 
system and a sub-slab vapor-barrier membrane. This alternative would additionally 
provide institutional controls to ensure long-term protection from residual soil gas 
impacts through a Land Use Covenant (LUC). The LUC would prohibit residential use of 
the property unless engineering controls (i.e., the VIMS) are in place and operating as 
designed. The LUC would also provide a measure of protection of the floor slab that 
protects the VIMS and provide for periodic inspection and reporting on the condition of 
the floor slab and VIMS. 

The three response action alternatives were evaluated and compared on the bases of 
effectiveness, implementability, and cost.  

• The effectiveness criterion considers overall protection of human health and the 
environment on Site; compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) and to-be-considered criteria (TBCs); short-term effectiveness; 
long-term effectiveness and permanence; and reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume. 

• The implementability criterion evaluates the technical and administrative feasibility of 
implementing the response action alternative, as well as the availability of the necessary 
equipment and services. This includes the ability to design and perform a response 
action alternative to address on-Site risks, ability to obtain services and equipment, 
ability to monitor the performance and effectiveness of technologies, and the ability to 
obtain necessary permits and approvals from agencies, and acceptance by the state and 
the community. 

• The cost criterion assesses the relative cost of each technology based on estimated fixed 
capital for construction or initial implementation and ongoing operational and 
maintenance costs. 

Based on this comparative analysis, Alternative 3 – Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System, Land Use 
Covenant, and Operations and Maintenance, is the preferred and recommended response 
action alternative for the Site. Alternative 3 would achieve RAOs, be protective of human health 
and the environment, and a have a much lower impact on the adjacent community as 
compared to Alternative 2 while being a cost-effective remedy. 

This Response Plan provides an overview of the implementation of the preferred response 
action alternative. This includes specifications for the VIMS design components and details of 
the long-term operations and maintenance.  At the completion of construction, prior to the 
issuance of the system certification and certification of occupancy, indoor air sampling and 
analysis will be conducted to demonstrate that the system is effective in mitigating potential 
vapor intrusion. Also prior to building occupancy, a Response Plan Implementation Report will 
be prepared for DTSC review, and an Operation and Maintenance Agreement shall be executed.  
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Prior to approving this Response Plan, DTSC prepared a Community Letter and Survey (DTSC 
2021b), a Community Profile (DTSC 2021c), a Public Notice of the Public Comment Period for 
2550 Irving Street (DTSC 2021d), and a Community Update of the Public Comment Period for 
2550 Irving Street (DTSC 2021e) to notify the public regarding the Site and inviting the public to 
comment on the Draft Response Plan. The public comment period for the Draft Response Plan 
was from July 12 to August 13, 2021 and included a Remote Public Meeting on July 22, 2021. 
Following public comment, the DTSC prepared a Responsiveness Summary (DTSC 2021f) to 
respond to all public comments received during the 33-day public comment period on the Draft 
Response Plan. This Final Response Plan reflects changes which the DTSC determined were 
appropriate in response to public comments.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Response Plan (Response Plan) has been prepared by Path Forward Partners, Inc. 
(Path Forward) on behalf of the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) for 
the proposed mixed-use development project located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, 
California (the Site). The Site location is shown in Figure 1. TNDC entered into a California Land 
Use and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) agreement (HSA-FY20/21-082) with the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) to address on-Site impacts associated with volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) detected in on-Site soil gas. This Response Plan does not include 
investigation results and/or response actions associated with off-Site impacts as The Police 
Credit Union (TPCU) has entered into Standard Voluntary Agreement Docket No. HAS-FY19/20-
141, as amended, (the SVA) with the DTSC to investigate and address those off-Site issues. 

A site assessment plan prepared pursuant to California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 
25395.94 has determined that the presence of VOCs in Site soil gas pose an unreasonable risk 
to health and safety in the context of future redevelopment of the Site for mixed residential 
and commercial use (Path Forward 2021 and DTSC 2021a).  

In accordance with HSC Section 25395.96, this Response Plan contains the following elements: 

• Opportunity for the public, other agencies, and the City and County of San Francisco to 
participate in decisions regarding the response action, taking into consideration the 
nature of the community interest; 

• Identification of the release or threatened release that is the subject of the Response 
Plan and documentation that the Response Plan is based on an adequate 
characterization of the Site; 

• An identification of the Response Plan objectives and the proposed remedy, and an 
identification of the reasonably anticipated future land uses of the Site and of the 
current and projected land use and zoning designations; 

• A description of activities that will be implemented to control any endangerment to 
human health or the environment that may occur during the response action at the Site; 

• A description of the land use controls that are part of the response action; 

• A description of wastes other than hazardous materials at the Site and how they will be 
managed in conjunction with the response action; 

• Provisions for the removal of containment or storage vessels and other sources of 
contamination that cause an unreasonable risk; and  

• Provisions for the agency to require further response actions based on the discovery of 
hazardous materials that pose an unreasonable risk to human health and safety or the 
environment that are discovered during the course of the response action or 
subsequent development of the Site. 
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Site Land Use 

The Site occupies approximately 19,125 square feet located at 2520 and 2550 Irving Street in 
San Francisco, California. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) assigned to the Site is 1724-038, 
which includes the addresses 2520 and 2550 Irving Street. According to the San Francisco 
Property Information Map (PIM) the Site is zoned under the Irving Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District. The Site is currently improved with a 18,561 square foot two-story 
commercial building, constructed in 1966, that is currently used as a bank (TPCU). 

2.2 Site Owner 

The 2520 and 2550 Irving Street property is currently owned by TPCU; however, prior to 
redevelopment, TNDC intends to acquire the property. 

2.3 Historic Uses 

According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA; Path Forward 2020), the 
Site was vacant land as early as 1895 and remained vacant until at least 1915. By 1928, two 
structures had been developed in the central portion. The 1928 Sanborn map depicts these as a 
drugstore and a cleaning business. By 1940, a gas station had been added to the southeast 
corner of the Site, and by 1946, a second gas station had been added to the western end of the 
Site. By 1950, the central buildings on the Site were occupied by an undertaker, and in 1966, 
this business redeveloped the entire property with the current building and open areas for use 
as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The funeral business continued in the building until 1985, 
when the building was modified for its current use. The Site has been utilized as a bank since 
1987. 

2.4 Adjacent Properties 

The Phase I ESA (Path Forward 2020) identified adjoining property and surrounding area uses as 
primarily commercial and residential including the following: 

• North: Single family residences (1281 26th Avenue and 1280 27th Avenue). 

• South: Irving Street, followed by from east to west: Sterling Bank and Trust (2501 Irving 
Street), vacant retail space (2511 Irving Street), surface parking lot used by employees of 
the bank on the subject property, apparent office building (2533, 2535 and 2537 Irving 
Street), residential building (2539 and 2541 Irving Street), residential building with 
street level retail space (the Artisans custom framing, 2549 Irving Street) and Nomad 
Cyclery bike shop (2555 Irving Street). 

• East: 26th Avenue followed by a surface parking lot. 



Final Response Plan   September 2, 2021 
2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA   Page 3 of 30 

   

• West: One residential building between the north portion of the bank property and 27th 
Avenue (1284 27th Avenue), and 27th Avenue followed by residences. 

2.5 Site Geology and Hydrogeology 

According to information presented by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) on the 1996 
7.5-Minute Series San Francisco North, California Quadrangle Topographic Map, the ground 
surface elevations at the Site is approximately 202 feet above mean sea level (amsl) with a 
slight downward slope to the west. The Site is located in an urban commercial setting within 
the Coast Ranges physiographic province of California. The nearest surface water body to the 
subject property is the Mallard Lake, approximately 961 feet to the north within Golden Gate 
Park. In addition, the Pacific Ocean is 1.5 mile to the west. 

Path Forward reviewed a subsurface investigation report for the Site (AllWest 2019e). The 
report describes lithology encountered in those borings as coarse-grained, poorly to well 
graded sand to a depth of 90 feet below ground surface (bgs), which corresponds to the 
maximum depth explored. 

Groundwater was measured on the subject property at a static depth of approximately 78 feet 
bgs (AllWest 2019e). Flow direction has not been established but is presumed to be to the 
northwest.  

Groundwater in the Site vicinity is a drinking water resource – the Site is located within the 
North Westside Groundwater Basin, which per the Basin Plan has a designated beneficial use of 
Municipal and Domestic Supply (SFBRWQCB 2017).  

2.6 Previous Site Characterizations 

Historical sampling results from the Site characterization activities described below are 
provided in Appendix A. Tables appended in Appendix A include both on- and off-Site 
investigation results; however, the discussion below is primarily focused on on-Site 
investigation results. As previously discussed, any necessary assessment, evaluation of risk, 
and/or risk mitigation, if necessary, of VOCs in soil, groundwater, and soil gas to off-Site 
receptors are outside of the scope of this Response Plan and will be performed by TPCU in 
accordance with the SVA. 

2.6.1 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (AllWest) 

In February 2019, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted by AllWest 
Environmental, Inc. (AllWest) on behalf of TPCU (AllWest 2019a). The AllWest Phase I ESA 
included the Site and 2525 Irving Street, a parcel across Irving Street to the south also owned by 
TPCU. The AllWest Phase I ESA identified historical uses of potential concern including two on-
Site gas stations at 2500 and 2550 Irving Street, an on-Site clothes cleaner at 2520 Irving Street, 
and an off-Site dry cleaners (Albrite Cleaners) at 2511 Irving Street (adjacent to the 2525 Irving 
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Street parcel). The AllWest Phase I ESA recommended an underground storage tank (UST) 
survey to locate potential abandoned-in-place USTs and recommended a subsurface site 
investigation of soil, soil gas, and groundwater conditions to evaluate if a release had occurred 
from the on-Site or off-Site cleaners.  

2.6.2 Subsurface Investigations 

A series of subsurface site investigations have been performed in 2019 and 2020, including 
several investigations conducted by AllWest on behalf of TPCU and one investigation conducted 
by Path Forward on behalf of TNDC.  

May 2019 

In May 2019, AllWest produced a Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report to address concerns 
that were discovered in their earlier Phase I ESA. Based on the findings of the Phase I ESA, 
AllWest performed an investigation which involved collecting soil and sub-slab soil gas samples 
(AllWest 2019b).  

Borings were advanced at five locations for collection of soil samples (B-1 through B-5). A total 
of five soil samples, collected from 4.5-5.0 feet below ground surface (bgs), were submitted for 
chemical analysis. Soil samples were analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in the 
diesel range (TPH-d) and motor oil range (TPH-mo), TPH in the gasoline range (TPH-g), VOCs, 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and LUFT-5 metals. Soil sampling results were below 
current DTSC HERO Note 3 risk-based screening levels (RBSLs) for residential soil (DTSC 2020) 
and/or ambient/background levels (Bradford et al. 1996, Duvergé 2011).  

Sub-slab soil gas samples were collected at two locations beneath the existing building (VP-1 
and VP-2). Tetrachloroethene (PCE) was detected in sub-slab soil gas samples at concentrations 
of 480 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³) and 530 µg/m³, which exceed the 
commercial/industrial soil gas RBSL of 67 µg/m³ (DTSC 2020). Based on these findings, AllWest 
recommended additional investigation to determine the source and extent of the PCE 
contamination found on-Site. 

July 2019 

In July 2019, AllWest advanced three additional borings to collect soil samples (B-8 through 
B-10) and collected sub-slab soil gas samples at four locations beneath the existing building 
(VP-1A, VP-2A, VP-3, and VP-4) (AllWest 2019c).  

Six soil samples were analyzed for PCE and its breakdown products, consisting of 
trichloroethene (TCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trans-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethene, 
and vinyl chloride. All analytes were not detected in soil above laboratory reporting limits.  
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PCE was detected in all four sub-slab soil gas samples at concentrations ranging from 270 µg/m³ 
to 1,100 µg/m³. Based on these results, AllWest recommended collecting groundwater samples 
from the Site and the 2525 Irving Street parcel to delineate the extent and origin of PCE.  

Also in July 2019, AllWest conducted an investigation at the 2525 Irving Street parcel to assess 
potential off-Site PCE impacts (AllWest 2019d). Two borings were advanced to collect soil 
samples (B-6 and B-7) and two borings were advanced to collect soil gas samples (SVP-1 and 
SVP-2). Soil sampling results were generally low, and VOCs were not detected. PCE was 
detected in the soil gas samples at concentrations of 1,800 µg/m³ and 1,300 µg/m³. AllWest 
concluded these results were similar to results from the Site and recommended additional 
investigation to delineate the PCE in soil gas. 

September 2019 

In September 2019, AllWest advanced two borings (B-11 and B-12) to a maximum depth of 90 
feet bgs to investigate soil and groundwater conditions near the former Albrite Cleaners 
(AllWest 2019f). Soil and groundwater were analyzed for PCE and its breakdown products. PCE 
and its breakdown products were not detected in any soil samples. PCE was detected at a 
concentration of 0.71 micrograms per liter (µg/L) in one groundwater sample. AllWest 
concluded that it was likely there had been a release from the Albrite Cleaners but could not 
rule out additional contributors to the PCE in soil gas. 

December 2019 

In December 2019, Path Forward conducted a soil gas and groundwater investigation at the 
Site.  

Four temporary nested soil gas probes (B-13-5/15, B-14-5/15, B-15-8/18 and B-17-7/17) and 
one single-depth soil gas probe (B-17-7) were installed at depths of 4 to 8 feet bgs and 15 to 18 
feet bgs. Depths were selected based on Site topography relative to the adjacent residential 
properties as the Site is built-up along the northern property boundary. PCE was detected in all 
soil gas samples at concentrations ranging from 48 µg/m³ to 900 μg/m³.  

Groundwater was sampled at locations B-19 and B-20 where it was encountered at 77.4 and 
79.2 feet bgs, respectively. PCE was detected at 0.67 µg/L at location B-20 and not detected 
above laboratory reporting limits at location B-19.  

May-June 2020 

In May and June 2020, AllWest advanced a total of 20 borings for the installation of temporary 
and permanent soil gas probes throughout the Site and surrounding streets (AllWest 2020c). 48 
soil samples from these borings were analyzed for PCE and its breakdown products. PCE was 
the only constituent detected in a single sample (SVP-12-4.5) at a concentration of 0.052 
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) at a depth of 4.5 to 5.0 feet bgs. PCE was detected in soil gas in 
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all areas sampled at concentrations ranging from 120 µg/m³ to 2,500 µg/m³. Given the 
distribution of results, AllWest concluded that PCE contamination was contributed from the 
former Albrite Cleaners (2511 Irving Street) and that the plume likely extends off-Site to north 
of the TPCU building. 

2.6.3 Indoor Air Investigations 

AllWest has conducted indoor air quality monitoring events at the existing TPCU building on a 
semi-annual basis since August of 2019. Based on reports available to Path Forward, sampling 
events have occurred in August 2019 (AllWest 2019e), December 2019 (AllWest 2020a), and 
February 2020 (AllWest 2020b). Sampling events consisted of collecting four indoor air samples 
and one outdoor air sample over a 24-hour period. Samples were analyzed for PCE and its 
breakdown products. During the August 2019, December 2019, and February 2020 sampling 
events, results were similar with maximum detected concentrations of PCE in indoor air of 
3.85 µg/m³, 4.3 µg/m³, and 3.3 µg/m3 respectively.  

2.6.4 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Path Forward) 

In September 2020, a Phase I ESA of the Site was prepared by Path Forward on behalf of TNDC 
(Path Forward 2020), The Path Forward Phase I ESA identified following recognized 
environmental conditions (RECs): 

• Soil gas on the subject property is impacted by PCE, which has resulted in a vapor 
intrusion condition in the building. Investigation is ongoing and TPCU has entered into a 
Voluntary Cleanup Agreement under oversight of the DTSC to investigate and mitigate 
effects of the condition. Data obtained during multiple investigation in 2019 and 2020 
have not ruled out the subject Site as a source for the impacts; however, they have 
identified a former dry cleaner off-Site to the south as a potential contributing source. 
Based on the ongoing investigation under regulatory oversight, no additional 
investigation is warranted at this time. However, due to the known impacts at 
concentrations exceeding reference criteria, this condition is a REC. 

• Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (the Maher Ordinance) requires San 
Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), “oversight for characterization and 
mitigation of hazardous substances in soil and groundwater in designated areas zoned 
for industrial uses, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks, sites with 
historic bay fill, sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks.” The 
subject property has been identified as subject to the Maher Ordinance, based on 
review of the current Maher Map maintained by the City and County of San Francisco. 
According to DataSF (a city and county government data access point), the subject 
property was identified as a Maher property in 2013. The rationale may be related to 
historical gas station use, as the Site is not known to be filled land. While the Maher 
listing is considered to be a REC, historical investigations and DTSC oversight related to 
historical Site use will, per SFDHPH Case Officer (SFDPH 2021a), meet the SFDPH’s 
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standard to satisfy the Maher requirements, and further testing and mitigation beyond 
the DTSC requirements is unlikely to be required by the SFDPH. 

2.7 Site Redevelopment Plans 

Upon acquiring the property, TPCU may continue to occupy the building for a short period of 
time; however, TNDC ultimately plans to demolish the existing credit union building and 
redevelop the Site into a seven-story mixed commercial and residential use facility. The facility 
would be constructed at-grade with ground floor parking and/or commercial use with 
residential occupancy above the ground floor. It is noted that the redevelopment may include a 
ground floor daycare with an associated residential use. The footprint of the proposed building 
is presented on Figure 2. 

3.0 HEALTH RISK EVALUATION 

3.1 Data Evaluation  

3.1.1 Soil 

As discussed above, Site soil conditions have been characterized in recent investigations that 
included a total of 66 soil samples collected from 36 borings. The soil samples have been 
analyzed for a variety of analytes; however, PCE was found to be the only compound of 
significance detected during these investigations. PCE was detected in one sample at a low 
concentration of 0.052 mg/kg, which is below the SFBRWQCB Tier 1 ESL and below the DTSC-
recommended human health RBSL for residential land use. Samples analyzed for total 
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), and metals were 
either not detected or were detected at concentrations below their respective SFBRWQCB 
Tier 1 soil ESLs and DTSC-recommended human health RBSLs for residential land use. Further, 
Site soils will be largely covered with the proposed building and hardscape elements, 
eliminating potential soil exposures except in landscaped areas.  

3.1.2 Groundwater 

As discussed above, Site groundwater conditions have been characterized in recent 
investigations that included a total of three on-Site grab-groundwater samples. Depth to 
encountered groundwater ranged from 77 to 90 feet bgs. The groundwater samples were 
analyzed for PCE and PCE breakdown products (one sample) or for a full suite of VOCs including 
PCE and PCE breakdown products (two samples). PCE was detected in two groundwater 
samples, at concentrations of 0.74 µg/L and 0.67 µg/L; and not detected in the other. These 
detected concentrations are below the PCE drinking water criterion of 5 µg/L and below the 
PCE groundwater-to-indoor air vapor intrusion screening level for commercial land use of 
2.8 µg/L. Other target analytes were either not detected or were detected at concentrations 
below their respective drinking water criteria and vapor intrusion screening levels. These 
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sampling results indicate that Site groundwater is not significantly impacted. Detected 
concentrations of VOCs in groundwater do not represent a health risk for future Site occupants.  

3.1.3 Soil Gas 

As discussed above, Site soil gas conditions have been well characterized through a series of 
recent investigations. With few exceptions, PCE is the only chemical that has been detected. 
The PCE breakdown products have not been detected. Chloroform was detected at a low 
concentration in one soil gas sample, which is common in areas serviced by water disinfected 
with chlorine-based disinfectants.  

Detected concentrations of PCE in soil gas are fairly consistent across the Site. The highest 
detected concentration of PCE in shallow or sub-slab soil gas within the footprint of the 
proposed building is 1,500 µg/m³ – this concentration may be considered representative of the 
vapor intrusion concern for the proposed building.  

The proposed building is an at-grade multi-story building with commercial and other non-
residential uses on the ground level and residential uses above. As summarized in Table 1, the 
potential vapor intrusion risk associated with PCE in soil gas may be bounded using the previous 
and current DTSC-recommended attenuation factors of 0.0005 and 0.03 (DTSC 2011a, DTSC and 
SWRCB 2020). For ground-level commercial receptors, the soil gas conditions represent a risk 
level of 0.4 to 20 per million. For second-level residential receptors, assuming the SFBRWQCB-
recommended inter-floor transfer factor of 0.1 (SFBRWQCB 2019), unmitigated (no response 
action implemented) soil gas conditions represent a risk level of 0.2 to 10 per million. It is noted 
in Section 2.7, that the redevelopment may include a ground floor daycare with an associated 
residential use. Under the ground floor daycare/residential scenario the unmitigated (no 
response action implemented) soil gas conditions, using residential screening levels as a 
conservative surrogate screening level for daycare receptors, represent a risk level of 1.6 to 100 
per million. 
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It is noted that the controlling receptor is the potential ground-level residential/daycare 
receptor: soil gas RBSLs for the ground-level residential/daycare receptor are thus protective of 
both the ground-level commercial/residential receptor and of the residential receptors on the 
floors above.  

The Site soil gas conditions represent a modest vapor intrusion concern for the proposed 
building. Under previous DTSC guidance (i.e., attenuation factor of 0.0005), estimated risks 
would be 1.6 per million (e.g for the controlling ground-level residential/daycare receptor), 
which is at the low end of the risk management range. For a new commercial building that is 
plumbed and ventilated to building codes, the previous DTSC-recommended attenuation factor 
of 0.0005 is likely more representative than the current value of 0.03, and vapor intrusion risks 
are likely on the lower end of the ranges discussed above.  

3.2  Conceptual Site Model 

The conceptual site model (CSM) is depicted in Figure 3. The CSM illustrates potentially 
complete and significant exposure pathways to on-Site receptors, after Site redevelopment, in 
the absence of any mitigation. Assessment, evaluation of risk, and/or risk mitigation, if 
necessary, of VOCs in soil, groundwater, and soil gas to off-Site receptors are outside of the 
scope of this Response Plan and will be performed by TPCU in accordance with the SVA. 

Detected concentrations of PCE or other compounds in on-Site soil do not pose a direct contact 
human health risk to future on-Site residents or construction workers during redevelopment. 
Depth to groundwater is on the order of 80 feet below ground surface and sampling results 
indicate groundwater is not significantly impacted. Soil and groundwater exposure pathways 
are therefore considered incomplete and/or insignificant.  

On-Site soil gas is impacted with PCE which is suspected to have leaked from on-Site and/or off-
Site sanitary sewer pipelines. Location(s) of off-Site sanitary sewer pipeline release(s) and 
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location and extent of soil impacts are unknown and are not subject to this Response Plan. 
These off-Site impacts will be assessed by TPCU. The soil gas-to-indoor air vapor intrusion 
pathway is considered potentially complete and significant for future on-Site building 
occupants.  

While breakdown products of PCE have not been detected to date, it is possible such biotic or 
abiotic breakdown products may form in the future, including potentially trichloroethene (TCE), 
1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), cis-1,2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE), trans-1,2-dichloroethene 
(trans-1,2-DCE), and vinyl chloride. 

4.0 PURPOSE OF RESPONSE PLAN 

Based on the information developed during the site characterization activities, DTSC has 
determined that a response action is necessary to prevent or eliminate an unreasonable risk to 
public health and safety in the context of future on-Site receptors associated with the 
anticipated redevelopment of the Site for mixed use. 

• PCE is present in Site soil gas at concentrations exceeding current DTSC-recommended 
RBSLs that are protective of vapor intrusion under residential and commercial land uses. 
These soil gas impacts are widespread throughout the Site and appear to be associated 
with historical releases on and nearby the Site. 

5.0 RESPONSE ACTION OBJECTIVES 

5.1 Objective 

The response action at the Site will reduce or eliminate unreasonable risk to future on-Site 
residential and commercial occupants posed by the presence of VOCs in Site soil gas. 
Assessment, evaluation of risk, and/or risk mitigation, if necessary, of VOCs in soil, 
groundwater, and soil gas to off-Site receptors are outside of the scope of this Response Plan 
and will be performed by TPCU in accordance with the SVA. As discussed above, chemicals are 
present in on Site soil gas as result of historical activities nearby and on the Site. Specific 
response action objectives (RAOs) are as follows: 

• Minimize or eliminate exposures between Site residents and commercial occupants to 
PCE present in Site soil gas, including any future PCE breakdown products. The potential 
exposure route to chemicals in soil gas is inhalation of volatile chemicals present in 
indoor air of future Site buildings as a result of transport (vapor intrusion) from soil gas 
to indoor air. 

Remedial goals developed and adopted for contaminated media at the Site would be 
responsive to these objectives. 
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5.2 ARARs and TBC Criteria 

In addition to evaluating the technical aspects of potential response action alternatives, 
environmental laws and regulations must be reviewed to determine whether the alternatives 
meet the requirements that are identified as ARARs. These ARARs are identified under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) process 
guidance. The following section presents an overview of the ARARs process and identifies 
ARARs for the response action. Additional TBC criteria that are meant to complement the use of 
ARARs are presented herein.  

5.2.1 Overview of ARARs 

Identification of ARARs is a site-specific determination involving a two-part analysis: first, a 
determination of whether a given requirement is applicable; then if it is not applicable, whether 
it is relevant and appropriate.  

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and/or other 
substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under 
federal or state law that specifically address the situation at a particular site. The requirement is 
applicable if the jurisdictional prerequisites of the standard show a direct correspondence when 
objectively compared to the conditions at the site.  

If the requirement is not legally applicable, then the requirement is evaluated to determine 
whether it is relevant and appropriate. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those 
cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive environmental protection 
requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal or state law that, while not 
applicable, address problems or situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the 
proposed response action and are well suited to the conditions of a site (USEPA 1988).  

A requirement must be substantive in order to constitute an ARAR for activities conducted on-
site. Procedural or administrative requirements, such as permits and reporting requirements, 
are not ARARs (55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8745 (1990). ARARs are promulgated, or legally enforceable 
federal and state requirements. 

5.2.2 Overview of TBC Criteria 

The USEPA has also developed another category known as TBC criteria, that includes non-
promulgated criteria, advisories, guidance, and proposed standards issued by federal or state 
governments. Because TBC criteria are not potential ARARs, they are neither promulgated nor 
enforceable, and their identification and use are not mandatory. Rather, TBC criteria are meant 
to complement the use of ARARs, not to compete with or replace them. For instance, many 
ARARs have broad performance criteria, but do not provide specific instructions for 
implementation and those instructions are contained in supplemental program guidance. It 
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may be necessary to consult TBC criteria to interpret ARARs, or to determine preliminary 
remediation goals when ARARs do not exist for particular contaminants.  

5.2.3 ARARs and TBC Criteria Affecting RAOs 

A summary of the applicable ARARs and TBC criteria that may pertain to the proposed response 
alternatives for the Site is included in Table 3. 

5.3 Remedial Goals 

This section identifies appropriate remedial goals for the Site media that would be protective of 
on-Site human health under the proposed Site redevelopment for mixed commercial and 
residential use. 

Per standard USEPA risk assessment methodology (USEPA 1989), the potential health impacts 
associated with exposure to a chemical or physical agent are qualified on the basis of the 
average concentration of the agent in the exposure medium over the duration of the exposure. 
Also, of relevance to establishment of remedial goals, the de minimis cancer risk and noncancer 
hazard thresholds are defined as the cumulative (multi-chemical and multi-exposure pathway) 
cancer risk of 1×10-6 (one in a million) and cumulative noncancer hazard index of 1.0, 
respectively. Thus, the ultimate remedial goal would be to achieve conditions such that average 
chemical concentration in on-Site soil, soil gas, and groundwater produce an estimated cancer 
risk less than 1×10-6 and estimated noncancer hazard index of less than 1.0, considering 
cumulative exposures to all chemicals in Site soil (via dermal contact, ingestion, and dust 
inhalation), soil gas (via vapor intrusion into indoor air), and groundwater (via use of 
groundwater as tap water). 

Given this overall remedial goal, appropriate chemical- and media-specific target remedial goals 
would be risk-based values that are protective of the specific exposure under the proposed land 
use; or background concentrations where higher than risk-based values. Remedial goals for the 
Site include the following: 

• DTSC-recommended indoor air RBSLs for commercial/industrial land use (DTSC 2020, 
USEPA 2020) (ground level of proposed building); and  

• DTSC-recommended indoor air RBSLs for residential land use (DTSC 2020, USEPA 2020) 
(second and higher levels of proposed building).  

• DTSC-recommended indoor air RBSLs for residential land use and for daycare use (with 
residential use as a conservative surrogate exposure scenario) (DTSC 2020, USEPA 2020) 
(ground- levels of proposed building).  

Per DTSC (2011b), attainment of indoor air RBSLs may be demonstrated through sub-slab soil 
gas sampling. Therefore, remedial goals for the Site also include: 

• DTSC-recommended sub-slab soil gas RBSLs that incorporate:  
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◦ DTSC-recommended RBSLs for indoor air under commercial land use (DTSC 2020); 

◦ DTSC-recommended RBSLs for indoor air under residential land use (DTSC 2020); 
and  

◦ DTSC-recommended sub-slab soil gas-to-indoor air attenuation factor of 0.03 (DTSC 
and SWRCB 2020). 

A summary of estimated risk from PCE assuming no response action is enacted (i.e., VIMS not 
installed) as well as derivation of remedial goals are presented in Tables 1 and A. Although PCE-
breakdown products have not been detected at the Site in soil gas, remedial goals and their 
derivation are presented in Tables 2 and B. 

Table A – Remedial Goals 

 
Compound 

Sub-Slab 
Soil Gas 

Commercial 
Scenario 

Sub-Slab 
Soil Gas 

Potential 
Residential 

Daycare 
Scenario 

Ground-
Level  

Commercial 
Indoor Air 

 

Ground-Level 
Potential 

Residential 
Daycare  

Indoor Air 

Second-
Level  

Residential  
Indoor Air 

 

 (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) 

Tetrachloroethene 67 15 2.0 0.46 0.46 

      

Table B – Contingent Remedial Goals for Potential PCE Breakdown Products 

 
Compound 

Sub-Slab 
Soil Gas 

Commercial 
Scenario  

Sub-Slab 
Soil Gas 

Potential 
Residential 

Daycare 
Scenario 

Ground-
Level  

Commercial 
Indoor Air 

Ground-Level 
Potential 

Residential 
Daycare  

Indoor Air 

Second-
Level  

Residential  
Indoor Air 

 (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) 

TCE 100 16 3.0 0.48 0.48 

1,1-DCE 10,000 2,400 310 73 73 

cis-1,2-DCE  1,200 280 35 8.3 8.3 

trans-1,2-DCE  12,000 2,800 350 83 83 

Vinyl Chloride 5.3 0.32 0.16 0.0095 0.0095 

6.0 EVALUATION OF RESPONSE ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

The purpose of this section of the Response Plan is to identify possible response action 
alternatives that could achieve the objectives discussed in Section 5.1; evaluate these 
alternatives on the basis of their effectiveness, implementability, and cost; and recommend a 
preferred alternative. 
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6.1 Identification and Description of Response Action Alternatives 

Three possible response action alternatives (alternatives) have been identified. 

• Alternative 1 – No Further Action; 

• Alternative 2 – Soil Excavation; and 

• Alternative 3 – Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System, Land Use Covenant, and Operations 
and Maintenance. 

These alternatives are described below. 

6.1.1 Alternative 1 – No Further Action 

As required by the DTSC, the no further action alternative has been included to provide a 
baseline for comparisons among other response action alternatives. The no further action 
alternative would not require implementing any mitigative or remedial measures at the Site, 
and no incremental costs (i.e., beyond those associated with constructing the redevelopment 
project) would be incurred. This alternative includes no institutional controls, treatment of soil, 
or monitoring. 

6.1.2 Alternative 2 – Soil Excavation 

This alternative would consist of removing and transporting impacted soils to an appropriate 
permitted off-Site facility for disposal in association with construction of the redevelopment 
project. Excavation would include using loaders, backhoes, and/or other appropriate 
equipment, which would generate fugitive dust emissions. Dust control may be required during 
excavation, and workers may be required to use personal protective equipment to reduce 
exposure to VOCs. Additional soil profiling would be conducted to assess the quality of soil and 
determine the appropriate off-Site disposal facility. Additionally, confirmation soil samples 
would be taken to verify that cleanup goals have been achieved. Based on previous 
investigations, soil gas impacts are present at 15 feet bgs and as a conservative measure soils 
would be excavated to below the depth of these soil gas samples. Excavation of Site soils to a 
depth of 15 feet would produce at least 10,000 bank cubic yards (CY) of soil requiring off-Site 
disposal at an appropriate facility (landfill). 

6.1.3 Alternative 3 –Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System, Land Use Covenant, and Operations 
and Maintenance 

A vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) would be incorporated into the design of the 
proposed building. The VIMS would consist of a sub-slab venting system and a sub-slab vapor-
barrier membrane. The sub-slab venting system would consist of a gravel layer with horizontal 
perforated piping to collect impacted soil gas from beneath the building slab and route it to the 
edge of the building, then route soil gas upwards through a vertical riser pipe that would run 
along the inner or outer building wall, for discharge above the roofline. The sub-slab venting 
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system could also include inlets near the building exterior to dilute the sub-slab soil gas with 
ambient air. The sub-slab vapor-barrier membrane would be installed above the venting system 
and will provide a physical barrier to air flow into the building. 

The ongoing effectiveness of the VIMS to prevent vapor intrusion at levels of concern at the 
buildings would be evaluated in accordance with the Site VIMS Operations and Maintenance 
Plan (VIMS O&M Plan; Appendix B). The VIMS O&M Plan incorporates applicable performance 
measures in accordance with the 2011 DTSC Vapor Intrusion Mitigation Advisory (VIMA; DTSC 
2011b). 

This alternative would additionally provide institutional controls to ensure long-term protection 
from residual soil gas impacts through a Land Use Covenant (LUC). The LUC would prohibit 
residential use of the property unless engineering controls (i.e., the VIMS) are in place. The 
VIMS would be maintained, and accessible parts inspected regularly (e.g., annually) in 
accordance with the LUC (to be developed), the Site Operations and Maintenance Agreement, 
and the VIMS O&M Plan. 

6.2 Evaluation Criteria  

Each response action alternative is independently analyzed below without consideration to the 
other alternatives. Each of the response action alternatives is screened based on effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost. 

6.2.1 Effectiveness 

In the effectiveness evaluation, the following factors are considered: 

• Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment – this criterion evaluates 
whether the alternative provides adequate protection to on-Site human health and the 
environment and is able to meet the Site’s RAOs. 

• Compliance with ARARs/TBCs – this criterion evaluates the ability of the alternative to 
comply with ARARs and TBCs. 

• Short-Term Effectiveness – this criterion evaluates the alternative during the 
construction and implementation phase until the RAOs are met. This criterion accounts 
for the protection of workers and the community during response activities and 
environmental impacts from implementing the response action. 

• Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence – this criterion addresses issues related to the 
management of residual risk remaining on-Site after the response action has been 
performed and has met its RAOs. 

• Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume – this criterion evaluates whether the 
response technology employed results in significant reduction in toxicity, mobility, or 
volume of the hazardous substance. 
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The effectiveness of each alternative to address off-Site risks is beyond the scope of this 
Response Plan. 

6.2.2 Implementability 

Response actions are evaluated with respect to technical and administrative feasibility of 
implementing the alternative and applicability to Site conditions. Some factors to consider 
when assessing the implementability of response action alternatives include the ability to 
obtain necessary permits, regulatory approval of response actions, availability of necessary 
equipment and skilled workers, and acceptance by the state and the community. The 
implementability of each alternative to address off-Site risks is beyond the scope of this 
Response Plan.  

6.2.3 Cost 

This criterion assesses the relative cost of each technology based on estimated fixed capital for 
construction or initial implementation and ongoing operation and maintenance. The actual 
costs will depend on true labor and materials costs, competitive market conditions, final project 
scope, and the implementation schedule.  

6.3 Analysis of Response Action Alternatives 

6.3.1 Alternative 1 – No Further Action 

The no further action alternative would not require implementing any mitigative or remedial 
measures at the Site, and no incremental costs would be incurred. Consequently, there would 
be no additional activities that would disturb Site soil, and therefore no additional short-term 
risks to Site workers or the community as a result of implementing this alternative. This 
alternative would be highly implementable from a technical feasibility perspective; however, it 
is unlikely to obtain regulatory or community approval and thus is given a low overall 
implementability rating. Under this alternative, the impacts in soil gas would not be addressed 
and there would be no reduction in the potential risks. This alternative therefore does not meet 
the effectiveness criterion. 

6.3.2 Alternative 2 – Soil Excavation 

Effectiveness 

The overall effectiveness of this alternative is low, given widespread and diffuse nature of PCE 
in soil gas. Removal of soils across the Site may lead to removal of some PCE impacted soil; 
however, it is believed there is an additional off-Site source that is commingled with the on-Site 
soil vapor plume. Therefore, it is entirely possible that, post-excavation, on-Site soil gas may 
become re-contaminated due to the Site’s proximity to the off-Site soil vapor plume.  
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Implementability 

Excavation and off-Site disposal is a readily-implementable technology that is a common 
method for cleaning up contaminated Sites. This alternative, however, would likely have the 
greatest impact on nearby residents and businesses due to the excavation volume, including: 
the duration of soil handling activities, greater potential for dust emissions, and large number 
of truck trips required to haul soil to and from the Site. 

Cost 

The soil excavation and off-Site disposal alternative would require high costs to implement 
compared to Alternatives 1 and 3, due to the off-Site disposal of a minimum estimated volume 
of 10,000 bank CY of soil. Costs also include importing fill to replace the excavated soil. 
Estimated costs for Alternative 2 are presented in Appendix C. 

6.3.3 Alternative 3 –Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System, Land Use Covenant, and Operations 
and Maintenance 

Effectiveness 

The overall effectiveness of this alternative would be high; however, this alternative requires 
long-term operations and maintenance to meet ARARs and provide long-term effectiveness. 
This alternative would require additional planning during redevelopment and would likely have 
a minimal additional impact on nearby residents and businesses. 

Implementability 

This alternative is expected to achieve the RAOs and be acceptable to the DTSC. This alternative 
would have a low impact on the Site and the community, and would be most compatible with a 
practical schedule for Site redevelopment. 

Cost 

This alternative would require higher costs than Alternative 1, however, the costs for this 
alternative would be far lower than Alternative 2. This alternative would have reasonable costs 
added to the development. Associated costs would include ongoing monitoring and inspections 
(see Appendix B). Estimated costs for Alternative 3 are presented in Appendix C. 

6.4 Evaluation Summary  

Each of the criteria have been qualitatively rated with values between 1 and 5 with low values 
indicating a less desirable result and high values indicating a desirable result. The ratings for 
each of the criteria were then summed, with a maximum potential overall rating of 15, to 
develop an overall rating for each of the alternatives. Additionally, the estimated costs to 
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implement each alternative has been provided. Derivation of these costs is provided in 
Appendix C. A table summarizing this evaluation is presented as Table C. 

      

Table C – Summary of Response Action Alternatives Evaluation 

 
Alternative 

 
Effectiveness 

Implement-
ability 

 
Cost 

Overall  
Rating 

Estimated 
Costs 

1. No Further Action 0 0 5 5  $0 

2.  Soil Excavation 1 3 1 5 $4,088,000 

3. VIMS, LUC, and O&M 4 5 4 13  $799,000 

6.5 Selection of Recommended Response Action Alternative 

Based on the evaluation above, Alternative 3 – Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System, Land Use 
Covenant, and Operations and Maintenance, is the preferred and recommended response 
action alternative for the Site. Alternative 3 would achieve RAOs, be protective of human health 
and the environment, and a have a much lower impact on the adjacent community as 
compared to Alternative 2 while being a cost-effective remedy. 

7.0 RESPONSE ACTION IMPLEMENTATION 

This Response Plan provides specifications for the VIMS design components of the response 
plan (see below). As previously mentioned, details of long-term operations and maintenance 
are included in Appendix B. 

7.1 Sub-Slab Passive Venting System  

7.1.1 System Design  

The planned redevelopment of the Site will address the presence of VOCs in soil gas that may 
pose a potential vapor intrusion concern for the proposed building. The building will 
incorporate a VIMS consisting of sub-slab wind-assisted passive venting system and vapor-
barrier membrane (see Appendix D).  

The sub-slab sections which include the gravel layer, vent piping, and membrane are illustrated 
below.  
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The required components of the VIMS are summarized below, generally from bottom to top. 
Details and specifications are provided in Appendix D.  

• Gravel layer. This “clean” (i.e., containing negligible soil fines content) gravel layer will 
provide a sub-slab region of high permeability that is ventilated by gas-collection piping 
and ambient air supply (see next items). 

• Gas-collection piping. Soil gas will be vented from the sub-slab gravel layer via 
horizontal perforated gas-collection piping. The proposed collection-piping product is 
CETCO Geovent low-profile gas venting system.  

The horizontal Geovent will transition to rigid pipe and connect to vertical rigid pipe 
risers, which will rise upwards through the building to exhaust above the building 
roofline. Each exhaust riser will be equipped with a wind-driven turbine (“whirlybird”) to 
create updraft to extract soil gas from the sub-slab gravel layer. 

• Dilution-air. Dilution air will be passively supplied to the sub-slab gravel layer via 
ambient air inlets at the building perimeter near ground level. 

• Soil gas probes. Nine sub-slab soil gas sampling probes will be installed in the gravel 
layer to allow collection of sub-slab soil gas samples (or measurement of differential 
pressure). Each probe will consist of a 1-inch stainless steel vapor implant connected to 
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1/4-inch Teflon tubing which runs to a sampling port with stopcock valve located inside 
a restricted access cabinet.  

• Vapor-barrier membrane. The vapor-barrier membrane will be installed above the 
gravel layer and will provide waterproofing protection and vapor-intrusion mitigation. 
The proposed membrane system is the Liquid Boot Plus. 

• Upgradability. The passive venting system is designed to be upgradable to an active 
system by replacing any wind-driven turbine with a continuously running mechanical 
fan, if ever necessary. The mechanical fan would be installed on the rooftop at the 
location of the exhaust stack and wired to a nearby electrical circuit as shown in the 
VIMS design plans. Conversion to an active system would require an Authority to 
Construct/Permit to Operate (ATC/PTO) from the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD). (Passive venting systems including wind-turbine assisted systems are 
typically exempt from BAAQMD permitting requirements. TNDC will apply to BAAQMD 
prior to construction to document this exemption.)  

Other products, materials, or methods may be acceptable substitutes for those specified in the 
VIMS design plans. Any deviation from this VIMS Design Report must be pre-approved by the 
Owner, General Contractor, VIMS Design Engineer, and Regulatory Agency. 

7.1.2 Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

Periodic inspections/observations of the VIMS will be performed by the VIMS Design Engineer 
(or designee) at the following stages:  

• During the installation of sub-slab vent piping and sampling probes. 

• After backfilling of the sub-slab vent piping. 

• During the installation of the sub-slab vapor barrier. 

• After the installation of the sub-slab vapor barrier. This includes the smoke testing 
detailed below. 

• During the placement of the protective course. 

• Immediately prior to placement of foundation concrete. 

• During, and at the completion of, the vent riser installation. 

• At the completion of construction prior to the issuance of the system certification and 
certification of occupancy. 

Additionally, a smoke test will be performed on all gas membranes in accordance with 
protocols described in the VIMS design plans and certified “gas tight” by the VIMS Design 
Engineer. 
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TNDC will grant site access to DTSC for oversight and as-requested inspection of the VIMS 
installation and performance testing. VIMS Design Engineer will provide advanced notice to 
DTSC of installation and testing milestones, and support DTSC during DTSC inspections.  

7.1.3 Protection of the VIMS 

Following the completion of construction of the interior and exterior of the building, VIMS vent 
piping will be labeled where they exit the building or other locations accessible to the general 
public, including language to notify the building owner if damage is discovered. In addition, 
signage will be installed on the ground floor warning of the presence of the membrane and 
stating that any penetration of the slab requires a permit from the Building Department to 
ensure the membrane is properly repaired following the penetration. Further information 
regarding the signage is presented in Appendix D. 

In addition, as presented in the VIMS Operations and Maintenance Plan (Appendix B), any 
tenant improvements or other construction project that involves cutting or drilling through the 
foundation slab will require notification to the Site Owner at least 14 calendar days in advance 
to ensure the sub-slab membrane and venting system are repaired and restored consistent with 
the VIMS Plans and manufacturer’s specifications. To ensure the long-term protection of the 
VIMS, a Land Use Covenant (LUC) and CLRRA-compliant Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Agreement will be recorded, and voluntary/prudential 5-Year Reviews will be conducted. As a 
potential aspect of LUC implementation, DTSC may receive advanced warning (via third-party 
monitoring used at other DTSC sites) of most planned ground- or floor-invasive work.  Third-
party notifications may be triggered by building permits, required “dig alert” notices, or other 
construction and maintenance-related activities. Further details regarding the LUC and CLRRA-
compliant O&M Agreement is presented in Section 7.4. 

7.1.4 Activities to Control Endangerment 

As described in Section 5.1, the response action objective is to minimize or eliminate exposures 
between Site residents and commercial occupants to PCE present in Site soil gas, including any 
future potential PCE breakdown products. The potential exposure route to chemicals in soil gas 
is inhalation of volatile chemicals present in indoor air of future Site buildings as a result of 
transport (vapor intrusion) from soil gas to indoor air. To achieve this response action objective, 
a VIMS has been proposed to ensure long-term protection of future residential and commercial 
occupants, including daycare facilities. 

In the event that the response action has been discovered or suspected to be compromised, 
such as from fire, earthquake, explosion, or human-caused damage, the Site Owner will 
immediately take appropriate action to prevent, abate, or minimize exposure and immediately 
notify the DTSC of the discovery and action taken. Appropriate action to address these concerns 
may include, repairing damage to the slab and/or membrane, repairs to damaged vent risers 
and/or fresh-air inlets, sealing conduits and/or other preferential pathways, upgrading the 
passive system to an active system, additional soil gas, sub-slab and/or indoor air sampling, 
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and/or other activities that may be deemed appropriate in consultation with the DTSC to 
ensure protection of the inhabitants. The continued performance and protectiveness of the 
VIMS will be evaluated in future, voluntary, prudential 5-Year Reviews performed in 
consultation with DTSC.  Further details regarding operation and maintenance of the VIMS are 
presented in Appendix B. 

7.2 Methods to Prevent Vapor Migration through Utilities 

7.2.1 Utility Trench Dams 

Underground utility trench dams will be installed as a precautionary measure to reduce the 
potential for vapors to migrate beneath a structure through the relatively permeable trench 
backfill. An impermeable dam or plug constructed of bentonite-soil mixture or sand-cement 
slurry (or equivalent) will be installed in all utility trenches that are backfilled with sand or other 
permeable material for new or replacement utility lines (such as potable water, reclaimed 
irrigation water, fire water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, natural gas, phone, electrical, and 
cable). These dams will extend for a distance of at least 3 feet from the perimeter of the 
structure and from at least 6 inches above the bottom of the perimeter footing to the base of 
the trench.  

7.2.2 Conduit Seals 

Conduit seals will be provided at the termination of all utility conduits to reduce the potential 
for soil gas migration along the conduit to the interior of the building. These seals will be 
constructed of closed cell polyurethane foam, or other inert gas-impermeable material, 
extending a minimum of six conduit diameters or 6 inches, whichever is greater, into the 
conduit. Wye seals should not be used for main electrical feed lines.  

Electrical conduits will be provided with seals as required by the appropriate sections of the 
National Electrical Code (National Fire Protection Association [NFPA] 70) as presented in Article 
500 Hazardous (Classified) Locations Class I, II, and III, Divisions 1 and 2. All NFPA 70 
requirements will be met for all work in any classified area, given the specified classifications of 
the project. 

7.2.3 Penetration Seals for Ground-Floor Building Slab 

All penetrations through the ground floor building slab will be sealed to reduce the potential for 
soil gas entry. These seals will be constructed of the same materials as the vapor-barrier 
membrane (Section 7.1.1) and will enclose gaps that may be present around the penetrations. 
All portions of the vapor barrier membrane will undergo a testing procedure to verify that a gas 
tight seal has been achieved. Details of the membrane at slab penetrations and testing are 
included in Appendix D. 
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7.3 Confirmation Sampling 

Once building construction and all vapor mitigation measures have been completed (and prior 
to occupancy), a confirmation sampling event will be conducted to confirm the effectiveness of 
vapor mitigation measures. The confirmation sampling event will consist of sub-slab soil gas 
sampling from the probes installed beneath the building, indoor air sampling within the ground 
level of the building, and outdoor air sampling to characterize ambient/background conditions 
and assist the evaluation of indoor air results. The sampling locations will be provided to the 
DTSC for approval prior to sampling activities.  

7.3.1 Indoor and Outdoor Air  

Indoor air samples will be collected over an approximately 24-hour period with the building 
heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems in normal operation, including for at 
least 24 hours prior to the start of sampling. At least six indoor air samples will be collected 
from the ground level of the building, including four from occupiable spaces and two from 
locations with utility penetrations through the building slab (e.g., restroom, 
telecommunications point-of-entry). Sampling locations will be biased towards the center of 
the building footprint as practical. Samples from occupiable spaces will be collected at 
breathing height near the center of rooms in accordance with DTSC guidance (DTSC 2011a).  

Outdoor air samples will be collected over an approximately 24-hour period concurrent with 
the indoor air sampling. At least two outdoor air samples will be collected, preferably from the 
building roof (provided accessible) at the upwind edge and/or at HVAC intakes. Any outdoor air 
sample collected instead near ground level would be collected near the upwind boundary of 
the Site, approximately 6 feet off the ground, and 10 feet beyond a tree’s drip line, to the 
extent practical.  

Indoor and outdoor air sampling locations will be selected during a pre-sampling building 
walkthrough. During the walkthrough, a parts-per-billion (ppb)-level photoionization detector 
(PID) will be used to screen the building for indoor VOC sources and for preferential vapor 
intrusion pathways. Any indoor VOC sources identified during the walkthrough would be 
removed prior to the start of the sampling event, to the extent practical.  

Indoor and outdoor air samples will be collected into pre-cleaned, individually certified, 6-liter 
Summa canisters at a rate of 6 liters per 24 hours. The time and canister pressure at the stop 
and start of sample collection will be recorded in field notes and sampling locations will be 
documented with photographs.  

7.3.2 Sub-Slab Soil Gas  

Sub-slab soil gas sampling will be conducted within the 24-hour indoor air sampling period. Sub-
slab soil gas samples will be collected from the nine probes beneath the building. Each sub-slab 
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probe will be purged and sampled as follows. It is noted that the sub-slab probe sample lines 
terminate at sampling ports located within a restricted access cabinet.  

• A shut-in test will be conducted to verify the integrity of sample train connections.  

• A small amount of the leak-detection compound, 1,1-difluoroethane or 2-propanol, will 
be placed on a rag which will be placed near the sampling port connection.  

• The probe (consisting of the sampling line internal volume) will be purged of three 
volumes at a rate of 100 to 200 milliliters per minute, using either a Summa canister 
with flow controller or a syringe.  

• A sub-slab soil gas sample will be collected into a pre-cleaned, batch-certified, 1-liter 
Summa canister at a rate of 100 to 200 milliliters per minute. The time and canister 
pressure at the stop and start of sample collection will be recorded in field notes. 

7.3.3 Sample Analysis  

The collected indoor air, outdoor air, and sub-slab soil gas samples will be labeled and delivered 
under chain-of-custody protocol to a State-certified analytical laboratory. The samples will be 
analyzed on standard turnaround time for the following: 

• PCE, contingent PCE breakdown products (TCE, 1,1-DCE, cis-,1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and 
vinyl chloride), and the leak-detection compound by USEPA Method TO-15; and 

• Fixed gases by ASTM Method D1946 (sub-slab soil gas samples only). 

The fixed gases analysis of sub-slab soil gas samples is included to evaluate VIMS efficiency in 
drawing ambient dilution air to the sub-slab gravel layer as an additional line-of-evidence in 
demonstrating the VIMS performance.  

7.3.4 Data Evaluation 

Sub-slab soil gas sampling results for PCE will be compared to the DTSC-recommended sub-slab 
soil gas RBSL of 67 µg/m³, which incorporates the indoor air RBSL for commercial/industrial 
land use of 2.0 µg/m³ and attenuation factor of 0.03. 

Ground-level indoor air sampling results for PCE will be compared to the DTSC-recommended 
indoor air RBSL for commercial/industrial land use of 2.0 µg/m³.  

Detections of PCE in indoor air (if any) would be further evaluated to determine their source. 
The outdoor air sampling results and sub-slab soil gas sampling results would be used as lines of 
evidence to determine if indoor air PCE impacts are associated with vapor intrusion from the 
subsurface, outdoor/ambient air, or an indoor source.  

The sub-slab soil gas and indoor air sampling results will be evaluated to quantify an empirical 
sub-slab soil gas-to-indoor air attenuation factor for the building. This attenuation factor may 
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be used to evaluate future (post-occupancy) sub-slab soil gas sampling results as an alternative 
to the conservative default value of 0.03.  

The empirical attenuation factor may also be evaluated utilizing a radon tracer in addition to 
sub-slab soil gas and indoor air sampling for PCE and breakdown products. As a naturally-
occurring, radioactive noble gas, radon acts as a conservative tracer for gases that originate 
underground and have the potential to migrate into indoor air. Radon is ubiquitous and not tied 
to a specific source area, so concentrations should remain relatively constant in soil vapor. 
Radon measurements from sub-slab probes and indoor air would be made using Durridge RAD7 
Electronic Radon Detectors (or equivalent field meter) or collecting sub-slab soil gas and indoor 
in laboratory provided medium for off-Site analysis at a certified analytical laboratory. Utilizing 
paired sub-slab and indoor air results, an empirical attenuation factor would be calculated. The 
sub-slab and indoor air radon results could be evaluated as a second line of evidence to 
estimate the empirical sub-lab soil gas-to-indoor air attenuation factor for the building. Other 
attenuation factor derivation approaches may alternatively be considered and utilized with 
DTSC-approval. 

If indoor air sampling results for PCE are below the indoor air RBSL, the building would be 
demonstrated as safe for occupancy with respect to vapor intrusion concerns. If any indoor air 
sampling results exceed the RBSL, further evaluation would be performed. Any additional 
sampling would be planned and implemented in consultation with DTSC.  

7.4 Land Use Covenant and Operations and Maintenance 

The VIMS will be maintained and regularly (e.g., annually) inspected in accordance with a Land 
Use Covenant (to be developed), CLRRA-compliant O&M Agreement, and the VIMS O&M Plan. 
The VIMS O&M Plan contains specifications to repair or upgrade the VIMS components, in the 
event that this is warranted.  

The LUC will include the following elements, at a minimum: 

• Prohibits residential or commercial (including daycare) occupancy without engineering 
controls (i.e., VIMS in place, confirmed operating as designed); 

• Annual LUC inspections of building ground-floor slab, and VIMS, with LUC inspection 
reports submitted for DTSC approval. 

• Conducting prudential, voluntary 5-year Reviews, to be submitted for DTSC approval. 

The O&M Agreement shall be executed prior to building occupancy. The O&M Agreement will 
require a financial assurance instrument funding for the estimated 30-year O&M cost of long-
term site management per the Response Plan. 
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7.5 Maher Ordinance Compliance and Site Management Plan 

By virtue of the Site’s location and historical uses, the project is required to comply with San 
Francisco Health Code Article 22A, known as the Maher Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance 
defines a process for characterization and mitigation of soil and groundwater contamination, 
for the protection of public health and safety during and after Site redevelopment. It is 
expected that the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), who oversees activities 
related to the Maher Ordinance, will indicate that the Site characterization and mitigation 
process conducted by TNDC and TPCU under DTSC oversight will effectively meet the 
requirements of the Maher Ordinance. While the Site is not required to implement a Site-
Specific Dust Control Plan under San Francisco Health Code Article 22B (known as the Dust 
Ordinance) due to parcel size, as a conservative measure, TNDC has volunteered to prepare a 
Site Management Plan which will include response action implementation procedures, 
including dust and vapor control, and monitoring measures during construction activities. 
Additional protective measures designed to ensure worker safety during response action 
implementation will be included in a health and safety section of the Site Management Plan. 
The Site Management Plan will also include a contingency plan to be implemented if 
unanticipated soil contamination is encountered during response action implementation.  

8.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 

This Response Plan included a public participation process that was intended to ensure full and 
robust participation of the affected community. Thirty-three (33) days before taking any action 
on the proposed Response Plan, DTSC: 

• Notified other appropriate governmental entities and local agencies of the proposed 
Response Plan including, but not limited to, SFDPH, San Francisco Planning Department, 
and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board; 

• Placed a notice in a newspaper of general circulation, in the area of the Site including, 
but not limited to, a community-based newspaper, as appropriate; and 

• Provided notification of a 33-day public comment period on the proposed Response 
Plan, in factsheet format, in English and any other language commonly spoken in the 
area of the Site. 

The proposed Response Plan, site assessment reports, and materials listed as references in the 
proposed Response Plan and site assessment reports have been made accessible for public 
review at the DTSC office in Berkeley and in electronic format on DTSC’s publicly accessible 
EnviroStor database. Notification of the availability of these documents was provided in the 
factsheet. Procedures for providing comment on the proposed Response Plan and related 
documents were included in the factsheet. DTSC held a public meeting to receive comments. 

DTSC has considered the comments received before taking any action regarding the proposed 
Response Plan. As part of its communication with affected communities, DTSC has provided 
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information regarding the process by which decisions about the Site are made and the recourse 
that is available for those who may disagree with an agency decision. DTSC has considered the 
issue of environmental justice, as defined in subdivision (e) of Section 65040.12 of the 
Government Code, for communities most impacted, including low-income and racial minority 
populations before taking action on the Response Plan. 

Prior to approving this Response Plan, DTSC prepared a Community Letter and Survey (DTSC 
2021b), a Community Profile (DTSC 2021c), a Public Notice of the Public Comment Period for 
2550 Irving Street (DTSC 2021d), and a Community Update of the Public Comment Period for 
2550 Irving Street (DTSC 2021e) to notify the public regarding the Site and inviting the public to 
comment on the Draft Response Plan. The public comment period for the Draft Response Plan 
was from July 12 to August 13, 2021 and included a Remote Public Meeting on July 22, 2021. 
Following public comment, the DTSC prepared a Responsiveness Summary (DTSC 2021f) to 
respond to all public comments received during the 33-day public comment period on the Draft 
Response Plan. This Final Response Plan reflects changes which the DTSC determined were 
appropriate in response to public comments. The Responsiveness Summary is included as 
Appendix E.  

Prior to the start of construction at the Site, DTSC will prepare a Work Notice and will distribute 
the Work Notice to the project mailing list. 

9.0 CEQA DOCUMENTATION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), modeled after the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, was enacted in 1970 as a system of checks and balances for land use 
development and management decisions in California. It is an administrative procedure to 
ensure comprehensive environmental review of cumulative impacts prior to project approval.  

A CEQA project has the potential to cause a direct physical change or a reasonably foreseeable 
indirect physical change in the environment. CEQA applies to discretionary projects proposed to 
be carried out or approved by California public agencies, unless an exemption applies.  

On August 4, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Senate Bill 35 
Determination letter confirming the proposed project at 2550 Irving Street (i.e., the Site) meets 
the objective criterion of Senate Bill 35. Per the San Francisco Planning Department’s Affordable 
Housing Streamlined Approval Pursuant to Senate Bill 35 and Planning Director Bulletin #5: 

• CEQA review is not required for SB-35 eligible projects because they are subject to a 
ministerial approval process. The site or building permit will not be subject to any 
applicable neighborhood notice requirements in the Planning Code, and the 
Department will not accept Discretionary Review applications for these projects because 
they are subject to a ministerial approval process. 
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DTSC has prepared and will file a notice of exemption with the State Clearinghouse within 5 
days of approving this Response Action.  A copy of the notice of exemption is provided in 
Appendix F. 

10.0 OVERSIGHT AND DETERMINATION OF RESPONSE ACTION COMPLETENESS 

TNDC will grant site access to DTSC for oversight and as-requested inspection of the VIMS 
installation and performance testing. VIMS Design Engineer will provide advanced notice to 
DTSC of installation and testing milestones, and support DTSC during DTSC inspections.  

Pursuant to H&SC §25395.90 et seq., DTSC shall make final approval of whether the response 
action is complete. 

DTSC may require further response actions based on the discovery of hazardous materials 
during the course of the response action, or during subsequent development of the Site. 

If the use of the property changes, DTSC may require a new response plan, or response plan 
amendment. 
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Geoprobe Permanent Soil Vapor
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bgs (AllWest, 8/26-28/2020)
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Probe Cluster to 5-ft and 15-ft
bgs (AllWest, 5/23-24/2020)
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Probe to 15-ft bgs (AllWest,
5/28/2020)

Temporary Soil Vapor Probe
(Path Forward, 12/14-15/2019)
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Temporary Soil Vapor Probe to
5-ft bgs (AllWest, 7/17/2019)
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bgs (AllWest, 7/17/2019)

Geoprobe Boring to
Groundwater at ~80 to 90-ft bgs
(AllWest)

Sub-Slab Vapor Pin (AllWest,
5/21/2019 and 7/17/2019)
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Location
(Path Forward, 12/14-15/2019)



ON‐SITE

SOIL GAS

ON‐SITE

SHALLOW SOIL

ON‐SITE

DEEP SOIL

GROUNDWATER

TAP

WATER

CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

2550 IRVING STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

FIGURE

3

INGESTION

DERMAL CONTACT

SURFACE

WATER

DERMAL CONTACT

INHALATION

INHALATION

INGESTION

INGESTION

DERMAL CONTACT

DERMAL CONTACT

INHALATION

INHALATION

INGESTION

INGESTION

DERMAL CONTACT

INDOOR AIR INHALATION •

DRY CLEANING 
SOLVENTS LEAKED FROM 

SANITARY SEWER 
PIPELINES

ON‐SITE AND/OR  OFF‐
SITE VADOSE SOILS

INHALATION

O
N
‐S

IT
E 

R
ES

ID
EN

T

RELEASE

MECHANISMS

PRIMARY IMPACTED

MEDIA

EXPOSURE

MEDIA

EXPOSURE

ROUTES

This CSM depicts potentially complete and significant exposure 
pathways to on‐Site receptors, after Site redevelopment, in the 
absence of any mitigation.  Off‐Site impacts are not addressed within 
the scope of this Response Plan.

On‐Site soil gas is impacted with tetrachloroethene (PCE) which is 
suspected to have leaked from on‐Site and/or off‐Site sanitary sewer 
pipelines. Location(s) of sanitary sewer pipeline release(s), location 
and extent of soil impacts unknown.

Detected concentrations of PCE in on‐Site soil do not pose a direct 
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2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 1 of 1

Attenuation 
Factor

Soil Gas

RBSL

Soil Gas 
Concentration

Soil Gas

Risk

(µg/m³) (µg/m³) (per million)

Ground‐Level Commercial Receptor

0.03 67 1,500 20

0.0005 4,000 1,500 0.4

Potential Ground‐Level Residential/Daycare Receptor

0.03 15 1,500 100

0.0005 920 1,500 1.6

Second‐Level Residential Receptor

0.003 150 1,500 10

0.00005 9,200 1,500 0.2

Notes:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7) If the final redevelopment plan includes ground‐floor residential receptors and/or other sensitive receptors, DTSC‐
recommended RBSLs for indoor air under residential land use will be utilized.

Table 1. Tetrachlorothene Vapor Intrusion Risk

0.46

0.46

2.0

2.0

Indoor Air

RBSL

(µg/m³)

Attenuation factors are current and previous DTSC‐recommended values for future commercial buildings (DTSC 2011, 
DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

Soil gas risk equals soil gas concentration divided by soil gas RBSL; is rounded to one significant figure. 

Soil gas concentration is highest detected concentration of PCE in shallow soil gas within the footprint of proposed 
building (AllWest 2020c).

Soil gas RBSL equals indoor air RBSL divided by attenuation factor.

Tetrachloroethene (PCE) indoor air risk‐based screening levels (RBSLs) are DTSC‐recommended values, represent 1 
per million risk level (DTSC 2020).

Second‐level attenuation factors incorporate SFBRWQCB‐recommended inter‐floor transfer factor of 0.1 (SFBRWQCB 
2019).

0.46

0.46
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Indoor Air

RBSL

Attenuation 
Factor

Soil Gas

RBSL

Soil Gas 
Concentration

Soil Gas

Risk

(µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (per million)

Trichloroethene 100 0.03 3,300 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ 310 0.03 10,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ 35 0.03 1,200 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ 350 0.03 12,000 ND NA

Vinyl Chloride 0.16 0.03 5.3 ND NA

Trichloroethene 100 0.0005 200,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ 310 0.0005 620,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ 35 0.0005 70,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ 350 0.0005 700,000 ND NA

Vinyl Chloride 0.16 0.0005 320 ND NA

Trichloroethene 0.48 0.03 16 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ 73 0.03 2,400 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ 8.3 0.03 280 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ 83 0.03 2,800 ND NA

Vinyl Chloride 0.0095 0.03 0.32 ND NA

Trichloroethene 0.48 0.0005 960 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ 73 0.0005 150,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ 8.3 0.0005 17,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ 83 0.0005 170,000 ND NA

Vinyl Chloride 0.0095 0.0005 19 ND NA

Trichloroethene 0.48 0.003 160 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ 73 0.003 24,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ 8.3 0.003 2,800 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ 83 0.003 28,000 ND NA

Vinyl Chloride 0.0095 0.003 3.2 ND NA

Trichloroethene 0.48 0.00005 9,600 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ 73 0.00005 1.5E+06 ND NA

Table 2. Tetrachloroethene Breakdown Product Contingent Remedial Goals

PCE Breakdown Product

Ground‐Level Commercial Receptor

Second‐Level Residential Receptor

Potential Ground‐Level Residential/Daycare Receptor

Project No.: 115‐102‐105 9/2/2021 1:10 PM
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Indoor Air

RBSL

Attenuation 
Factor

Soil Gas

RBSL

Soil Gas 
Concentration

Soil Gas

Risk

(µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (per million)

Table 2. Tetrachloroethene Breakdown Product Contingent Remedial Goals

PCE Breakdown Product

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ 8.3 0.00005 170,000 ND NA

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ 83 0.00005 1.7E+06 ND NA

Vinyl Chloride 0.0095 0.00005 190 ND NA

Notes:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8) ND = Not detected above the laboratory reporting limit. NA = Risk not calculated as breakdown product was ND 
during sampling.

If the final redevelopment plan includes ground‐floor residential receptors and/or other sensitive receptors, DTSC‐
recommended RBSLs for indoor air under residential land use will be utilized.

PCE Breakdown Product indoor air risk‐based screening levels (RBSLs) are DTSC‐recommended values, represent 1 per 
million risk level (DTSC 2020).

Attenuation factors are current and previous DTSC‐recommended values for future commercial buildings (DTSC 2011, 
DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

Second‐level attenuation factors incorporate SFBRWQCB‐recommended inter‐floor transfer factor of 0.1 (SFBRWQCB 
2019).

Soil gas RBSL equals indoor air RBSL divided by attenuation factor.

Soil gas concentration is highest detected concentration of PCE in shallow soil gas within the footprint of proposed 
building (AllWest 2020c).

Soil gas risk equals soil gas concentration divided by soil gas RBSL; is rounded to one significant figure. 
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Statue and Regulatory Citation Determination Description Comment

Federal ARARs

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),

16 U.S.C. ' 470

40 CFR 6.301(b)

36 CFR 60, 63, 800

Applicable This statute and implementing regulations require federal agencies to take into 
account the effect of this response action upon any district, site, building, 
structure, or object that is included in or eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places.

If cultural resources on or eligible for the national register are present, it will be 
necessary to determine if there will be an adverse effect and if so how the effect 
may be minimized or mitigated.    The unauthorized removal of archaeological 
resources from public or Indian lands is prohibited without a permit, and any 
archaeological investigations at a site must be conducted by a professional 
archaeologist.    

There are no known Historical or Archaeological features recognized within the 
project area. 

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act

16 U.S.C. ' 469

40 CFR 6.301(c)

43 CFR 7

Applicable This statute and implementing regulations establish requirements for the 
evaluation and preservation of historical and archaeological data, which may be 
destroyed through alteration of terrain as a result of a federal construction project 
or a federally licensed activity or program.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

16 U.S.C. '' 661, et seq.,

40 CFR 6.302(g)

50 CFR 83

33 CFR 320‐330

Applicable This statute and implementing regulations require coordination with federal and 
state agencies for federally funded projects to ensure that any modification of 
any stream or other water body affected by any action authorized or funded by 
the federal agency provides for adequate protection of fish and wildlife 
resources

If the remedial action involves activities that affect wildlife and/or non‐game fish, 
federal agencies must first consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
relevant state agency with jurisdiction over wildlife resources.  There are no 
known water bodies that will be affected by the project.   

Endangered Species Act,

16 U.S.C. ' 1531

40 CFR 6.302(h)

50 CFR 17 and 402

Relevant and

Appropriate

This statute and implementing regulations provide that federal activities not 
jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered species. 
Endangered Species Act, Section 7 requires consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to identify the possible presence of protected species and 
mitigate potential impacts on such species.

If threatened or endangered species are identified within the remedial areas, 
activities must be designed to conserve the species and their habitat. There are 
no known threatened or endangered species identified within the project area.   

Migratory Bird Treaty Act,

16 U.S.C. '' 703, et seq.

50 CFR 10.13

Relevant and

Appropriate

This requirement establishes a federal responsibility for the protection of the 
international migratory bird resource and requires continued consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service during remedial design and remedial construction 
to ensure that the cleanup of the site does not unnecessarily impact migratory 
birds.

The selected remedial actions will be carried out in a manner to avoid adversely 
affecting migratory bird species, bald eagle and including individual birds or their 
nests.  There are no known nesting sites identified within the project area.   

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

40 CFR Part 763, Subpart G 
Other

Requirements

Asbestos abatement projects and asbestos worker protection. This subpart 
protects certain State and local government employees who are not protected by 
the Asbestos Standards of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA). This subpart applies the OSHA Asbestos Standards in 29 CFR 1910.1001 
and 29 CFR 1926.1101 to these employees.

The State requires that work be performed in accordance with 40 CFR 763.120 
and 763.121 (asbestos abatement projects) and 29 CFR 1926.58 (asbestos 
standard for the construction industry). These requirements will be incorporated 
into the health & safety plan but do not meet the definition of an ARAR.

40 CFR Part 763 ‐ Asbestos Containing Materials in Schools Other

Requirements

This regulation provides provision for investigation, handling and management of 
ACM at school sites. 

Will not apply to this non‐school related project.  

Clean Air Act  ‐ (CAA) 
40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M
National Emission Standard for Asbestos

Relevant and

Appropriate

The section of the Clean Air Act deals with management of ACMs. Over‐riding regulation for Asbestos Mitigation Management. 

Table 3. Summary Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 
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Statue and Regulatory Citation Determination Description Comment

Table 3. Summary Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 

Clean Air Act (CAA)

Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.145 (c) & (d)

Relevant and

Appropriate

This requirement establishes detailed standards and specifications for demolition 
and renovation. The regulation provides detailed procedures for controlling 
asbestos release during demolition of a building containing “regulated‐asbestos 
containing material (RACM)”.

Applicable to building demolitions that will occur as part of the removal if certain 
threshold volumes of RACM are disturbed. The dust control portions of the 
regulations are relevant and appropriate for soil disturbance activities and for 
asbestos contaminated material that does not meet the strict definition of RACM.

Clean Air Act (CAA) Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.149

Note: Section 61.149(c)(2) is not delegated to the State

Relevant and

Appropriate

This Act and implementing regulations, 40 CFR 61.149, establish detailed 
procedures and specifications for handling and disposal of asbestos containing 
waste material generated by an asbestos mill.

Requirements under this regulation are considered relevant and appropriate to 
the ACM disposal. It is not applicable because the facilities do not meet the 
regulatory definition of an asbestos mill.

Clean Air Act (CAA) Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.150

Note: Section 61.150(a)(4) is not delegated to the State

Relevant and

Appropriate

Standard for waste disposal for manufacturing, fabricating, demolition, 
renovation and spraying operations. This regulation provides detailed procedures 
for processing, handling and transporting asbestos containing waste material 
generated during building demolition and renovation (among other sources).

Applicable to RACM generated by building demolitions that will occur as part of 
the remedial action. Relevant and appropriate for soil disturbance activities and 
for asbestos contaminated material that does not meet the strict definition of 
RACM.

Clean Air Act (CAA) Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.151

Note: Section 61.151(c) is not delegated to the State

Relevant and

Appropriate

Standard for inactive waste disposal sites for asbestos mills and manufacturing 
and fabricating operations. Provides requirements for covering, revegetation and 
signage at facilities where RACM will be left in place.

Requirements under this regulation are considered relevant and appropriate to 
asbestos containing soils and/or debris left in place. It is not applicable because 
the facilities that are part of this remedial action do not meet the facility 
definitions in the regulation.

Clean Air Act (CAA)  Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.152

Note: Section 61.152(b)(3) is not delegated to the State

Relevant and

Appropriate

This requirement establishes detailed specifications for air cleaning used as part 
of a system to control asbestos emissions control system.

These requirements would be applicable if air cleaning is part of the building 
demolitions. It would be relevant and appropriate to other air cleaning 
operations.

Clean Air Act (CAA) Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.154

Note: Section 61.154(d) is not delegated to the State

Relevant and

Appropriate

Standard for active waste disposal sites. Provides requirements for off‐site 
disposal sites receiving asbestos‐containing waste material from building 
demolitions and other specific sources.

Requirements under this regulation are considered relevant and appropriate to 
asbestos containing soils and/or debris to be transported off‐Site.  It is not 
applicable because the facilities that are part of this remedial action do not meet 
the facility definitions in the regulation.

Clean Air Act (CAA)  Air Cleaning

40 CFR 61.155

Relevant and

Appropriate

This requirement establishes detailed standards for operations that convert 
asbestos containing waste material into non‐ asbestos (asbestos‐free) material.

These requirements would be applicable if the remedial action includes any 
treatment of asbestos containing material.

U.S. EPA Office of Superfund Regional Screening Levels for Chemical 
Contaminants at Superfund Sites

To Be Considered RSLs are risk‐based concentration which can be used to evaluate whether a 
chemical release may pose a risk that warrants further investigation.  RSLs are 
not legally enforceable standards.  They are use for Site screening and should not 
be used as cleanup levels for a CERCLA site until the other remedy selections 
identified in the relevant portions of the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR 
Part 300, have ben evaluated and considered

If a chemical is detected during removal actions and no cleanup level was 
previously established, the Hero Note 3, Water Board ESLs, or U.S. EPA RSLs will 
be used as a screening concentration.  If the concentrations are below Hero Note 
3, ESLs, or RSLs, as applicable, no further action will be taken.  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 40 CFR §§260‐299; Subtitle C 
(hazardous waste requirements); State of California citation:  Cal. Health & 
Safety Code, Title 22

Applicable RCRA is the primary federal law governing the disposal of hazardous and non‐ 
hazardous or municipal solid waste passed by Congress in 1976 and amended in 
1984 by Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA). RCRA Subtitle C sets 
standards for the classification of hazardous waste, and requirements governing 
handling, management, transportation, treatment, and off‐ site disposal of these 
wastes.

RCRA applies to moving waste materials.  Hazardous waste management efforts 
at the sites will be performed in accordance with RCRA and Title 22 Requirements.
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Statue and Regulatory Citation Determination Description Comment

Table 3. Summary Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 

Clean Water Act (CWA) 33 USC §1342 Applicable Section 402 of the CWA regulates discharges of pollutants under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  The storm water discharges 
program is regulated by the State Water Board for certain municipal, industrial, 
and construction storm water discharges through NPDES permits.  NPDES permits 
include requirements to prevent or reduce discharges of pollutants that cause or 
contribute to violations of water quality objectives.

Any construction storm water discharges will use controls to reduce pollutant 
loads in storm water in order to prevent violations of water quality objectives.

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 42 USC § 300g‐1 To Be Considered The National Contingency Plan (NCP) at 40 CFR §§300.43(e)(2)(i)(B)‐(D) states 
that maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs), established under the SDWA, 
that are set at levels above zero should be attained by remedial actions for 
surface water or groundwater that are current or potential sources of drinking 
water.  For contaminants of concern (COCs) in groundwater that do not have 
MCLGs, or if the MCLGs have been set at zero, the remedial actions should 
achieve Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs).

Although no impacts to surface or groundwater are known, the planned cleanup 
is intended to be protective of water quality.

State and Local ARARs

Title 8: Subchapter 7. General Industry Safety Orders Group 16. Control of 
Hazardous Substances Article 110. Regulated Carcinogens

Applicable This regulation provides the State of California OSHA regulations for Hazardous 
Substance. 

The necessary health and safety precautions will be included in project‐specific 
HASP. 

California Health and Safety Code ‐ HSC 
Division 20. Miscellaneous Health and safety Provisions [24000 ‐ 26217]

Chapter 6.82. California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act of 2004 [25395.60 ‐ 
25395.109]

Article 2. Definitions [25395.63 ‐ 25395.79.2]

Applicable “Response plan” means a written plan submitted to an agency pursuant to 
Section 25395.96 

If, upon review of the site assessment prepared pursuant to this article, the 
agency determines that a response action is necessary to prevent or eliminate an 
unreasonable risk, the bona fide purchaser, innocent landowner, or contiguous 
property owner shall submit a response plan to the agency to conduct a response 
action at the site, in conformance with the agreement entered into pursuant to 
Section 25395.92.

This provides the definition for the Response Plan.

California Toxics Rule (CTR) 33 USC §1313(c)(2)(B); 40 CFR

§131.38(b)(1), (2)

To Be Considered The California Toxics Rule sets forth freshwater and saltwater criteria for a 
number of metals and chemical compounds.

Although no impacts to surface or groundwater are known, related to this 
removal action, the planned cleanup is intended to be protective of water quality.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region 
(Water Board), Water Quality Water Quality Objectives Porter‐Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act promulgated under California Water Code § 13240‐13241, 
Basin Plan, Chapter 3

To Be Considered Chapter 3 of the Basin Plan sets forth water quality objectives for surface water 
and groundwater.

Although no impacts to surface or groundwater are known, related to this 
removal action, the planned cleanup is intended to be protective of water quality.

Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring Regulations Cal. Health and Safety Code 
§11635, 22 CCR §§64431, 64432, 64432.1, 64432.2, 64444, 64444.5

Relevant and

Appropriate

These sections of the California Code of Regulations, part of the state water 
quality standards, establish MCLs for organic and inorganic chemicals in drinking 
water.

Although no impacts to surface or groundwater are known, related to this 
removal action, the planned cleanup is intended to be protective of water quality.

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Cal. Health and Safety Code § 116375, 22 CCR § 
64449

Relevant and

Appropriate

This section of the SDWA establishes secondary MCLs for chemicals in drinking 
water that adversely affect its odor, taste, or appearance.  They are desirable 
goals and are not enforceable.

Although no impacts to surface or groundwater are known, related to this 
removal action, the planned cleanup is intended to be protective of water quality.
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Table 3. Summary Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Resolution No. 88‐63 Porter‐
Cologne Water Quality Control Act promulgated under California Water Code § 
13140

Relevant and

Appropriate

The resolution states that all surface and groundwaters of the State are 
considered to be suitable, or potentially suitable, for municipal or domestic water 
supply, contamination, or the water source does not provide sufficient water to 
supply a well capable of producing 200 gallons per day.

Although no impacts to surface or groundwater are known, related to this 
removal action, the planned cleanup is intended to be protective of water quality.

Water Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) Screening for Environmental 
Concerns at Sites with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, Revision 2, July 2019

Relevant and

Appropriate

ESLs can be used to evaluate whether a chemical release may pose a risk that 
warrants further investigation.  ESLs are not legally enforceable standards.  They 
are used for site screening.

If a chemical is detected during removal actions and no cleanup level was 
previously established, Hero Note 3, Water Board ESLs, or U.S. EPA RSLs will be 
used as a screening concentration.  If the concentrations are below Hero Note 3, 
ESLs or RSLs, as applicable, no further action will be taken.  

DTSC and Office of Human and Ecological Risk (OEHHA) Human Health Risk 
(HERO) Notes including Note 3 Title 22, California Code of Regulations 
(CCR),Chapter 50 Section 68400.5.

Relevant and

Appropriate

For any release of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents, the human health 
risk assessment calculations, including, but not limited to, all cancer risk and non‐
cancer hazard screening levels and corrective action objectives, shall use the 
toxicity criteria specified in California Code of Regulations, title 22, sections 69021 
and attain the human health protection specified in section 69022, subdivisions 
(a) and (b). 

The appropriate HERO Notes will be followed when evaluating risks associated 
with known or discovered contaminants during the implementation of the 
removal action.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 6 Rule 1 
Section 305

Relevant and

Appropriate

This section sets limits on visual particulates during construction activities. A person shall not emit particles from any operation in sufficient number to cause 
annoyance to any other person, which particles are large enough to be visible as 
individual particles at the emission point or of such size and nature as to be visible 
individually as incandescent particles. This section will apply only if such particles 
fall on real property other than that of the person resposible for the emission.

Title 22, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Chapter 39 Section 67391.1, 
Requirements for Land Use Covenants

Applicable Specify that a land use covenant imposing appropriate limitations on land use 
shall be executed and recorded when hazardous materials, hazardous wastes or 
constituents, or hazardous substances will remain at the property at levels, which 
are not suitable for unrestricted use of the land.

This is the regulation that will govern the land use covenant placed on the Site 
following capping.

San Francisco Police Code, Article 29, section 2908. Applicable This ordinance provides guidance for acceptable levels of noise and acceptable 
times for the emission of construction noise.  

Noise between 8pm and 7am is unlawful without a special Public Works permit. 

Underground Storage Tank (UST) Regulations California Code of Regulations, Title 
23, Chapter 16, Article 11

To Be Considered UST regulations protect waters of the state from discharges of hazardous 
substances from USTs.

No USTs are known to be present at the site. Although not anticipated, if removal 
actions involve the removal of a UST, the actions will comply with the substantive 
requirements of these regulations.

San Francisco Bay Water Board UST Program California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapters 6.7 and 6.75

To Be Considered The San Francisco Bay Water Board UST Program gives local agencies the 
authority to oversee investigation and cleanup of UST leak sites. 

No USTs are known to be present at the site. Although not anticipated, if removal 
actions involve the removal of a UST, the actions will comply with the substantive 
requirements of these regulations.

San Francisco Public Health Code (SFPHC) Article 22A (also referred as Maher 
Ordinance)

Applicable The Site is located within the area that is subject to compliance with Article 22A. 
For projects which will disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil, the applicant is 
required to contact the Department of Public Health and to conduct an 
environmental investigation and submit the documents and certifications for 
review and approval by the Department of Public Health prior to issuance of the 
permit from the Department of Building Inspection.

Provides a description of the Maher Ordinance which will be required to be 
followed during redevelopment.
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Table 3. Summary Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 

SFPHC Article 22B Applicable This article is applicable to any site preparation or construction activities taking 
place within the City and County of San Francisco that have the potential to 
create dust or that will expose or disturb soil be conducted and managed to 
eliminate visible dust;

Provides a description of the dust mitigation requirements to eliminate visible 
dust.
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Tables 1 and 2 from 

Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report  (AllWest 2020c) 



(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

B-1 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) 13 210 ND (<0.25) 44 9.0 24 28 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-2 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) 3.6 70 ND (<0.25) 57 4.6 26 24 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-3 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) 1.1 19 ND (<0.25) 49 39 26 68 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-4 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 57 10 30 45 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-5 (4.5-5) 5/21/2019 ND (<1.0) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 45 2.5 24 21 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-8 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-8 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-9 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-9 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-10 (4.5-5) 7/18/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-10 (9.5-10) 7/18/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)
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SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Construction Worker ESLs 
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Title 22 TTLC (mg/kg)

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2500-2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 19089.23.1

Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Other VOCsZincNickel

TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d (C10-

C23)

TPH-mo (C18-

C36)
Lead

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)
Cadmium Chromium
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(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2500-2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 19089.23.1

Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Other VOCsZincNickel

TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d (C10-

C23)

TPH-mo (C18-

C36)
Lead

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)
Cadmium Chromium

NE NE NE 1.0 5.0 5.0 NE NE 0.70 Varies or NE

NE NE NE 1.1 58 (total) 7.0 68 64 NE NE

Notes: All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California.

All results are reported in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)

bgs = below ground surface

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds, analytical method SW8260B

TPH-g - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Gasoline, analytical method SW8260B

TPH-d - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Diesel, analytical method SW8015 without Silica Gel cleanup

TPH-mo - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Motor Oil, analytical method SW8015 without Silica Gel cleanup

PCE = Tetrachloroethene, analytical method SW8260B

ND - Not Detected above laboratory reporting limit (listed in paranthesis)

NA - Not Analyzed `

NE - Not Established

* = Chromium III; ESL not established for total chromium

Res-DE = Residential Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 )

Com-DE = Commercial/Industrial Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 )

CW-DE = Construction Worker / Any Site Use Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels  (Table S-1 )

Res-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels  (Table S-5 )

Com-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels  (Table S-5 )

CW-ON = Construction Worker / Any Land Use Odor Nuisance Levels  (Table S-5 )

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening 

Levels (ESLs) , Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), January 23, 2019

Title 22 TCLP (mg/L)

Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential land use and soil disposal acceptance profiling were established using the Tier 1 ESL Summary Table based on a generic conceptual site 

model designed for use at most sites. These ESLs were established with the following assumptions:  Land Use = Residential, Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource, MCL Priority over RIsk-

based Levels = Yes, Discharge to Surface Water = Saltwater & Freshwater,  Vegetation Level = Substantial,  Soil Exposure Depths = Shallow (≤10 ft bgs).
Tier 2 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential and commercial/industrial and construction worker/any  land use where groundwater IS a potential drinking water resource were 

established using the site-specific Tier 2 Interactive Tool, Table T2-1: Tier 2 ESL Input and Output. These ESLs were established with the following assumptions:  Commercial property use, 

minimal vegetation level, drinking water resource groundwater use, no discharge to surface water, and shallow and deep soil depths (≤10 ft bgs and >10 ft bgs) for direct exposure.

LBNL Mean/Median 

Background Concentrations  

of Metals in Soils - Berkeley, 
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(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2500-2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 19089.23.1

Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Other VOCsZincNickel

TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d (C10-

C23)

TPH-mo (C18-

C36)
Lead

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)
Cadmium Chromium

Concentrations exceeding the applicable ESLs are indicated in bold font

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) Analysis of Background Distributions of Metals in the Soil at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Table 3: Summary Statistics for Background 

Data Sets After Removal of Outliers.  April, 2009.  Arithmetic mean used where available; otherwise median concentration.

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, Tables II and III.

STLC - Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, Tables II and III.

TTLC - Total Threshold Limit Concentration value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, Tables II and III.
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VP-1 5/21/2019 0.5 TSS 56 ND (<10) 8.6 ND (<4.5) 46 530 ND (<4.3) NA ND (<4.5) ND (<2.9) ND (varies) ND (<9,300) ND (<0.0100)

VP-2 5/21/2019 0.5 TSS 57 9.5 ND (<2.4) ND (<2.3) 27 480 3.6 NA ND (<2.3) ND (<1.3) ND (varies) ND (<9,300) ND (<0.0100)

VP-1A 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<6.3) NA 1,100 NA ND (<8.6) ND (<6.3) ND (<4.1) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-2A 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<6.3) NA 650 NA ND (<8.6) ND (<6.3) ND (<4.1) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-3 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<6.3) NA 270 NA ND (<8.6) ND (<6.3) ND (<4.1) NA NA ND (<0.025)

VP-4 7/19/2019 0.5 SPVP NA NA NA ND (<2.0) NA 660 NA ND (<2.7) ND (<2.0) ND (<1.3) NA NA ND (<0.025)

SFRWQCB 

ESL

1,000,000 

(ON)

730,000 

(DE)

18 

(DE)

1,200

VI
NL

67

(DE)

44,000 

(DE)

100 

(DE)

12,000

VI

5.2

VI
Varies or NE

330 

(ON)
NE

Notes:

Laboratory analyses by Eurofins Calscience, Garden Grove, CA

µg/m
3
 = micrograms per cubic meter

TPH-g = total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline, analytical method TO-3M

VOCs = volatile organic compounds, analytical method TO-15 SIM

cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene

trans-1,2-DCE =trans-1,2-
Dichloroethene

PCE = perchloroethylene / tetrachloroethene

TCE = trichloroethene

MEK = Methyl Ethyl Ketone (2-Butanone)

ND = Not detected above the listed reporting limit

NL = Not listed

NE = Not established

Bold Font = Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.

TSS = Temporary Sub-Slab Vapor Pin

DE = Direct Exposure  (Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human Health Risk Levels )

ON = Odor Nuisance (Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels )

Table 2

Soil Vapor Analytical Data Summary

2500-2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 

AllWest Project 19089.23.1

Commercial Soil Gas 

TPH-g                         

µg/m
3

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Tier 2 ESLs from Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human 

Health Risk Levels, Commercial/Industrial , and Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels , Interim Final - January 23, 2019.

SPVP = Semi-Permanent Sub-Slab Vapor Pin

NA = Not Analyzed
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Tables 1 and 2 from 

Phase II Subsurface Investigation Report (AllWest 2019d) 



(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

B-6 (1-1.5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 82 26 37 62 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-6 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 49 2.0 26 21 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-6 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 62 1.6 24 22 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-7 (1-1.5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) 5.0 58 ND (<0.25) 39 7.6 22 27 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-7 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 61 1.9 29 23 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-7 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 65 1.8 26 23 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-8 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

B-8 (9.5-10) 7/17/2019 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

SVP-1 (1-1.5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 53 7.8 26 32 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

SVP-1 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 59 1.6 22 21 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

SVP-2 (1-1.5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 74 2.1 30 26 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

SVP-2 (4.5-5) 7/17/2019 ND (<0.25) ND (<1.0) ND (<5.0) ND (<0.25) 53 1.7 23 20 ND (<0.0050) ND (varies)

100 

(Res-ON)

260 

(Res-DE)

100 

(Res-ON)

1.9 

(TH)

160 

(TH)

32 

(TH)

86 

(CW-DE)

340 

(TH)

0.080

(TH)
Varies or NE

500 

(Com-ON)

1,000 

(Com-ON)

500 

(Com-ON)

1,100 

(Com-DE)

1,800,000* 

(Com-DE)

320 

(Com-DE)

11,000

(Com-DE)

350,000 

(Com-DE)

1,000 

(Com-ON)
Varies or NE

500 

(CW-ON)

1,000 

(CW-ON)

500 

(CW-ON)

51 

(CW-DE)

530,000* 

(CW-DE)

180 

(CW-DE)

86 

(CW-DE)

110,000 

(CW-DE)

350 

(CW-DE)
Varies or NE

NE NE NE 100 2,500 1,000 2,000 5,000 NE Varies or NE

NE NE NE 1.0
5.0 (Cr III & 

total)
5.0 20 250 NE Varies or NE

Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Other VOCsZincNickel

TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d (C10-

C23)

TPH-mo (C18-

C36)
Lead

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)
Cadmium Chromium

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 19086.23.2

SFRWQCB Tier 1 ESLs 

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Construction Worker ESLs 

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Commercial/Industrial ESLs 

Title 22 STLC (mg/L)

Title 22 TTLC (mg/kg)
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Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

Date Sampled
Other VOCsZincNickel

TPH-g (C6-

C12)

TPH-d (C10-

C23)

TPH-mo (C18-

C36)
Lead

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)
Cadmium Chromium

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 19086.23.2

NE NE NE 1.0 5.0 5.0 NE NE 0.70 Varies or NE

NE NE NE 1.1 58 (total) 7.0 68 64 NE NE

Notes: All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California.

All results are reported in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)

bgs = below ground surface

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds, analytical method SW8260B

TPH-g - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Gasoline, analytical method SW8260B

TPH-d - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Diesel, analytical method SW8015 without Silica Gel cleanup

TPH-mo - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as Motor Oil, analytical method SW8015 without Silica Gel cleanup

PCE = Tetrachloroethene, analytical method SW8260B

ND - Not Detected above laboratory reporting limit (listed in paranthesis)

NA - Not Analyzed `

NE - Not Established

* = Chromium III; ESL not established for total chromium

Res-DE = Residential Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 )

Com-DE = Commercial/Industrial Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels (Table S-1 )

CW-DE = Construction Worker / Any Site Use Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels  (Table S-1 )

Res-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels  (Table S-5 )

Com-ON = Residential Odor Nuisance Levels  (Table S-5 )

CW-ON = Construction Worker / Any Land Use Odor Nuisance Levels  (Table S-5 )

Concentrations exceeding the applicable ESLs are indicated in bold font

LBNL Mean/Median 

Background Concentrations  

of Metals in Soils - Berkeley, 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) Analysis of Background Distributions of Metals in the Soil at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Table 3: Summary Statistics for Background 

Data Sets After Removal of Outliers.  April, 2009.  Arithmetic mean used where available; otherwise median concentration.

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, Tables II and III.

STLC - Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, Tables II and III.

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels 

(ESLs) , Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), January 23, 2019

TTLC - Total Threshold Limit Concentration value for hazardous waste established by State of California Code of Regulations Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3, Tables II and III.

Title 22 TCLP (mg/L)

Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential land use and soil disposal acceptance profiling were established using the Tier 1 ESL Summary Table based on a generic conceptual site 

model designed for use at most sites. These ESLs were established with the following assumptions:  Land Use = Residential, Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource, MCL Priority over RIsk-

Tier 2 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential and commercial/industrial and construction worker/any  land use where groundwater IS a potential drinking water resource were 

established using the site-specific Tier 2 Interactive Tool, Table T2-1: Tier 2 ESL Input and Output. These ESLs were established with the following assumptions:  Commercial property use, minimal 

vegetation level, drinking water resource groundwater use, no discharge to surface water, and shallow and deep soil depths (≤10 ft bgs and >10 ft bgs) for direct exposure.
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VP-1 5/21/2019 0.5 TSS 56 ND (<3.6) ND (<10) 8.6 ND (<9.7) 46 ND (<4.3) 530 ND (<9,300)

VP-2 5/21/2019 0.5 TSS 57 ND (<1.6) 9.5 ND (<2.4) ND (<4.3) 27 3.6 480 ND (<9,300)

SFRWQCB ESL
1,000,000 

(ON)

14 

(DE)

730,000 

(DE)

18 

(DE)
NL NL

44,000 

(DE)

67 

(DE)

330 

(ON)

Notes:

Laboratory analyses by Eurofins Calscience, Garden Grove, CA

µg/m
3
 = micrograms per cubic meter

TPH-g = total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline, analytical method TO-3M

VOCs = volatile organic compounds, analytical method TO-15 SIM

DE = Direct Exposure

ON = Odor Nuisance

PCE = perchloroethylene / tetrachloroethene

MEK = Methyl Ethyl Ketone (2-Butanone)

ND = Not detected above the listed reporting limit

NL = Not listed

Bold Font = Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.

TSS = Temporary Sub-Slab Vapor Pin

Table 2

Soil Vapor Analytical Data Summary

2500-2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 

Probe & Sample ID 

Number
Date

Probe 

Type

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)

µg/m
3

Acetone              

µg/m
3

Toluene            

µg/m
3

Isopropanol        

µg/m
3

2-Butanone 

(MEK)

µg/m
3

Dichlorodifluoromethane              

µg/m
3

Depth 

(feet bgs)

Benzene         

µg/m
3

AllWest Project 19061.23

Chloroform 

µg/m3

Commercial Soil Gas 

TPH-g                         

µg/m
3

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Tier 2 ESLs from Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human 

Health Risk Levels, Commercial/Industrial , and Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels , Interim Final - January 23, 2019.
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Tables 1 and 2 from 
 

Subsurface Investigation Report (AllWest 2019f) 
 
   



(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

B-12 (4.5-5) 9/27/2019 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

B-12 (9.5-10) 9/27/2019 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

B-12 (14.5-15) 9/27/2019 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

B-12 (19.5-20) 9/27/2019 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

B-12 (24.5-25) 9/27/2019 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

0.19 (SL) 0.65 (SL) 0.080 (SL) 0.085 (SL) 0.0015 (SL)

85 (DE) 600 (DE) 2.7 (DE) 6.1 (DE) 0.15 (DE)

Notes: All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California by EPA Method 8260B.
All results are reported in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)
bgs = below ground surface
Concentrations exceeding the applicable ESLs are indicated in bold font

ND - Not Detected above laboratory reporting limit (listed in paranthesis)

DE - Direct Exposure (Table S-1 Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels )
SL = Soil Leaching (Table S-3 - Leaching to Groundwater Levels, Drinking Water )

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Commercial/Industrial Direct 

Exposure ESL

Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

SFRWQCB Tier 1 Soil Leaching 

ESL - Groundwater is Drinking 

Water Resource

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), User's Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs), January 2019. 

Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential land use and soil disposal acceptance profiling were established using the 
Tier 1 ESL Summary Table based on a generic conceptual site model designed for use at most sites. These ESLs were established with 
the following assumptions:  Land Use = Residential, Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource, MCL Priority over RIsk-based 
Levels = Yes, Discharge to Surface Water = Saltwater & Freshwater,  Vegetation Level = Substantial,  Soil Exposure Depths = Shallow 
(≤10 ft bgs).

Tier 2 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) forcommercial/industrial  land use where groundwater IS a potential drinking water 
resource were established using the site-specific Tier 2 Interactive Tool, Table T2-1: Tier 2 ESL Input and Output. These ESLs were 
established with the following assumptions:  Commercial property use, minimal vegetation level, drinking water resource groundwater 
use, discharge to surface water, and shallow soil depths (≤10 ft bgs) for direct exposure.

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2511 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

AllWest Project No. 19126.23



cis-1,2-DCE trans-1,2-DCE
Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Vinyl Chloride

(µg/L) (µg/L) (µg/L) (µg/L) (µg/L)

B-11 (GW) 9/27/2019 TW ND (<0.50) ND (<0.50) ND (<0.50) ND (<0.50) ND (<0.50)

B-12 (GW) 9/27/2019 TW ND (<0.50) ND (<0.50) 0.71 ND (<0.50) ND (<0.50)

6.0 (DE) 10 (DE) 2.8 (VI) 5.0 (DE) 0.14 (VI)

Notes:

All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California by EPA Method 8260B.
cis-1,2-DCE - cis-1,2-Dichloroethene
trans-1,2-DCE - trans-1,2-Dichloroethene
PCE - Tetrachloroethene
TCE - Trichlorethene
NA - Not Analyzed
ND - Not detected at or above the laboratory reporting limit
NE - Not Established
TW - Temporary well from soil boring
bgs - below ground surface

DE - Direct Exposure (Table GW-1 - Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels )
VI = Vapor Intrusion (Table GW-3 - Groundwater Vapor Intrusion Human Health Risk Levels )

AllWest Project No. 19126.23

Sample ID Sample Date

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), User's Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening 

Levels (ESLs) , January 2019. 

Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential land use and soil disposal acceptance profiling were established using the Tier 1 
ESL Summary Table based on a generic conceptual site model designed for use at most sites. These ESLs were established with the following 
assumptions:  Land Use = Residential, Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource, MCL Priority over RIsk-based Levels = Yes, Discharge to 
Surface Water = Saltwater & Freshwater,  Vegetation Level = Substantial,  Soil Exposure Depths = Shallow (≤10 ft bgs).

Tier 2 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential, commercial/industrial  land use where groundwater IS a potential drinking water 
resource were established using the site-specific Tier 2 Interactive Tool, Table T2-1: Tier 2 ESL Input and Output. These ESLs were established 
with the following assumptions:  Commercial property use, minimal vegetation level, drinking water resource groundwater use,discharge to 
surface water, and shallow soil depths (≤10 ft bgs) for direct exposure.

Well Type 

Table 2

Summary of Groundwater Analytical Data

2550 & 2511 Irving Stret

San Francisco, California 94122

SFRWQCB Groundwater Tier 2 ESLs - 
Commercial/Industrial, Drinking Water Resource



(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

SVP-3 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-4 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-5 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-6 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-7 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-7 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-7 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (1-1.5) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (4.5-5) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (9.5-10) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-8 (14.5-15) 5/24/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-9 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-10 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-11 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-11 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-11 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-12 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-12 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) 0.052 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-12 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 202006.23
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Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

SVP-12 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-13 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-14 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-14 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-14 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-15 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-15 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-15 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-16 (4.5-5) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-16 (9.5-10) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-16 (14.5-15) 5/26/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-17 (14.5-15) 5/28/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (1-1.5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (4.5-5) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (9.5-10) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-18 (14.5-15) 5/23/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-19 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-20 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-21 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

SVP-22 (14.5-15) 5/27/2020 ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050) ND (<0.0050)

0.19 (SL) 0.65 (SL) 0.080 (SL) 0.085 (SL) 0.0015 (SL)

85 (DE) 600 (DE) 2.7 (DE) 6.1 (DE) 0.15 (DE)

Notes: All samples analyzed at McCampbell Analytical, Inc., Pittsburg, California by EPA Method 8260B.
All results are reported in milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)

SFRWQCB Tier 2 

Commercial/Industrial Direct 

Exposure ESL

SFRWQCB Tier 1 Soil Leaching 

ESL - Groundwater is Drinking 

Water Resource
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Vinyl Chloride

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)Date Sampled

Trichloroethene

(TCE)
Sample Name 

and Depth in 

feet bgs

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL DATA

2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

bgs = below ground surface
Concentrations exceeding the applicable ESLs are indicated in bold font

ND - Not Detected above laboratory reporting limit (listed in paranthesis)

DE - Direct Exposure (Table S-1 Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Levels )
SL = Soil Leaching (Table S-3 - Leaching to Groundwater Levels, Drinking Water )

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), User's Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs), January 2019. 

Tier 1 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for residential land use and soil disposal acceptance profiling were established using the 
Tier 1 ESL Summary Table based on a generic conceptual site model designed for use at most sites. These ESLs were established with 
the following assumptions:  Land Use = Residential, Groundwater Use = Drinking Water Resource, MCL Priority over RIsk-based Levels 
= Yes, Discharge to Surface Water = Saltwater & Freshwater,  Vegetation Level = Substantial,  Soil Exposure Depths = Shallow (≤10 ft 
bgs).

Tier 2 Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) forcommercial/industrial  land use where groundwater IS a potential drinking water 
resource were established using the site-specific Tier 2 Interactive Tool, Table T2-1: Tier 2 ESL Input and Output. These ESLs were 
established with the following assumptions:  Commercial property use, minimal vegetation level, drinking water resource groundwater 
use, discharge to surface water, and shallow soil depths (≤10 ft bgs) for direct exposure.
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SVP-1 7/17/2019 5 T ND (<2.0) 1,800 ND (<2.7) ND (<2.0) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-2 7/17/2019 5 T ND (<2.0) 1,300 ND (<2.7) ND (<2.0) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SFRWQCB 

ESL

1,200

VI

67

(DE)

100 

(DE)

12,000

VI

5.2

VI
NE

Notes:

Laboratory analyses by Eurofins Calscience, Garden Grove, CA

µg/m
3
 = micrograms per cubic meter

VOCs = volatile organic compounds, analytical method TO-15 SIM

cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene

trans-1,2-DCE =trans-1,2-
Dichloroethene

PCE = perchloroethylene / tetrachloroethene

TCE = trichloroethene

ND = Not detected above the listed reporting limit

NL = Not listed

NE = Not established

Bold Font = Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.

DE = Direct Exposure  (Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human Health Risk Levels )

ON = Odor Nuisance (Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels )

Table 2

Soil Vapor Analytical Data Summary

2125 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 

AllWest Project 19086.23.2

Commercial Soil Gas 

SFRWQCB ESLs = San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of 

Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Tier 2 ESLs from Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human Health Risk 

Levels, Commercial/Industrial , and Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Odor Nuisance Levels , Interim Final - January 

23, 2019.

T = Temporary Soil Vapor Probe

NA = Not Analyzed

Helium

(Leak detect 

gas)

(% v/v)

Probe & 

Sample ID 

Number

Date
Probe 

Type

PCE

µg/m
3

Depth 

(feet bgs)

TCE

µg/m
3

cis-1,2-DCE

µg/m
3

trans-1,2-

DCE

µg/m
3

Vinyl 

Chloride

µg/m
3
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Table 1 from 
 

First Quarter 2020 Indoor Air Quality Monitoring Report (AllWest 2020b) 
 
   



OAQ-1 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 0.0357 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) 0.305 0.0483 ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-1 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 1.70 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) 3.85 0.0644 ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-2 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 1.56 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) 3.85 0.161 ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-3 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 2.63 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) 2.67 0.0859 ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-4 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 1.41 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) 2.87 0.0698 ND (<0.00768)

310 35 350 2.0 3.0 0.16

Notes:

Laboratory analyses by Eurofins Calscience, LLC, Garden Grove, CA
OAQ = Outdoor Air Quality (ambient air control sample)
IAQ = Indoor Air Quality
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
1,1-DCE = 1,1-Dichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-Dichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
trans-1,2-DCE = trans-1,2-Dichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
PCE = perchloroethylene / tetrachloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
TCE = Trichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
Vinyl chloride by EPA Method TO-15
ND = Not detected above the listed reporting limit
Bold Font = Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.

SFRWQCB Tier 2 ESLs = San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), Tier 
2 ESLs from Table IA-1 - Indoor Air Direct Exposure: Human Health Risk Levels , Interim Final - January 23, 2019.

Tetrachloroethane

(PCE)

µg/m
3

Trichloroethene

(TCE)

µg/m
3

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

Sample ID
Air Sample Start 

Date

1,1-Dichloroethene 

(1,1-DCE)

µg/m3

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

SFRWQCB Tier 2 Commercial/Industrial ESLs, Direct 

Exposure

Vinyl Chloride

µg/m
3

Air Sample End 

Date

AllWest Project No. 19086.28

Table 1

Summary of Indoor and Outdoor Air Analytical Data

2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122



     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1 from 
 

Indoor Air Quality Monitoring Report (AllWest 2019e) 
 
   



OAQ-1 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 0.305 0.0483 0.0357 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.00768)

OAQ-1 12/29/2019 12/30/2019 ND (<0.017) ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.013)

OAQ-1 2/2/2020 2/3/2020 ND (<0.017) ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.013)

IAQ-1 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 3.85 0.0644 1.70 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-1 12/29/2019 12/30/2019 3.6 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-1 2/2/2020 2/3/2020 0.90 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-2 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 3.85 0.161 1.56 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-2 12/29/2019 12/30/2019 4.3 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-2 2/2/2020 2/3/2020 1.7 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-3 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 2.67 0.0859 2.63 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-3 12/29/2019 12/30/2019 2.9 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-3 2/2/2020 2/3/2020 2.4 0.53 NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-4 8/19/2019 8/20/2019 2.87 0.0698 1.41 ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.0198) ND (<0.00768)

IAQ-4 12/29/2019 12/30/2019 3.5 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

IAQ-4 2/2/2020 2/3/2020 3.3 ND (<0.013) NA ND (<0.099) ND (<0.099) ND (<0.13)

2.0 3.0 310 35 350 0.16

trans-1,2-
Dichloroethene 
(trans-1,2-DCE)

µg/m3

Sample ID Air Sample 
Start Date

1,1-
Dichloroethene 

(1,1-DCE)
µg/m3

cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene
(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m3

SFRWQCB Tier 2 Commercial/Industrial 
ESLs, Direct Exposure

Vinyl Chloride
µg/m3

Air Sample End 
Date

Trichloroethene
(TCE)
µg/m3

Tetrachloroethane
(PCE)
µg/m3

AllWest Project No. 19086.28.3

Table 1
Summary of Indoor and Outdoor Air Analytical Data

2550 Irving Street
San Francisco, California 94122

Page 1 of 2



trans-1,2-
Dichloroethene 
(trans-1,2-DCE)

µg/m3

Sample ID Air Sample 
Start Date

1,1-
Dichloroethene 

(1,1-DCE)
µg/m3

cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene
(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m3

Vinyl Chloride
µg/m3

Air Sample End 
Date

Trichloroethene
(TCE)
µg/m3

Tetrachloroethane
(PCE)
µg/m3

AllWest Project No. 19086.28.3

Table 1
Summary of Indoor and Outdoor Air Analytical Data

2550 Irving Street
San Francisco, California 94122

Notes:
Laboratory analyses by Eurofins Calscience, LLC, Garden Grove, CA, except 8/29/19 analysis by Torrent Laboratory, Inc., Milpitas, CA
OAQ = Outdoor Air Quality (ambient air control sample)
IAQ = Indoor Air Quality
NA = Not analyzed
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
1,1-DCE = 1,1-Dichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15 (only analyzed by Torrent as a PCE breakdown product)
cis-1,2-DCE = cis-1,2-Dichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
trans-1,2-DCE = trans-1,2-Dichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
PCE = perchloroethylene / tetrachloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
TCE = Trichloroethene by EPA Method TO-15
Vinyl chloride by EPA Method TO-15
ND = Not detected above the listed reporting limit
Bold Font = Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.
SFRWQCB Tier 2 ESLs = San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, User’s Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), 
Tier 2 ESLs from Table IA-1 - Indoor Air Direct Exposure: Human Health Risk Levels , Interim Final - January 23, 2019, Revision 2 (updated July 25, 2019)

Page 2 of 2



VP-1A 5/30/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.3) ND (<2.3) 1,100 ND (<3.1) ND (<1.5) ND (<0.025)

VP-2A 5/31/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 710 ND (<2.8) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

VP-3 5/30/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 370 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

VP-4 5/30/2020 0.5 SPVP Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 960 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-3 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 2,500 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-4 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 2,200 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-5 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 2,500 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-6 5/28/2020 15 T Area C - S. side 
of Irving Street ND (<6.3) ND (<6.3) 1,000 ND (<8.6) ND (<4.1) ND (<0.025)

SVP-7A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 470 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-7B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 340 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-8A 5/30/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.2) ND (<2.2) 1,300 ND (<3.0) ND (<1.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-8B 5/30/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,700 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-9A 5/30/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.1) ND (<2.1) 1,300 ND (<2.8) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-9B 5/30/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,300 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-10A 5/31/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.1) ND (<2.1) 320 ND (<2.8) ND (<1.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-10B 5/31/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<3.8) ND (<3.8) 280 ND (<5.2) ND (<2.5) ND (<0.025)

SVP-11A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area A- PCU 
Loading Dock ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 630 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-11B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area A- PCU 
Loading Dock ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 650 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-12A 5/31/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<6.1) ND (<6.1) 1,500 ND (<8.3) ND (<3.9) ND (<0.025)

SVP-12B 5/31/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,600 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-13A 5/31/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 290 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-13B 6/13/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU NA NA NA NA NA NA

SVP-14A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 590 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-14B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 540 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-15A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 120 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-15B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 240 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-16A 6/1/2020 5 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 140 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-16B 6/1/2020 15 PNC Area B - PCU 
Parking Lot ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 220 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-17 5/28/2020 15 T
Area C - N. 

side of Irving 
Street

ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 1,700 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-18A 5/30/2020 5 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.1) ND (<2.1) 1,200 ND (<2.9) ND (<1.4) ND (<0.025)

SVP-18B 5/30/2020 15 PNC Area A - Inside 
PCU ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 1,000 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-19A 5/28/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 570 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-19B 5/28/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<5.0) ND (<5.0) 990 ND (<6.7) ND (<3.2) ND (<0.025)

SVP-20A 5/27/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<7.9) ND (<7.9) 1,300 ND (<11) ND (<5.1) ND (<0.025)

SVP-20B 5/27/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<4.0) ND (<4.0) 910 ND (<5.4) ND (<2.6) ND (<0.025)

SVP-21A 5/28/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 390 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-21B 5/28/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<2.0) ND (<2.0) 200 ND (<2.7) ND (<1.3) ND (<0.025)

SVP-22A 5/28/2020 5 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<6.3) ND (<6.3) 1,300 ND (<8.6) ND (<4.1) ND (<0.025)

SVP-22B 5/28/2020 15 TNC
Area D - 
Southern 

Parking Lot
ND (<9.9) ND (<9.9) 1,800 ND (<13) ND (<6.4) ND (<0.025)

Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)

µg/m
3

Trichloroethene

(TCE)

µg/m
3

Vinyl Chloride

µg/m
3

Helium**  (Leak 

detection gas)

(% v/v)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

Location
Probe & Sample ID 

Number
Date

Sample 

Depth feet 

bgs

Probe 

Type

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Table 2

Summary of Soil Vapor Analytical Data

The Police Credit Union
2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122
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Tetrachloroethene

(PCE)

µg/m
3

Trichloroethene

(TCE)

µg/m
3

Vinyl Chloride

µg/m
3

Helium**  (Leak 

detection gas)

(% v/v)

trans-1,2-

Dichloroethene 

(trans-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

Location
Probe & Sample ID 

Number
Date

Sample 

Depth feet 

bgs

Probe 

Type

cis-1,2-

Dichloroethene

(cis-1,2-DCE)

µg/m
3

AllWest Project No. 202006.23

Table 2

Summary of Soil Vapor Analytical Data

The Police Credit Union
2525 & 2550 Irving Street

San Francisco, California 94122

SFRWQCB ESL
1,200

VI

12,000

VI

67

VI

100

VI

5.2

VI
NE

SFRWQCB ESL
280

VI

2,800

VI

15

VI

18

VI

0.32

VI
NE

Notes:

Samples analyzed for PCE, TCE, cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride by EPA Method TO-15, Eurofins/Calscience, Inc., Garden Grove, CA
Helium by analytical method ASTM D1946, Eurofins/Calscience, Inc., Garden Grove, CA

µg/m3 =  Micrograms per cubic meter = 0.001 micrograms per liter
bgs =  below ground surface

% v/v =  percent by volume
ND =  Not detected at or above laboratory reporting limit
NE =  Not Established
VI =  Vapor Intrusion Human Health Risk Screening Level
NS =  Not Sampled; No Recovery
NA =  Not Analyzed due to laboratory error

Bold Font =  Detected values exceed regulatory screening levels.
* =  LCS or LCSD is outside acceptance limits. 

** =  Leak detection gas or agent

Locations:
Southern parking lot is located at 2525 Irving Street
Police Credit Union (PCU) building, parking lot and loading dock are located at 2550 Irving Street
The five sample locations along Irving Street were located within the parking lanes

AMBIENT = Helium leak detection gas shroud ambient air sample.

T = Temporary soil vapor probe (single), one time sampling event.
TNC = Temporary soil vapor probe (nested cluster), one time sampling event.
PNC = Permanent soil vapor probe (nested cluster), probe remains in the subsurface and can be sampled again.  Flush-mounted vault box installation.

SPVP = Semi-Permanent Vapor Pin sub-slab soil vapor probe; remains within the floor slab and can be sampled again.  Flush mounted, metal cover but no vault box, easily removed.

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) for sub-slab and soil gas vapor intrusion for commercial/industrial and 
residential land use were established using the Tier 2 Table SG-1 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: Human Health Risk Levels, and Table SG-2 - Subslab/Soil Gas Vapor Intrusion: 

Odor Nuisance Levels, User's Guide: Derivation and Application of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) , Interim Final, January 24, 2019.  These ESLs were established for 
commercial/industrial and residential property use.

Residential Soil Gas 

Commercial Soil Gas

Page 2 of 2
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Path Forward’s February 23, 2020 Subsurface Investigation 
 

 



Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 1 of 4

Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐19‐GW B‐20‐GW

Boring: B‐19 B‐20

Depth (ft bgs): NA NA

Date Collected: 2020‐02‐23 2020‐02‐23
Units

Screening Levels

Commercial 
Vapor 

Intrusion

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Analyte

Acetone µg/L None 9.8E+07 <10 18

Amyl methyl ether, tert‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Benzene µg/L 1.0 1.9 0.089 J 0.064 J

Bromobenzene µg/L None 2,600 <0.50 <0.50

Bromochloromethane µg/L None 3,000 <0.50 <0.50

Bromodichloromethane µg/L None 3.8 <0.50 <0.50

Bromoform µg/L None 500 <0.50 <0.50

Bromomethane µg/L None 73 <0.50 <0.50

Butanone, 2‐ µg/L None 9.5E+06 13 9.5

Butyl alcohol, tert‐ µg/L None None <5.0 <5.0

Butylbenzene, n‐ µg/L None 1,400 <0.50 <0.50

Butylbenzene, sec‐ µg/L None 2,500 <0.50 <0.50

Butylbenzene, tert‐ µg/L None 3,300 <0.50 <0.50

Carbon disulfide µg/L None 5,300 <0.50 <0.50

Carbon tetrachloride µg/L 0.50 1.8 <0.50 <0.50

Chlorobenzene µg/L 70 1,700 <0.50 <0.50

Chloroethane µg/L None 97,000 <0.50 <0.50

Chloroform µg/L None 3.5 0.091 J <0.50

Chloromethane µg/L None 1,100 <0.50 <0.50

Chlorotoluene, 2‐ µg/L None 2,400 <0.50 <0.50

Chlorotoluene, 4‐ µg/L None 2,000 <0.50 <0.50

Dibromochloromethane µg/L None 18 <0.50 <0.50

Dibromochloropropane, 1,2‐, 3‐ µg/L 0.20 0.33 <0.20 <0.20

Dibromoethane, 1,2‐ µg/L 0.050 0.75 <0.50 <0.50

Dibromomethane µg/L None 540 <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorobenzene, 1,2‐ µg/L 600 11,000 <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorobenzene, 1,3‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4‐ µg/L 5.0 11 <0.50 <0.50

Dichlorodifluoromethane µg/L None 31 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethane, 1,1‐ µg/L 5.0 34 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethane, 1,2‐ µg/L 0.50 9.7 <0.50 <0.50

Project No.: 115‐102‐102 11/16/2020 3:29 PM



Subsurface Site Investigation

2250 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 2 of 4

Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐19‐GW B‐20‐GW

Boring: B‐19 B‐20

Depth (ft bgs): NA NA

Date Collected: 2020‐02‐23 2020‐02‐23
Units

Screening Levels

Commercial 
Vapor 

Intrusion

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Analyte

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ µg/L 6.0 290 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ µg/L 6.0 210 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ µg/L 10 910 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropane, 1,2‐ µg/L 5.0 29 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropane, 1,3‐ µg/L None 8,800 <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropane, 2,2‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropene, 1,1‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, cis‐ µg/L 0.50 None <0.50 <0.50

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, trans‐ µg/L 0.50 None <0.50 <0.50

Diisopropyl ether µg/L None 30,000 <0.50 <0.50

Ethyl tert‐butyl ether µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Ethylbenzene µg/L 300 15 <0.50 <0.50

Hexachlorobutadiene µg/L None 1.3 <0.50 <0.50

Hexachloroethane µg/L None 6.9 <0.50 <0.50

Hexanone, 2‐ µg/L None 34,000 2.7 0.79 J

Isopropylbenzene µg/L None 3,800 <0.50 <0.50

Isopropyltoluene, p‐ µg/L None None <0.50 <0.50

Methyl tert‐butyl ether µg/L 13 2,000 <0.50 <0.50

Methylene chloride µg/L 0.0E+00 90 <2.0 <2.0

Methylpentanone, 4‐, 2‐ µg/L None 2.3E+06 <0.50 <0.50

Naphthalene µg/L None 20 <1.0 <1.0

Propylbenzene, n‐ µg/L None 10,000 <0.50 <0.50

Styrene µg/L 100 35,000 <2.0 <2.0

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,1,2‐ µg/L None 17 <0.50 <0.50

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2‐ µg/L 1.0 14 <0.50 <0.50

Tetrachloroethene µg/L 5.0 2.8 <0.50 0.67

Toluene µg/L 150 4,800 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,3‐ µg/L None 270 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/L 5.0 29 <0.50 <0.50

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1‐ µg/L 200 6,300 <0.50 <0.50

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2‐ µg/L 5.0 23 <0.50 <0.50
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Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐19‐GW B‐20‐GW

Boring: B‐19 B‐20

Depth (ft bgs): NA NA

Date Collected: 2020‐02‐23 2020‐02‐23
Units

Screening Levels

Commercial 
Vapor 

Intrusion

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Analyte

Trichloroethene µg/L 5.0 7.4 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorofluoromethane µg/L 150 1,300 <0.50 <0.50

Trichloropropane, 1,2,3‐ µg/L 0.0050 0.11 <0.50 <0.50

Trichlorotrifluoroethane, 1,1,2‐, 1,2,2‐ µg/L 1,200 1,000 <0.50 <0.50

Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/L None 1,000 <0.50 <0.50

Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5‐ µg/L None 730 <0.50 <0.50

Vinyl chloride µg/L 0.50 0.14 <0.50 <0.50

Xylene, m,p‐ µg/L 1,750 1,500 <0.50 <0.50

Xylene, o‐ µg/L 1,750 2,100 <0.50 <0.50

Xylene, o,m,p‐ µg/L 1,750 1,600 <0.50 <0.50
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Table 1. Groundwater Sampling Results vs. Vapor Intrusion Screening Levels

Notes:

(1)

(2)

ft bgs –

mg/kg –

°F –

TPH‐g –

TPH‐d –

TPH‐mo –

(3)

J –

(4)

(5) Highlighting key:

–

total petroleum hydrocarbons in the diesel range

total petroleum hydrocarbons in the motor oil range

Data qualifiers:

Result is less than the RL/ML but greater than the MDL. The reported concentration is an estimated 
value.

Less‐than sign (<) indicates analyte was not detected above indicated laboratory reporting limit. En‐dash (–) indicates 
sample was not analyzed for compound. 

Abbreviations:

feet below ground surface

milligrams per kilogram

degrees Fahrenheit

total petroleum hydrocarbons in the gasoline range

Sampling results are compared to Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)‐recommended groundwater vapor 
intrusion screening levels for commercial/industrial land use (DTSC 2020, USEPA 2020, DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

Detected concentration exceeds one or more screening levels.
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐13‐5 B‐13‐15 B‐14‐5 B‐14‐15 B‐15‐8 B‐15‐18 B‐16‐4 B‐17‐7 B‐17‐17

Boring: B‐13 B‐13 B‐14 B‐14 B‐15 B‐15 B‐16 B‐17 B‐17

Depth (ft bgs): 5 15 5 15 8 18 4 7 17

Date Collected: 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15

Commercial/Industrial RBSLs

Units Cancer Noncancer
Analyte

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)

Acetone µg/m³ None 4.70E+06 29 39 60 87 31 <28 <27 <27 <25

Benzene µg/m³ 1.40E+04 4.30E+05 <3.9 <4.0 <3.7 <3.8 24 <3.7 5.5 <3.6 <3.4

Benzyl chloride µg/m³ 8.30E+00 1.50E+02 <6.3 <6.4 <6.0 <6.1 <5.6 <6.0 <5.9 <5.9 <5.5

Bromodichloromethane µg/m³ 1.10E+01 1.20E+04 <8.1 <8.3 <7.7 <7.9 <7.2 <7.8 <7.7 <7.6 <7.1

Bromoform µg/m³ 3.70E+02 1.20E+04 <12 <13 <12 <12 <11 <12 <12 <12 <11

Bromomethane µg/m³ None 7.30E+02 <47 <48 <45 <46 <42 <45 <44 <44 <41

Butanone, 2‐ µg/m³ None 7.30E+05 <14 20 <14 21 <13 <14 20 <13 <12

Carbon disulfide µg/m³ None 1.00E+05 <15 <16 <14 <15 <13 <14 <14 <14 <13

Carbon tetrachloride µg/m³ 6.70E+01 6.00E+03 <7.6 <7.8 <7.3 <7.4 <6.8 <7.3 <7.2 <7.2 <6.7

Chlorobenzene µg/m³ None 7.30E+03 <5.6 <5.7 <5.3 <5.4 <5.0 <5.3 <5.3 <5.2 <4.9

Chloroethane µg/m³ None 1.50E+06 <13 <13 <12 <12 <11 <12 <12 <12 <11

Chloroform µg/m³ 1.80E+01 1.40E+04 <5.9 9.2 <5.6 <5.7 5.4 <5.7 <5.6 7.9 <5.2

Chloromethane µg/m³ None 1.30E+04 <25 <26 <24 <24 <22 <24 <24 <24 <22

Chloropropene, 3‐ µg/m³ 6.70E+01 1.50E+02 <15 <16 <14 <15 <14 <14 <14 <14 <13

Cyclohexane µg/m³ None 8.70E+05 <4.2 6.3 <4.0 <4.0 <3.7 <4.0 <3.9 <3.9 <3.7

Dibromochloromethane µg/m³ 1.90E+01 1.20E+04 <10 <11 <9.8 <10 <9.2 <9.9 <9.8 <9.7 <9.1

Dibromoethane, 1,2‐ µg/m³ 6.70E‐01 1.20E+02 <9.3 <9.6 <8.9 <9.0 <8.3 <8.9 <8.8 <8.8 <8.2

Dichlorobenzene, 1,2‐ µg/m³ None 2.90E+04 <7.3 <7.5 <6.9 <7.1 <6.5 <7.0 <6.9 <6.8 <6.4

Dichlorobenzene, 1,3‐ µg/m³ None None <7.3 <7.5 <6.9 <7.1 <6.5 <7.0 <6.9 <6.8 <6.4

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4‐ µg/m³ 3.70E+01 1.20E+05 <7.3 <7.5 <6.9 <7.1 <6.5 <7.0 <6.9 <6.8 <6.4

Dichlorodifluoromethane µg/m³ None 1.50E+04 <6.0 <6.2 <5.7 <5.8 <5.3 <5.7 <5.7 <5.6 <5.3

Dichloroethane, 1,1‐ µg/m³ 2.60E+02 1.20E+05 <4.9 <5.0 <4.7 <4.8 <4.4 <4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3

Dichloroethane, 1,2‐ µg/m³ 1.60E+01 1.00E+03 <4.9 <5.0 <4.7 <4.8 <4.4 <4.7 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3

Dichloroethene, 1,1‐ µg/m³ None 1.00E+04 <4.8 <4.9 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.2

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, cis‐ µg/m³ None 1.20E+03 <4.8 <4.9 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.2

Dichloroethene, 1,2‐, trans‐ µg/m³ None 1.20E+04 <4.8 <4.9 <4.6 <4.6 <4.3 <4.6 <4.5 <4.5 <4.2

Dichloropropane, 1,2‐ µg/m³ 1.10E+02 6.00E+02 <5.6 <5.8 <5.3 <5.4 <5.0 <5.4 <5.3 <5.3 <4.9

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, cis‐ µg/m³ None None <5.5 <5.6 <5.2 <5.3 <4.9 <5.3 <5.2 <5.2 <4.8

Dichloropropene, 1,3‐, trans‐ µg/m³ None None <5.5 <5.6 <5.2 <5.3 <4.9 <5.3 <5.2 <5.2 <4.8

Dichlorotetrafluoroethane, 1,2‐, 1,1,2,2‐ µg/m³ None None <8.4 <8.7 <8.1 <8.2 <7.6 <8.1 <8.0 <8.0 <7.4
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐13‐5 B‐13‐15 B‐14‐5 B‐14‐15 B‐15‐8 B‐15‐18 B‐16‐4 B‐17‐7 B‐17‐17

Boring: B‐13 B‐13 B‐14 B‐14 B‐15 B‐15 B‐16 B‐17 B‐17

Depth (ft bgs): 5 15 5 15 8 18 4 7 17

Date Collected: 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15

Commercial/Industrial RBSLs

Units Cancer Noncancer
Analyte

Dioxane, 1,4‐ µg/m³ 8.30E+01 4.30E+03 <17 <18 <17 <17 <16 <17 <16 <16 <15

Ethanol µg/m³ None None 26 14 13 19 140 9.6 <8.6 <8.6 <8.0

Ethylbenzene µg/m³ 1.60E+05 1.50E+08 <5.2 <5.4 <5.0 <5.1 38 <5.0 <5.0 <4.9 <4.6

Ethyltoluene, 4‐ µg/m³ None None <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 29 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Heptane, n‐ µg/m³ None 6.00E+04 <5.0 7.3 <4.7 <4.8 8.6 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.4

Hexachlorobutadiene µg/m³ 1.90E+01 6.00E+02 <52 <53 <49 <50 <46 <49 <49 <49 <45

Hexane, n‐ µg/m³ None 1.00E+05 <4.3 13 <4.1 <4.1 <3.8 <4.1 <4.0 <4.0 <3.8

Hexanone, 2‐ µg/m³ None 4.30E+03 <20 <20 <19 <19 <18 <19 <19 <19 <17

Isopropanol µg/m³ None 2.90E+04 <12 <12 <11 <12 <11 <11 <11 <11 <10

Isopropylbenzene µg/m³ None 6.00E+04 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 <5.3 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Methyl tert‐butyl ether µg/m³ 1.60E+03 4.30E+05 <17 <18 <17 <17 <16 <17 <16 <16 <15

Methylene chloride µg/m³ 4.00E+02 6.00E+04 <42 <43 <40 <41 <38 <40 <40 <40 <37

Methylpentanone, 4‐, 2‐ µg/m³ None 4.30E+05 <5.0 <5.1 <4.7 <4.8 <4.4 <4.8 <4.7 <4.7 <4.4

Naphthalene µg/m³ 1.20E+04 4.30E+05 <13 <13 <12 <12 <11 <12 <12 <12 <11

Propylbenzene, n‐ µg/m³ None 1.50E+05 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 <5.3 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Styrene µg/m³ None 1.30E+05 <5.2 <5.3 <4.9 <5.0 <4.6 <4.9 <4.9 <4.8 <4.5

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2‐ µg/m³ 7.00E+00 1.20E+04 <8.3 <8.5 <7.9 <8.1 <7.4 <8.0 <7.9 <7.8 <7.3

Tetrachloroethene µg/m³ 6.70E+01 6.00E+03 380 790 100 590 48 380 240 520 900

Tetrahydrofuran µg/m³ None 2.90E+05 <3.6 <3.7 <3.4 <3.5 <3.2 <3.4 5.6 <3.4 <3.1

Toluene µg/m³ None 4.30E+07 <4.6 10 9.3 <4.4 250 <4.4 33 <4.3 <4.0

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/m³ 5.70E+01 2.90E+02 <36 <37 <34 <35 <32 <34 <34 <34 <32

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1‐ µg/m³ None 1.50E+05 <6.6 <6.8 <6.3 <6.4 <5.9 <6.3 <6.2 <6.2 <5.8

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2‐ µg/m³ 2.60E+01 2.90E+01 <6.6 <6.8 <6.3 <6.4 <5.9 <6.3 <6.2 <6.2 <5.8

Trichloroethene µg/m³ 1.00E+02 2.90E+02 <6.5 <6.7 <6.2 <6.3 <5.8 <6.2 <6.2 <6.1 <5.7

Trichlorofluoromethane µg/m³ None 1.80E+05 <6.8 <7.0 <6.5 <6.6 <6.1 <6.5 <6.4 <6.4 <6.0

Trichlorotrifluoroethane, 1,1,2‐, 1,2,2‐ µg/m³ None 7.30E+05 <9.3 <9.5 <8.8 <9.0 <8.3 <8.9 <8.8 <8.7 <8.2

Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4‐ µg/m³ None 8.70E+03 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 24 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5‐ µg/m³ None 8.70E+03 <5.9 <6.1 <5.7 <5.8 12 <5.7 <5.6 <5.6 <5.2

Trimethylpentane, 2,2,4‐ µg/m³ None None <5.6 <5.8 <5.4 <5.5 29 <5.4 <5.3 <5.3 <5.0

Vinyl chloride µg/m³ 5.30E+00 1.50E+04 <3.1 <3.2 <3.0 <3.0 <2.8 <3.0 <2.9 <2.9 <2.7

Xylene, m,p‐ µg/m³ None None <5.2 <5.4 <5.0 <5.1 160 <5.0 11 <5.0 <4.6
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Sample ID: B‐13‐5 B‐13‐15 B‐14‐5 B‐14‐15 B‐15‐8 B‐15‐18 B‐16‐4 B‐17‐7 B‐17‐17

Boring: B‐13 B‐13 B‐14 B‐14 B‐15 B‐15 B‐16 B‐17 B‐17

Depth (ft bgs): 5 15 5 15 8 18 4 7 17

Date Collected: 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐14 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15 2019‐12‐15

Commercial/Industrial RBSLs

Units Cancer Noncancer
Analyte

Xylene, o‐ µg/m³ None 1.50E+07 <5.2 <5.4 <5.0 <5.1 54 <5.0 <5.0 <5.0 <4.6

Fixed Gases

Carbon dioxide % None None 0.60 0.71 0.70 0.82 1.0 0.64 0.36 0.47 0.52

Carbon monoxide % None None <0.024 <0.025 <0.023 <0.024 <0.022 <0.023 <0.021 <0.023 <0.021

Helium % None None <0.12 <0.12 <0.12 <0.12 <0.11 <0.12 <0.11 <0.11 <0.11

Methane % None None <0.00024 <0.00025 <0.00023 <0.00024 0.00058 <0.00023 0.00025 0.00034 0.00038

Oxygen % None None 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 20 20
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Table 2. Soil Gas Sampling Results vs. Risk‐Based Screening Levels

Notes:

(1)

(2)

•

•

Screening levels are based on cancer (CA) or noncancer (NC) health effects. 

Detected concentrations that exceed screening levels are highlighted.

Sub‐slab soil gas sampling results for VOCs reported in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³). Less‐than sign (<) indicates analyte was not detected above indicated laboratory reporting limit. 

Sub‐slab soil gas sampling results are compared to DTSC‐recommended sub‐slab soil gas risk‐based screening levels which incorporate the following components. 
DTSC‐recommended indoor air risk‐based screening levels for commercial/industrial land use (DTSC 2020, USEPA 2020); and

DTSC‐recommended sub‐slab soil gas‐to‐indoor air attenuation factor of 0.03 (DTSC and SWRCB 2020).

The attenuation factor for petroleum hydrocarbons (benzene, ethylbenzene, naphthalene, toluene, and xylenes) incorporates an additional factor of 0.001 to account for the bioattenuation that occurs under aerobic conditions (SWRCB 2012).
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PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION 

This Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System Operations and Maintenance Plan for the 
redevelopment project located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, California has been 
prepared by a California Professional Geologist and/or California Professional Engineer. This 
document is based on information available to Path Forward Partners, Inc. and current laws, 
policies, and regulations as of the date of this document. The opinions expressed in this 
document are based upon the information available to Path Forward Partners, Inc. and are 
given in response to a limited assignment and should be considered and implemented only in 
light of that assignment. The services provided by Path Forward Partners, Inc. in completing this 
project were consistent with normal standards of the profession. No other warranty, expressed 
or implied, is made.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Path Forward Partners, Inc. (Path Forward) has prepared this Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System  
Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan) on behalf of the Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation (TNDC) for the development located at 2550 Irving Street in San 
Francisco, California (the Site). Site soil gas is known to be impacted with the volatile organic 
compound (VOC) tetrachloroethene (PCE) (AllWest 2020). The new building incorporates a 
vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) consisting of sub-slab passive venting system and 
vapor membrane. This mitigation measure is the selected remedy for the Site, as described in 
the Final Response Plan (Path Forward 2021). As-built plans are included in Appendix A. This 
O&M Plan describes post-occupancy confirmation sampling and VIMS inspection and 
maintenance requirements to ensure the ongoing effectiveness of the remedy.  

2.0 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

This O&M Plan defines three roles, consisting of Site Owner, Project Coordinator, and 
Environmental Professional. Their responsibilities under this O&M Plan are defined below.  

2.1 Site Owner  

The responsibilities of the Site Owner are to: 

• Ensure implementation of the O&M Plan. 

• Designate and retain the following O&M Plan personnel: Project Coordinator and 
Environmental Professional. 

• Maintain relevant records. 

2.2 Project Coordinator  

The responsibilities of the Project Coordinator are to: 

• Facilitate implementation of the O&M Plan. 

• Be familiar with Site conditions and the VIMS components installed at the Site. 

• Serve as the liaison for the Site Owner for communication with outside parties and the 
public, address/receive complaints etc. 

• Evaluate work orders to determine if work will intrude into any component of the VIMS. 

• Provide training to the contractor or other personnel retained to perform work on the 
Site, prior to working, about the hazards on-Site and the need to maintain integrity of 
the membrane system and other VIMS components. 

• Require intrusive work at the Site be conducted in accordance with this O&M Plan. 
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• Coordinate, review, and submit permits or notifications to local agencies that may be 
necessary. 

• Review, co-sign, and submit Annual Inspection Summary Reports, Unplanned Event 
Reports, and Intrusive Work Completion Reports. 

• Facilitate communication of pertinent issues related to O&M of the Site vapor 
mitigation measures or maintenance of this O&M Plan. 

2.3 Environmental Professional  

The Site Owner will retain an Environmental Professional who is a California-registered 
professional civil engineer or professional geologist having experience with the vapor mitigation 
measures installed at the Site.  

The responsibilities of the Environmental Professional are to: 

• Conduct or supervise Site inspections. 

• Provide recommendations to the Project Coordinator for maintenance or repair of 
mitigation measures. 

• Prepare and co-sign Annual Inspection Summary Reports, Unplanned Event Reports, and 
Intrusive Work Completion Reports. 

• Conduct the confirmation air sampling program herein.  

3.0 COST ESTIMATE 

For the purpose of cost estimating, it is assumed the operations and maintenance will be 
required for 30 years following the completion of the VIMS. Estimated costs (in current dollars) 
related to routine operations and maintenance activities are presented below. 

    

 
Item 

Number of  
Events 

Avg Cost per 
Event 

Cost 

Annual inspection, reporting 24 $5,000 $120,000 

Five-year review (including annual inspection) 6 $7,500 $45,000 

Sampling Events 20 $10,000 $200,000 

DTSC Annual review 24 $2,884 $69,216 

DTSC five-year review 6 $7,042 $42,252 

Total DTSC and O&M Cost Estimate   $476,486 
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4.0 INSPECTIONS  

Inspections of the VIMS will be conducted on regular and as-needed bases to identify issues 
that require repair or maintenance, towards ensuring the long-term permanence and 
effectiveness of the remedy. Inspections will be conducted by the Environmental Professional, 
at the direction of the Project Coordinator. Inspection reports will be prepared and co-signed by 
the Environmental Professional; and will be reviewed, co-signed, and submitted to the Site 
Owner by the Project Coordinator. 

4.1 Frequency  

The VIMS shall be inspected at the following times:  

• On a regular annual basis; 

• Following a significant seismic event defined in the context of the USGS Shakemap 
Instrument Intensity scale, with inspections occurring after any event that registers an 
interpolated instrument intensity level of VII or greater at the Site or an instrument 
intensity level of VII or greater at the monitoring station nearest to the Site. 
Confirmation sampling consistent with Section 6.0 should occur after any event that 
registers an interpolated instrument intensity level of IX or greater at the Site or an 
instrument intensity level of IX or greater at the monitoring station nearest to the Site;  

• Following an unexpected event (e.g., fire or flood) that, in the judgment of the Project 
Coordinator, may have damaged the membrane system; and 

• Following planned intrusive work activity that breaches or damages the membrane or 
other VIMS elements. 

Inspections shall continue until it is determined by DTSC to be no longer required.  

4.2 Inspection Procedure  

Inspections will be conducted by, or under supervision of, the Environmental Professional. 
Inspection objectives and procedures are generally the same, regardless of the reason for the 
inspection (e.g., routine annual inspection versus post-earthquake inspection). The inspection 
purpose is to confirm that VIMS components are intact and functioning as intended to mitigate 
vapor intrusion into the building. Inspections may be documented and reported to DTSC using 
the Inspection Checklist (see Appendix B) or an equivalent form.  

The inspector will visually survey the accessible areas on the ground level of the building that 
overly the sub-slab VIMS for evidence of construction activity that involved drilling or sawing 
through the building slab; and will visually inspect the wind turbines that cap the exhaust risers 
to confirm the turbines are functioning as intended. The inspector will also interview the facility 
manager with relevant knowledge of Site activities to ascertain whether construction activities 
or other events that may have damaged the VIMS had occurred during the previous 12 months. 
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If during an inspection it is discovered that intrusive construction work breaching the building 
slab was performed without being reported, the inspection will investigate whether the VIMS 
components were repaired and restored consistent with the VIMS plans (Appendix A) and 
manufacturer’s specifications.  

The inspector will document the results of the inspection, including photographs of 
questionable or deficient areas/elements potentially in need of repair, on the Inspection 
Checklist (Appendix B) or equivalent.  

4.3 Inspection Reports 

Inspection reports shall include the following information, as applicable: 

• Contact information and signatures of the Project Coordinator and Environmental 
Professional; 

• Summary of inspection findings, including conclusion that mitigation systems are intact 
and effective, or recommendation for maintenance or repair; 

• Dates, times, and names of those who conducted Site inspections; 

• Descriptions of: 

◦ Actions taken during the reporting period such as maintenance and repair activities, 
including dates work was performed and the location of the work, 

◦ Completions, delays, or failures to complete recommended repairs or maintenance 
tasks, 

◦ Significant changes in Site conditions or usage, construction activity, or other 
information relevant to the mitigation systems, and 

◦ Actions planned or expected to be undertaken in the next year that may impact the 
mitigation systems; 

• Photographs depicting Site conditions of concern, if identified, with brief identifying 
captions or descriptions; 

• Data generated under the O&M Plan and significant findings from the data; 

• Documentation of additional investigation, monitoring, and/or mitigation; 

• Identification of O&M Plan requirements not completed; and 

• Recommendations for O&M Plan modifications. 

Inspection reports shall be prepared and co-signed by the Environmental Professional, 
reviewed and co-signed by the Project Coordinator, and submitted to the Site Owner by the 
Project Coordinator.  
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5.0 MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR  

The VIMS generally has no moving parts and is physically inaccessible – an exception being the 
wind turbines that cap the vent risers at the building roof. There is no required routine 
maintenance for the VIMS components. The primary concern to the long-term effectiveness of 
the VIMS, once installed, is the possibility that intrusive construction activity or other event will 
damage system components. 

The Site Owner shall be notified 14 calendar days in advance of tenant improvements or 
other construction project that involves cutting or drilling through the foundation slab in 
those areas of the building which overly the sub-slab membrane and piping systems.  

In the event that the sub-slab piping system and/or membrane are breached or damaged, 
whether by planned intrusive activity or by other event, the piping system, membrane, and 
floor slab shall be repaired and restored consistent with the VIMS plans (Appendix A) and 
manufacturer’s specifications.  

Repairs made to the VIMS shall be documented (e.g., with photographs) to the Site Owner in an 
Intrusive Work Completion Report within 14 days.  

6.0 CONFIRMATION SAMPLING PROGRAM 

Confirmation sub-slab soil gas sampling will be conducted on a semi-annual basis to confirm the 
ongoing effectiveness of the sub-slab membrane and venting system. Semi-annual sampling will 
be conducted for at least two years (four semi-annual events). Following two years of semi-
annual sampling, the need for sampling will be reassessed and, if necessary, sampling will 
continue on a biannual basis (once every two years) basis. Sample collection and data 
evaluation protocols are discussed below. 

6.1 Sample Collection  

Sub-slab soil gas samples will be collected from the sub-slab soil gas probes beneath the 
building. Sub-slab soil gas samples will be collected with the building heating ventilation and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems in normal operation. Each sub-slab probe will be purged and 
sampled as follows. It is noted that the sub-slab probe sample lines terminate at sampling ports 
located within a restricted access cabinet.  

• A shut-in test will be conducted to verify the integrity of sample train connections.  

• A small amount of the leak-detection compound, 1,1-difluoroethane or 2-propanol, will 
be placed on a rag which will be placed near the sampling port connection.  

• The probe (consisting of the sampling line internal volume) will be purged of three 
volumes at a rate of 100 to 200 milliliters per minute, using either a Summa canister 
with flow controller or a syringe.  
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• A sub-slab soil gas sample will be collected into a pre-cleaned, batch-certified, 1-liter 
Summa canister at a rate of 100 to 200 milliliters per minute. The time and canister 
pressure at the stop and start of sample collection will be recorded in field notes. 

The collected sub-slab soil gas samples will be labeled and transported under chain-of-custody 
to the analytical laboratory.  

6.2 Laboratory Analyses 

Sub-slab soil gas samples will be analyzed by a State-certified analytical laboratory on standard 
turnaround time for: 

• PCE, contingent PCE breakdown products (trichloroethene [TCE], 1,1-dichloroethene 
[1,1-DCE], cis-1,2-dichloroethene [cis-,1,2-DCE], trans-1,2-dichloroethene [trans-1,2-
DCE], and vinyl chloride), and the leak-detection compound by USEPA Method TO-15; 
and 

• Fixed gases by ASTM Method D1946. 

6.3 Data Evaluation 

Sub-slab soil gas sampling results for PCE and contingent PCE breakdown products (TCE, 1,1-
DCE, cis-,1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and vinyl chloride) will be compared to the DTSC-
recommended sub-slab soil gas risk-based screening levels (RBSLs) as follows: 
 

Compound (i.e., 
Chemical of Concern 
[COC], or Potential 
COC Degradation 
Product) 

Sub-Slab Soil Gas 
RBSL for Ground-
Level Commercial 

Occupancy  
(µg/m³) 

Sub-Slab Soil Gas 
RBSL for Potential 

Ground-Level 
Residential/Day Care 

Occupancy  
(µg/m³) 

PCE 67  15  

TCE 3,300 16 

1,1-DCE 10,000 2,400 

cis-1,2-DCE 1,200 280 

trans-1,2-DCE 12,000  2,800 

Vinyl chloride 5.3  0.32 

These sub-slab soil gas RBSLs incorporate DTSC-recommended indoor air RBSLs and the 
conservative default attenuation factor of 0.03 (DTSC 2020, DTSC and SWRCB 2020). See 
Section 5.3 of the Response Plan for further details. The sub-slab results may also be evaluated 
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in the context of a Site-specific attenuation factor as determined from concurrent sub-slab soil 
gas and indoor air sampling performed during the pre-occupancy confirmation sampling event 
or paired sub-slab soil gas and indoor air radon testing (see Section 7.3 of the Response Plan). 
Other attenuation factor derivation approaches may alternatively be considered and utilized 
with DTSC-approval. 

If sub-slab soil gas sampling results are below sub-slab soil gas screening levels, the building 
would be demonstrated as safe for occupancy, with respect to vapor intrusion concerns. If any 
sub-slab soil gas sampling results exceed screening levels, further evaluation would be 
performed. Additional sub-slab soil gas sampling may be performed to confirm the results. If 
elevated PCE concentrations persist in sub-slab soil gas, indoor air sampling may be warranted 
to confirm that vapor intrusion is not occurring. Any additional sampling or action would be 
planned and implemented in consultation with DTSC.  

7.0 VOLUNTARY FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS 

The Operations and Maintenance Agreement between DTSC and the Site owner does not 
require Fire Year Reviews. As a voluntary measure, the Site Owner has agreed to conduct Five-
year Reviews, to confirm the long-term permanence and effectiveness of the selected remedy. 
Five-year reviews will be conducted by the Environmental Professional at the direction of the 
Project Coordinator. Five-year reviews will be conducted in general accordance with USEPA 
guidance (USEPA 2001, 2012). 

The Five-year Review shall comprise a technical assessment of the protectiveness of the 
remedy, by answering the following questions: 

• Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 

• Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action 
objectives used at the time of the remedy selection still valid? 

• Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness 
of the remedy? 

The Five-year Review Report will include a protectiveness statement for each component of the 
selected remedy and for the Site as a whole. The Five-year Review will include a Financial 
Assurance Review by the Site owner to determine that sufficient funds are still available. If 
needed, the cost to implement the O&M Plan will be updated. The Site Owner will provide the 
necessary guarantee that the funds are available. The Five-year Review Report will provide a list 
of any recommendations, including follow-up actions to ensure protectiveness, with a schedule 
for completion. 

The Five-year Review Report will be prepared and co-signed by the Environmental Professional; 
and will be reviewed, co-signed, and submitted to DTSC by the Project Coordinator. 
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8.0 RECORDKEEPING  

The documentation records prepared under the O&M Plan will be maintained by the Site 
Owner consistent with the Operations and Maintenance Agreement. The records will be made 
available for inspection by the Project Coordinator and upon request by DTSC representatives. 

The DTSC administrative Record for the Site is available for public inspection during office hours 
at the following DTSC location: 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, California 94710-2721  
Attention: Arthur Machado 
Project Manager 
(770) 500-5372 
Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov 

9.0 VARIANCE FROM, OR MODIFICATION OF, O&M PLAN 

The Project Coordinator may seek variance and/or modification of the O&M Plan at any time 
during the life cycle of the remedy. “Variance” refers to possible release from specific individual 
O&M Plan requirements for a limited time period, while “modification” refers to permanent 
revision of specific individual O&M Plan requirements. 

The Project Coordinator may apply to DTSC for a written variance from the provisions of the 
O&M Plan. DTSC will evaluate each request and will grand a variance request only after 
determining that such a request would be protective of human health and the environment. 

When long-term performance of the mitigation measures has been confirmed, the Project 
Coordinator may apply to DTSC to modify the requirements of the O&M Plan based on Site-
specific sampling results and conditions. Additionally, DTSC reserves the right to independently 
initiate appropriate O&M Plan modifications. As a result, DTSC may require the following O&M 
Plan modifications: 

• Changes in the frequency of O&M activities; 

• Modification, replacement, or addition of components to the O&M Plan if O&M 
activities fail to achieve the O&M objectives of protecting human health and the 
environment; and 

• Evaluation, design, construction, and/or operation of additional measures to achieve the 
O&M objectives. 

mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
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Appendix A 
 

Vapor Intrusion Mitigation Systems As-Built Plans 
(to be inserted when available) 

  



 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
 

Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System Inspection Checklist 
 



INSPECTION DATE: INSPECTION TYPE:

INSPECTOR'S NAME: □ ANNUAL

INSPECTOR'S ORGANIZATION: □ POST‐INTRUSIVE CONSTRUCTION

DATE OF PREVIOUS INSPECTION: □ POST‐UNPLANNED EVENT (E.G. EARTHQUAKE)

INSPECTION CRITERION T F N/A EXPLANATION FOR FALSE RESPONSE

□ □ □

□ □ □

□ □ □

□ □ □

□ □ □

□ □ □

PAGE OF

Other component of VIMS (specify) was 
repaired in accordance with Repair 
Specifications presented in VIMS Operations 
and Maintenance Plan  

INSPECTION INFORMATION

DESCRIBE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN AND DATES COMPLETED

INSTRUCTIONS: Check true (T), false (F), or not applicable (N/A) for each criterion. Provide explanation at right for any False 

responses. Document below corrective actions taken to address False responses. 

No groundwater infiltration into building 
interior

VAPOR INTRUSION MITIGATION SYSTEM (VIMS)

INSPECTION CHECKLIST
2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA

Wind turbines on vent risers are spinning 
freely

No intrusive activities through the building 
slab have been performed

Prior approval of intrusive activities through 
the building slab was obtained from DTSC

Sub‐slab vapor barrier was repaired in 
accordance with Repair Specifications 
presented in VIMS Operations and 
Maintenance Plan  
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Cost Estimate Breakdown 
 

  



Draft Response Plan

2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 1 of 2

Description Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost

PRE‐CONSTRUCTION
Design Plans, Bid Documents
Consulting Labor 1 LS $20,000 $20,000

Remedial Design and Implementation Plan
Consulting Labor 1 LS $30,000 $30,000

Pre‐Construction Subtotal $50,000

CONSTRUCTION ‐ Excavation and Off‐Site Disposal

Pre Characterization Sidewall Survey
Utility Clearance 1 daily $2,000 $2,000
Project Engineer/Geologist 40 hrs $150 $6,000
Geoprobe Rig 4 daily $3,500 $14,000
Soil Sampling  Analytical 20 Sample $1,200 $24,000

$46,000

Excavation & Off‐Site Disposal
Contractor Mob/Demob 1 LS $250,000 $250,000
Excavation and Loading 10625 CY $25 $265,625
Class 2 Disposal and Transportation (75% of Total) 13746 tons $60 $824,766
Non‐RCRA Disposal and Transportation (25% of Total) 4582 tons $160 $733,125
Surveyor/GPS 5 daily $2,500 $12,500
Construction Oversight  ‐ Labor 168 hrs $150 $25,200
Daily Field Supplies 14 daily $75 $1,050

$2,112,266

Excavation Backfill Operations
Import Clean Soil 10625 CY $40 $425,000
Backfill Placement 10625 CY $10 $106,250
Compaction Testing 40 ea. $200 $8,000

$539,250

Supplemental Plans
SWPPP & Implementation 1 LS $150,000 $150,000
HASP 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Traffic Management Plan 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Air and Dust Management Plan and Implementation 1 LS $80,000 $80,000

$240,000

Construction Subtotal $2,937,516
15% Markup $348,758

Construction Subtotal $3,286,274

PROJECT MANAGEMENT & REPORTING 

Project Management and Reporting
Project Management 120 hrs $235 $28,200
Remedial Action Completion Report  1 LS $40,000 $40,000
Meetings 2 LS $1,000 $2,000

Project Management & Reporting Subtotal $70,200

Estimated Capital Cost Subtotal $3,406,474

20% Contingency $681,295

Total Estimated Capital Cost  and Contingency $4,088,000

Notes and Assumptions:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Acronym/Abbreviations Definition
LS Lump Sum
hrs Hours
SF Square Feet
CY Cubic Yards
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Non‐RCRA California Hazardous Waste
Class I Hazardous Waste
Class II Non‐Hazardous Waste
ea. Each

Estimate includes 25% non‐RCRA disposal contingency to account for previously unantipicated discovery of contamination

COST ESTIMATE BREAKDOWN

2550 Irving Street
San Francisco, CA

Alternative 2 – Soil Excavation and off‐Site Disposal

20% contingency added to account for failed sidewall step‐outs in known areas
Bank CY to CY conversion includes 15% fluff factor 
CY to Ton conversion factor of 1.5

Low concentrations of VOCs, organocholorine pesticides, and metals.
Excavation assumes 15 feet deep soil excavation across entire 19,125 SF Site

Project No.: 113‐100‐102 3/19/2021 1:33 PM



Draft Response Plan

2550 Irving St, San Francisco CA
Page 2 of 2

Description Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost

VIMS Design and Installation

VIMS Design 1 LS $30,000 $30,000

Geovent Piping 825 LF $24.73 $20,406

Vapor Barrier 15,000 SF $5.62 $84,300

Vent Risers 3 Each $12,700 $38,100

Gravel Layer 15,000 SF $3.04 $45,600

Inspections 20 ea. $1,350.00 $27,000

Construction Subtotal $245,406

12% Markup $29,449

Construction Subtotal $274,855

PROJECT MANAGEMENT, OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE

Project Management and Reporting
Project Management 20 hrs $235 $4,700
Response Plan Implementation Report and O&M Plan 1 LS $15,000 $15,000
O&M Implementation

Annual Inspections Reports 24 ea. $5,000 $120,000
Five‐Year Review Reports 6 ea. $7,500 $45,000
Semi‐Annual Sampling Event 4 ea. $10,000 $40,000
Bi‐Annual Sampling Event 14 ea. $10,000 $140,000
DTSC Annual Inspection Review 24 ea. $2,884 $69,216
DTSC Five Year Review 6 ea. $7,042 $42,252
Unexpected Condition Sampling (i.e. Earthquake, VIMS Damage, etc.) % 10% $45,647

Meetings 2 LS $1,000 $2,000

Project Management & Reporting Subtotal $523,815

Total Estimated Capital Cost and Contingency $799,000

Notes and Assumptions:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4) 6” Gravel:  ¾” gravel

Acronym/Abbreviations Definition
LS Lump Sum
yrs Years
hrs Hours
SF Square Feet
ea. Each
% Percentage of Total O&M Activities

Gas Barrier:  Liquid Boot Plus 60 mil over VI20 with (1) layer of G1000 below and (1) layer above barrier.
Vent Piping:  GeoVent low profile venting with (2) fresh air vent inlets
Vent Risers:  (3) 3” cast iron from slab through roof (offset only at roof level) 

Alternative 3 – Vapor Intrusion Mitigation Systems, Land Use Covenant, and Operations and Maintenance

COST ESTIMATE BREAKDOWN

2550 Irving Street
San Francisco, CA

Project No.: 113‐100‐102 3/19/2021 1:33 PM
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Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System Design Plans 
 
 

 
  



GM-1.0   TITLE SHEET, MAPS, AND MITIGATION NOTES

GM-2.0   SITE PLAN (FOR REFERENCE ONLY)

GM-2.1   SUBSLAB VENT PIPE AND VENT RISER PLAN

GM-2.2   VENT RISER ROOF TERMINATION PLAN

GM-3.0   SUBSLAB MEMBRANE DETAILS

GM-3.1   FRESH AIR INLET DETAILS

GM-3.2   SUBSLAB MEMBRANE REPAIR DETAILS

GM-4.0   PASSIVE VENT RISER DETAILS

GM-4.1   ACTIVE VENT RISER DETAILS

GM-4.2   SUBSLAB VAPOR PROBE DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS

GM-5.0   TRENCH DAM, ELECTRICAL SEAL-OFFS AND SIGNAGE DETAILS

GM-6.0   LIQUID BOOT LOS ANGELES RESEARCH REPORT

GM-6.1   LIQUID BOOT PLUS MEMBRANE SPECIFICATIONS

GM-6.2   MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

The vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) for the proposed development is being designed in accordance with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Vapor
Intrusion Mitigation Advisory (VIMA).

VAPOR INTRUSION MITIGATION SYSTEM (VIMS)
A sub-slab venting system (SSV) will be installed below an impermeable vapor mitigation membrane barrier.

In accordance with the VIMA, the SSV system is intended to require minimal operations and maintenance activities. The SSV system will consist of a layer of permeable
aggregate material that will be placed below an impermeable vapor mitigation membrane barrier. The impermeable membrane will be installed wherever the building is in
contact with the earth, but not at foundation footings and grade beams.  Above the impermeable membrane shall be a protection course. All elevator pits, sumps, tanks, and
vaults shall be lined with the same impermeable membrane. This system shall double as the subterranean waterproofing membrane.

The SSV system vents soil gas from the sub-slab to the atmosphere. A series of horizontal vapor collection pipes will be installed within the sub-slab permeable aggregate
layer. The horizontal vapor collection pipes will be connected to vertical ventilation pipes that terminate at roof level with wind-driven turbine fans. Each vertical ventilation
pipe shall be fitted with a monitoring port to allow for post-construction operation and maintenance monitoring.

SMOKE TEST CRITERIA

All gas membranes shall be smoke tested in accordance with the following protocol and certified 'gas tight' by the engineer prior to approval:

1. The gas membrane shall be visually inspected. Any apparent deficiencies and/or installation problems shall be corrected prior to smoke testing.

2. The date, time, address, tract#, lot#, temperature, humidity, barometric pressure, wind speed/direction and cloud cover shall be recorded on the smoke test inspection
form by the engineer. The ambient air temperature at the time of testing should be in excess of 45F and the wind speed at ground level should be 15 mph or less.
(Note: Visual identification of leaks becomes more difficult with increasing wind speed)

3. Assemble/connect smoke testing system to sub-slab vent riser (Alternative A) OR configure smoke testing system to inject smoke beneath the membrane through a
temporary gas tight boot or sleeve attached to the membrane (Alternative B). Only inert, non-toxic smoke is to be utilized for the membrane smoke test.

4. Activate smoke generator / blower system @ nominal 150 cfm to 50 cfm flow rate and 2.0" H2O minimum duct pressure with vent riser outlet(s) uncapped. Note:
Minimum 2" H2O duct pressure should be measured at or near blower outlet. Continue to purge system for 60 seconds after smoke begins to emerge from vent
outlet(s).

5. Cap vent outlet(s). Adjust smoke generator / blower control valve to .1" to 2" H2O over-pressure in vent piping system. Alternative A only. Blower / Smoke generator
system should be capable of sufficient pressure and flow to induce slight (i.e. = -") lifting of membrane. Monitor membrane for lifting. Reduce pressure / flow rate if
excessive lifting occurs.

6. Select one membrane coupon sampling location for every 500 ft2 of membrane area. Select sampling locations so as to (1) facilitate purging of fresh air pocket from
beneath membrane; and (2) provide a representative test location for confirmation of membrane thickness. Not applicable for sheet good membrane.

7. Label membrane coupons. Mark coupon location/designation on floor plan. Marked-up floor plan to be included with smoke testing inspection form.

8. Confirm adequate flow of smoke from coupon sampling location. Low rate of smoke flow may be indicative of poor communication between vent piping gravel backfill
and base of membrane for Alternative A (i.e. dirt placed above trench gravel). If low rate of smoke flow from coupon sampling location(s) occurs, use Alternative B
described under item #3 above for smoke injection. (Note: At least localized continuity at the sand or gravel between the vent lines and the base of the membrane
should be confirmed prior to membrane installation) (if applicable).

9. Temporary seal at the membrane sampling locations after purging mark coupon sampling location with fluorescent green paint. Repair sampling locations per
manufacturer's specifications following completion of test.

10.Maintain operation of smoke generator/blower system for at least 15 minutes following purging of membrane. Thoroughly inspect the entire membrane surface. Use
fluorescent green paint to mark/label any leak locations. Mark/label all leak locations on the floor plan which is to be included with the smoke testing inspection form.

11.Repair leak locations marked in step #10 per manufacturer's specifications.

12. Repeat step #10 and #11, as necessary, to confirm integrity of membrane.

13. For areas adjacent to where the existing and new membranes have been overlapped, the frequency of smoke testing shall be increased to sufficiently test the area.
The testing frequency will be at the discretion of the VIMS inspector.

14. Prepare smoke testing inspection form. Notes to include date, tract#, lot#, name of VIMS engineer, name of person who performed the test, number of leaks
identified, distribution of leaks identified (i.e. tears, pin-holes or thin sections, seam leaks, boot leaks, (etc.), and building floor plan with leak location, coupon locations
and test perforation locations. The inspection form is to be signed and stamped by the engineer/inspector.

15. Install a permanent weather-proof tag on front-most vent rise confirming completion of smoke testing and approval of membrane (if applicable).

Tag should include:
   "Smoke Test OK"
   <tract# and lot# or address>
   <date>
   <time>
   <name of tester>

   16. Disassemble/load smoke testing hardware. Confirm no equipment, materials, trash, etc. left at site.

INSPECTIONS
The inspection and periodic observations of membrane and vapor control measures shall be performed by the vapor barrier engineer (i.e. the engineer or their designee). At
a minimum, inspection/observation shall take place at the following stages of the installation:

· During the installation of the (sub-slab) horizontal vapor collection pipes.

· After backfilling of the (sub-slab) horizontal vapor collection pipes.

· During the installation of the (sub-slab) impermeable vapor mitigation membrane barrier.

· After the installation of the (sub-slab) impermeable vapor mitigation membrane barrier (prior to backfilling). The impermeable vapor mitigation membrane barrier shall be
smoke tested at this time in accordance with note 7. These tests shall be documented in the as-built report.

· At all field repairs, including as assessment of any repaired liner for surrounding latent damage.

· During the placement of the protection course.

· Immediately prior to placement of foundation concrete.

· During, and at the completion of the vertical ventilation pipe installation.

· At the completion of construction prior to the issuance of the system certification and certification of occupancy.

ITEMS TO BE DESIGNED BY OTHERS AND COORDINATED WITH VAPOR INTRUSION PLAN

· Architect/plumbing engineer to design routing of vertical ventilation pipes through building to roof.
· Contractor shall coordinate in field with building design team regarding all underground utilities.

VICINITY MAP

LOCATION MAP

SITE LOCATION
TITLE SHEET, MAPS AND

MITIGATION NOTES

GM-1.0

VAPOR INTRUSION MITIGATION SYSTEM

2550 IRVING STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122

NOTES:

     TABLE OF CONTENTS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: MIXED-USE

STORIES ABOVE GRADE: 7

STORIES BELOW GRADE: 0
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ELEV

ELEV

7 STORY BUILDING

90' - 0" 27' - 0"

IRVING STREET
(80' ROW)

123' - 0"

ROOF DECK
(40-X HEIGHT + 5 FT. ACTIVE GROUND FLOOR + (3) 11 FT. STORIES PER AB1763)

85' MAX. HEIGHT (75' TO HIGHEST FLOOR)

ROOF DECK
STAIR

44' - 0"

ADJACENT PROPERTY
RH-1(D) SINGLE-FAMILY

DETACHED
9 FT. SETBACK

240' - 0"

82' - 6"

18' - 0" 20' - 6" 97' - 6"

157' - 6"

60' - 0"

ADJACENT PROPERTY
RH-1(D) SINGLE-FAMILY

DETACHED
13 FT. SETBACK

ADJACENT PROPERTY
RH-1(D) SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED

NO SETBACK

AT-GRADE COURTYARD

97' - 6"

60
' -

 0
"

30
' -

 0
"

ST
AI

R

LO
BB

Y

5'
 - 

0"
22

' -
 0

"

30
' -

 0
"

90
' -

 0
"
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TH
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VE
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E
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0'
 R

O
W

)

SITE PLAN

SITE PLAN
(FOR REFERENCE ONLY)

GM-2.0
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NON-PROFIT / COMMERCIAL /
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE

ST
AI

RRESIDENTIAL
SERVICE

STAIR

COMMUNITY AMENITY

60
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240'-0"
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G
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GEOVENT GEOVENT

1

2

3

6

5

4

7 8

AI-1 AI-2

VR-1

AVR-2

VR-3

GEOVENT GEOVENT

GEOVENT

GEOVENT

LEGEND

VR-2
NOTE:

1. WRAP ALL PIPE AND FITTINGS EMBEDDED IN
CONCRETE WITH 1/8" FOAM WRAP.

2. SEE ARCHITECTURAL/ PLUMBING PLANS FOR VENT
RISER VENT PIPE ROUTING THROUGH BUILDING.

3. ALL VENT RISER LOCATIONS SHALL BE STUBBED UP
12" ABOVE SLAB.

4. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY SUMPS, TANKS, VAULTS
AND ELEVATORS QUANTITIES AND LOCATIONS.

5. ALL ELECTRICAL AND COMMUNICATION CONDUITS
EMANATING FROM THE EARTH SHALL BE SEALED PER
DETAIL A/GM-5.0

SUBSLAB VENT PIPE
AND VENT RISER PLAN

QUANTITIES LEGEND:

BUILDING FOOTPRINT - 14,967 S.F.
MEMBRANE - 14,967 S.F.
VENT PIPE - 825' L.F.
VENT RISERS - 3
VAPOR PROBES - 8

FLAT PIPE TO ROUND PIPE
TRANSITION

FLAT PIPE PRESSURE RELIEF,
COLLECTION, AND VENTING SYSTEM

2" CAST IRON VENT PIPE

MEMBRANE FIELD

VENT RISER CALCS:

2 VENT RISERS FIRST 10,000 SQ. FT. THEN 1 EVERY
10,000 SQ. FT. THEREAFTER.

BUILDING FOOTPRINT = 14,967 SQ. FT.

14,967 - 10,000 = 4,967 ÷ 10,000 =  0.49

MINIMUM NUMBER OF VENT RISERS REQUIRED - 3

B
GM-4.1

A
GM-3.0

SUBSLAB VENT PIPE
AND

VENT RISER PLAN

GM-2.1

0' 5'

SCALE:  1/8"=1'-0"

10' 20'
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12'-6"

17'-6"

17'-6"

6'-6"
12'-6"

12'-6"

17'-6" 17'-6" 12'-6"

12'-6"

12'-6"

SUB-SLAB SOIL GAS PROBE

WALL-MOUNTED PROBE ENCLOSURE

8

B
GM-4.2

AVR-1 2" CAST IRON VENT RISER
WITH BLOWER (OPTIONAL)

B
GM-4.0

AI-2
4" PVC PIPE FRESH AIR INLET

FRESH AIR INLET CALCULATIONS:

1 FRESH AIR INLET FOR EVERY 10,000 S.F. OF BUILDING
FOOTPRINT AND 1 FOR EVERY 10,000 S.F. THEREAFTER.

BUILDING FOOTPRINT = 14,967 S.F.

TOTAL FRESH AIR INLETS REQUIRED = 2

A
GM-3.1

NO MEMBRANE
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NON-PROFIT / COMMERCIAL /
NON-RESIDENTIAL USE
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"
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0"

33
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"
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0"
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'-0
"

MAINT.
OFFICE

BI
KE

S

VR-1 AVR-2

VR-3

LEGEND

NOTE:

1. WRAP ALL PIPE AND FITTINGS EMBEDDED IN
CONCRETE WITH 1/8" FOAM WRAP.

2. SEE ARCHITECTURAL/ PLUMBING PLANS FOR VENT
RISER VENT PIPE ROUTING THROUGH BUILDING.

3. ALL VENT RISER LOCATIONS SHALL BE STUBBED UP
12" ABOVE SLAB.

4. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY SUMPS, TANKS, VAULTS,
AND ELEVATORS QUANTITIES AND LOCATIONS.

VENT RISER ROOF
TERMINATION PLAN

2" PASSIVE CAST IRON VENT RISER

B
GM-4.1

VENT RISER
WITH BLOWER

B
GM-4.0

VENT RISER
TYP.

2" ACTIVE CAST IRON VENT
RISER WITH BLOWER

5' MIN. RADIUS FROM ELECTRICAL
DEVICES

10' MIN. RADIUS FROM OPERABLE
AIR INTAKES, DOORS OR WINDOWS

VENT RISER ROOF
TERMINATION PLAN

GM-2.2

VR-2

AVR-1

VENT RISER HORIZONTAL RUN
FROM LEVEL BELOW
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SCALE:  1/8"=1'-0"
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GM-3.0

SUBSLAB MEMBRANE
DETAILS

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

J

SUBSLAB SECTION

MEMBRANE LAP AT SEAM

MEMBRANE AT PENETRATION

MEMBRANE AT VAPOR STAKEH

NOTES:
1. THERE SHALL BE NO PERFORATIONS WITHIN 12" OF ANY FOOTING/FOUNDATION UNLESS METAL CASING IS PROVIDED.
2. WHEN USING EQUIVALENT, REFERENCE MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS FOR CORRECT DETAILING AND INSTALLATIONS.

MAT SLAB, PER STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

1/8"

T.O.S.

GM-6.2
DULTRASHIELD G-1000

LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL)

VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE

GEOVENT

GM-6.0
A

GM-6.2
E

GM-6.2
C

GRAVEL LAYER

1/2" PVC SLEEVE FOR
VAPOR PROBE TUBING

SUBGRADE

A
-

B
GM-6.2

A
-

A
-

NOTES:
1. MINIMIZE PENETRATIONS THROUGH THE MEMBRANE WHENEVER POSSIBLE.
2. MEMBRANE SHALL BE PATCHED/ REPAIRED PER MANUFACTURER'S

RECOMMENDATIONS WHEN FORM STAKES ARE REMOVED.
3. DETAILS ARE TYPICAL UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

FORM WORK
CONCRETE SLAB

2"X4" KICKERSTAKE

DO NOT
PENETRATE
MEMBRANE

OVER LAP FOR
FUTURE TIE-IN

VAPOR STAKE
1/4" NYLON OR POLYPROPYLENE
CINCH TIE. TENSION ONLY TO
SLIGHTLY DISPLACE MEMBRANE.
TRIM EXCESS TIE MATERIAL.

CUT VAPOR STAKE AND REMOVE
PRIOR TO POUR.

DETAILING FABRIC, TYP.

3/4" HIGH 45° CANT, TYP.

20 mil LIQUID BOOT PLUS
'TACK COAT', TYP.

1/4" NYLON OR POLYPROPYLENE
CINCH TIE. TENSION ONLY TO
SLIGHTLY DISPLACE MEMBRANE

MEMBRANE AT FORM WORK

12" MIN.

16" MIN.

± 2"

1"

3"
MIN.

3" MIN.

NOTES:
1. PROTECTION COURSE SEAMS MAY BE OVERLAPPED 4" MIN.
2. EVERY EFFORT SHOULD BE MADE TO STAGGER THESE SEAMS WITH MEMBRANE SEAMS.

LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL)

ULTRASHIELD G-1000

VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE

20 mil LIQUID BOOT PLUS
'TACK COAT'

6" LAP

MEMBRANE AT EXTERIOR FOOTING

A
-

GM-6.2
D

MIRAFI S800

MIRAFI S800

GM-6.1
A

GM-6.2
A

ULTRASHIELD G-1000

VENT PIPE THRU GRADE BEAM

3"3"

FOAM WRAP
3" SOLID PVC SCHEDULE 40 PIPE
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J C

H E B

D A

FRESH AIR INLET DETAILS

GM-3.1

FRESH AIR INLET GOOSE NECK "CAPPED" FRESH AIR INLET

FRESH AIR INLET CAP
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24" MIN.

6" MIN.

4" Ø SOLID
SCH 80 PVC

4" Ø SCH 80PVC WITH MACHINE
SLOTS 180° ALL AROUND (SLOT 0.020)
2" MIN CLEARANCE ALL AROUND

6" Ø SOLID SCH
80 PVC SLEEVE

5' MIN.

24" MIN.

4" Ø SOLID
SCH 80 PVC

4" Ø SCH 80PVC WITH MACHINE
SLOTS 180° ALL AROUND (SLOT 0.020)
2" MIN CLEARANCE ALL AROUND

6" Ø SOLID SCH
80 PVC SLEEVE

C
GM-3.0

5' MIN.

F

B
-      

G

A
GM-3.0 SUBSLAB

SECTION

3' MIN.
BETWEEN

SLOTS

2"

2"

A
GM-3.0 SUBSLAB

SECTION

3' MIN.
BETWEEN

SLOTS

2"

2"

C
GM-3.0
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J F C

H E B

G D A

SUBSLAB MEMBRANE
REPAIR DETAILS

GM-3.2

STEP 1

SAW-CUT SLAB
VARIES

  EXISTING
- CONCRETE SLAB, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL), OVER
- VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- GEOVENT,OVER
- GRAVEL LAYER, OVER
- SUBGRADE

1. BREAK OUT CONCRETE AFTER SAW CUTTING SHORT OF FULL DEPTH OF SLAB.

1/2"

1. CUT MEMBRANE WITH A SHARP HOOK BLADE KNIFE.
2. USE CAUTION DO NOT DAMAGE EXPOSED MEMBRANE.
3. CUT AND REMOVE SECTION OF GEOVENT PIPE OVER UTILITY

TRENCH. REFER TO DETAIL E/GM-3.1.

STEP 2

VARIES

6" MIN.

NEW UTILITY TRENCH

STEP 3

1. BACKFILL UTILITY TRENCH WITH CLEAN, FINE GRAINED SAND.
2. INSTALL NEW MEMBRANE.
3. INSTALL NEW GEOVENT PIPE. REFER TO DETAIL E/GM-3.1.
4. THE NEW MEMBRANE REQUIRES CONTINUOUS INSPECTIONS BY OTHERS THROUGHOUT INSTALLATION.

NOTES:
INSTALL NEW WET UTILITY LINES BELOW MEMBRANE PER ARCH. PLANS.
ANY NEW ELECTRICAL / COMMUNICATION CONDUIT LINES SHALL BE INSTALLED ABOVE THE MEMBRANE.

NEW ULTRASHIELD G-1000

NEW LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL),
OVER VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE

NEW 20 mil LIQUID BOOT PLUS
"TACK COAT"

VARIES

VARIES

6"

NEW UTILITY LINES

VARIES

VARIES

NEW UTILITY TRENCH

NEW CONCRETE SLAB

STEP 4

1. POUR NEW CONCRETE PATCH OVER NEW 10 oz. NON-WOVEN GEOTEXTILE.

NOTES:

1. AT POINTS OF INTERSECTION, CUT AWAY GEOTEXTILE TO PRODUCE
RECTANGULAR FLAPS.

2. INTERLOCK EXPOSED DIMPLE BOARD IN A LEGO-LIKE FASHION.
3. FOLD FLAPS OF GEOTEXTILE IN A MANNER SO THAT THE DIMPLE BOARD IS

COVERED COMPLETELY AND SECURE GEOTEXTILE FOLDS WITH REINFORCED
TAPE SO THAT THE  GEOTEXTILE COMPLETELY IMPERMEABLE TO SAND FILL.

 REINFORCED TAPE

INTERLOCK EXPOSED DIMPLE
BOARD IN A LEG-LIKE FASHION

 EXISTING
GEOVENT

NEW
GEOVENT

 EXISTING
GEOVENT

CUT AND REMOVE
SECTION OF GEOVENT
PIPE

E
GM-3.1

SEE DETAIL
FOR NEW GEOVENT
INSTALLATION

MEMBRANE REPAIR DETAIL - STEP 1

MEMBRANE REPAIR DETAIL - STEP 2

MEMBRANE REPAIR DETAIL - STEP 3

MEMBRANE REPAIR DETAIL - STEP 4

GEOVENT PIPE REPLACEMENT DETAIL

  EXISTING
- CONCRETE SLAB, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL), OVER
- VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- GEOVENT,OVER
- GRAVEL LAYER, OVER
- SUBGRADE

  EXISTING
- CONCRETE SLAB, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL), OVER
- VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- GEOVENT,OVER
- GRAVEL LAYER, OVER
- SUBGRADE

  EXISTING
- CONCRETE SLAB, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- LIQUID BOOT PLUS (60 MIL), OVER
- VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE, OVER
- ULTRASHIELD G-1000, OVER
- GEOVENT,OVER
- GRAVEL LAYER, OVER
- SUBGRADE
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VENT RISER
DETAILS

GM-4.0
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H E B

D

F C A

SUPPORT ALL PIPING PER
TABLE 3-2 OF THE U.P.C.

UPC Section 94.712.3

712.3 Air Test. The air test shall be
made by attaching an air compressor
testing apparatus to any suitable
opening, and, after closing all other
inlets and outlets to the system,
forcing air into the system until there
is a uniform gage pressure of five (5)
pounds per square inch (34.5kPa) or
sufficient to balance a column of
mercury ten (10) inches (254mm)
in height. The pressure shall be held
without introduction of additional air
for a period of at least fifteen (15)
minutes.

VENT RISER SHALL BE TESTED PER:

NOTES:
1. WRAP ALL PIPE AND FITTINGS EMBEDDED IN CONCRETE WITH 1/8" FOAM WRAP.
2. SEE DETAIL A/GM-4.0 FOR ROOF TERMINATION REQUIREMENTS.
3. CLAMP WIRE TO C.I. VENT RISER TO 5/8" Ø, 8' LONG GROUNDING ROD.

PL

OPENABLE WINDOW

3' MIN.

10' MIN.

3' MIN.

10' MIN.

ROOF

10' MIN.

ELECTRICAL
DEVICE

AIR INTAKE

PARAPET
WALL

OPENABLE
WINDOW OR
DOOR

4' MIN.

5' MIN.

H
GM-5.0

F

2" Ø  CAST
IRON PIPE

GM-6.2
CGEOVENT

FLAT PIPE

SIDE VIEW

PLAN VIEW

FERNCO 1070-42
4" ADS TO 2" C.I.P.

GEOVENT
TRANSITION FITTING

D

CLAMPS

INSERT GEOVENT
INTO COUPLING

DO NOT GLUE

4" Ø OUTLET

12"

2"Ø

1"

F
-

2" CAST IRON PIPE, PER PLAN

G
-

TURBINE AND REDUCING COUPLING PASSIVE VENT RISER

 VENT RISER ROOF TERMINATION REQUIREMENTSTRANSITION FROM GEOVENT TO VENT RISER

GEOVENT TO VENT RISER TRANSITION FITTING

-

NOTES:

1. AT POINTS OF INTERSECTION, CUT AWAY
GEOTEXTILE TO PRODUCE RECTANGULAR
FLAPS.

2. INTERLOCK EXPOSED DIMPLE BOARD IN A
LEGO-LIKE FASHION.

3. FOLD FLAPS OF GEOTEXTILE IN A MANNER
SO THAT THE DIMPLE BOARD IS COVERED
COMPLETELY AND SECURE GEOTEXTILE
FOLDS WITH LIQUID BOOT FIBER
REINFORCED TAPE SO THAT THE
GEOTEXTILE IS COMPLETELY IMPERMEABLE
TO SAND FILL.

2" Ø CAST IRON VENT RISER
THRU BUILDING U.N.O.

FERNCO 1070-042
4" ADS TO 2" C.I.P.

LIQUID BOOT FIBER
REINFORCED TAPE

GM-6.2
C GEOVENT

FLAT PIPE

-

GREDUCING COUPLING SPECIFICATIONS

WIND TURBINE SPECIFICATIONS

LAB VALVE SPECIFICATIONS

45° CAST IRON
ELBOW, TYP.

NO HUB COUPLING, TYP.

2" CAST IRON PIPE, PER PLAN

VENT RISER CLAMP, TYP.

WALL, BY OTHERS

6" MIN.

ROOF

H
GM-5.0

3' MIN.

3' MIN.

E

GM-3.0
C

-

GM-3.0
A H

-

C
-

SIMILAR TO

2"X2"X2" TEST TEE FIT WITH GEM CAP FOR AIR
TEST DURING CONSTRUCTION AS NOTED ABOVE

"SOIL GAS VENT PIPE"
LABEL EVERY 5'

8' GROUNDING ROD

1
5/

11
/2

1

1
1

G
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NG
 R
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E C A

ACTIVE
VENT RISER DETAILS

GM-4.1

F

PL

10' MIN.

10' MIN.

6" MIN.

5' MIN. 10' MIN.

ROOF

PR
O

PE
R

TY
 L

IN
E

AIR INTAKE

OPENABLE
WINDOW OR DOOR

ALL ELECTRICAL DEVICES
(INCLUDING J-BOX RECEPTACLE)

OPENABLE WINDOW
OR DOOR

3' MIN.

120 VOLT 20 AMP DEDICATED
CIRCUIT WEATHERTIGHT J-BOX

RECEPTACLE. BY OTHERS.

H
GM-5.0

C

4' MIN.

-
FANTECH BLOWER

BLOWER SPECIFICATIONS VENT RISER ROOF TERMINATION REQUIREMENTS

OPTIONAL ACTIVE VENT RISER WITH BLOWERBLOWER CALCULATIONS

SUPPORT ALL PIPING PER
TABLE 3-2 OF THE U.P.C.

UPC Section 94.712.3

712.3 Air Test. The air test shall be
made by attaching an air compressor
testing apparatus to any suitable
opening, and, after closing all other
inlets and outlets to the system,
forcing air into the system until there
is a uniform gage pressure of five (5)
pounds per square inch (34.5kPa) or
sufficient to balance a column of
mercury ten (10) inches (254mm)
in height. The pressure shall be held
without introduction of additional air
for a period of at least fifteen (15)
minutes.

VENT RISER SHALL BE TESTED PER:

45° CAST IRON
ELBOW, TYP.

NO HUB COUPLING, TYP.

2" CAST IRON PIPE, PER PLAN

VENT RISER CLAMP, TYP.

WALL, BY OTHERS

6" MIN.

ROOF

GM-3.0
C

F.G.

GM-3.0
A H

-

C
-

SIMILAR TO

2"X2"X2" TEST TEE FIT WITH GEM CAP FOR AIR
TEST DURING CONSTRUCTION AS NOTED ABOVE

"SOIL GAS VENT PIPE"
LABEL EVERY 5'

H
GM-5.0

6" MIN.

OPTIONAL
FANTECH BLOWER

120 VOLT 20 AMP
DEDICATED CIRCUIT
WEATHERTIGHT
J-BOX RECEPTACLE.
BY OTHERS.

3' MIN.
C
-

BLOWER CURVE

NOTES:
1. WRAP ALL PIPE AND FITTINGS EMBEDDED IN CONCRETE WITH 1/8" FOAM WRAP.
2. SEE DETAIL A/GM-4.0 FOR ROOF TERMINATION REQUIREMENTS.
3. CLAMP WIRE TO C.I. VENT RISER TO 5/8" Ø, 8' LONG GROUNDING ROD.

  4. VENT RISER SIMILAR TO GM 4.0 DETAIL B, IF DEEMED NECESSARY TO CONVERT
TO ACTIVE, THE OPTIONAL BLOWER IS TO BE INSTALLED PER THIS DETAIL.

8' GROUNDING ROD
1

1

5/
11

/2
1
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SUB-SLAB VAPOR PROBE
DETAILS AND

SPECIFICATIONS

GM-4.2

Material Specifications

Sub-slab Vapor Implant
Material: Stainless Steel
Length: 1”
Connection: 1/4" Speed-fit Fitting
Example: ESP Supply # SVPT92-SF14 1" Implant 1/4" Speed-Fit Fitting
www.shop-esp.com

Sample Line
Material: Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE Teflon) or
fluorinated ethylene propylene (FEP Teflon) tubing
Outer diameter (OD): 1/4“
Inner diameter (ID): 3/16” or 5/32” or 1/8”
Examples: ESP Supply # T250TEF-187-250 FEP 3/16" ID x 1/4" OD
(250ft); www.shop-esp.com
Cole Parmer # EW-06605-31
Cole-Parmer PTFE Tubing, 5/32" x 1/4", 25 Ft/Pk;
www.coleparmer.com

Sample Line Protective Conduit
3/4” I.D. PVC pipe
45 degree elbows (no 90 degree elbows) - this is to avoid pinching the
sample line tubing, esp. if FEP which is relatively stiff
Dry fit or low-VOC adhesives only

Compression Fitting at Sampling Port
Each soil gas probe line should terminate at the sampling port with an
1/4" NPT(M) stainless steel fitting, to connect the sampling train using
1/4” O.D. tubing and 1/4" compression fittings.
Example of sampling train compression fitting:
Cole-Parmer # EW-03302-51; www.coleparmer.com
Parker Hannifin 4 BZ-SS-C Compression Fitting Ferrule Nut, 316SS,
1/4" OD.  www.gamut.com

Sampling Port Label
Must be a Brass tag permanently affixed and permanently legible.

MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

STOPCOCK SPECIFICATIONSF C

NOTE:
HUBBELL-WIEGMANN ENCLOSURE, SCREW COVER WALL-MOUNT, RSC SERIES NEMA 3R, MODEL # RSC060604

WALL ENCLOSURE SPECIFICATIONS

SUBSLAB VAPOR PROBE WITH WALL ENCLOSUREPROBE AND VENT PIPE CONSTRUCTION TYPICAL

PROBE END SECTION

A
GM-3.0

NOTES:
1. PRESSURE FIT ALL COMPONENTS - DO NOT GLUE.
2. PROBES MUST BE IDENTIFIED WITH THE PROPER PROBE LOCATION NUMBER.
3. PROBE RUNS TO BE INSTALLED BENEATH THE SLAB ABOVE VENT PIPE RUNS.

1" VAPOR
PROBE

A
GM-3.0 1" VAPOR PROBE

B
-

B
- 1/4" P.T.F.E. TEFLON OR

F.E.P. TEFLON TUBING
INSIDE 1/2" PVC SLEEVE

1/4" P.T.F.E. TEFLON OR
F.E.P. TEFLON TUBING
INSIDE 1/2" PVC SLEEVE

GEOVENT
GM-6.4

A

BELOW

PROBE #

_

3' MIN.

C

B
GM-5.0

CONDUIT
SEALOFF

3/4" WHITE LETTERS ON A U.V. STABLE RED FIELD

SOIL VAPOR
MONITORING

STATION

DO NOT BLOCK

D

-

1/4" P.T.F.E. TEFLON OR
F.E.P. TEFLON TUBING
INSIDE 1/2" PVC PIPE

_
B

(2) 45° FITTINGS

F.G.

10 ' ± SEE PLAN FOR
LOCATION OF PROBE

SIMILAR TO C

A
GM-3.0

GM-3.0

1/8" FOAM WRAP

WALL, BY OTHERS

NOTES:
1. WRAP ALL PIPE AND FITTINGS EMBEDDED IN CONCRETE WITH 1/8" FOAM WRAP.
2. PROBES MUST BE IDENTIFIED WITH THE PROPER PROBE LOCATION NUMBER.
3. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR FINAL LOCATION.

AutoCAD SHX Text
THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS INFORMATION PROPRIETARY TO TERRA PETRA, INC. AND IS FURNISHED IN CONFIDENCE FOR THE LIMITED PURPOSE OF EVALUATION, BIDDING OR REVIEW. THIS DOCUMENT OR ITS CONTENTS MAY NOT BE USED FOR ANY OTHER PURPOSE AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED OR DISCLOSED TO OTHERS WITHOUT THE  PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT C OF TERRA PETRA, INC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.



25
50

 IR
VI

N
G

 S
TR

EE
T

SA
N

 F
R

AN
C

IS
C

O
, C

A 
94

12
2

2020-116

MARCH 22, 2021

PROJECT NUMBER

D
at

e
R

EV
IS

IO
N

S

1

SHEET NUMBER

DATE

SHEET TITLE

C 83924
EXP. 09/30/2021

STATE  OF  CA L I FORN IA

L
IC

EN
SE

D  PROFESS IONAL  ENG I NEERN I
KO

LAUS  REPPUHN

C I V I L

TRENCH DAM,
ELECTRICAL SEAL-OFFS,
AND SIGNAGE DETAILS

GM-5.0J C

H E B

D ATRENCH DAM

BUILDING

STREET

-
D

NTSNTS

PLAN VIEWELEVATION VIEW

HIGH DENSITY PVC FOAM TAPE, CLOSED CELL,
ADHESIVE BACKED, 1/4" THICK X 1/2" WIDE.  APPLY TO

CLEAN SURFACE WITH ENDS BUTTED TOGETHER AT
MOST VISIBLE LOCATION IN TRENCH DAM ZONE.

FOOTING BELOW

NORMAL FILL

ONE SACK CONCRETE
SLURRY

THE WIDTH OF A TRENCH
DAM SHALL BE ONE HALF

THE LENGTH

6"

WALL

UTILITY PIPE OR
CONDUIT

WALL

CONDUIT

CONDUIT
SEAL-OFF

ELECTRICAL PANEL

TRENCH PLUG SHALL
BE THE GREATER OF

36" OR 2X TRENCH WIDTH

90% MIN. DRY
DENSITY COMPACTION

ONE SACK CONCRETE
SLURRY

NORMAL FILL

12"

6"

HIGH DENSITY PVC FOAM TAPE, CLOSED CELL,
ADHESIVE BACKED, 1/4" THICK X 1/2" WIDE.  APPLY TO

CLEAN SURFACE WITH ENDS BUTTED TOGETHER AT
MOST VISIBLE LOCATION IN TRENCH DAM ZONE.

UTILITY PIPE OR
CONDUIT

NOTES:
1. PIPING AND CONDUIT SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM CORROSION AND STRUCTURAL SETTLEMENT AS FOLLOW:

TAPE SHALL BE APPLIED ON CONDUIT AND PIPING ENCASED IN CEMENT SLURRY OR CONCRETE.
TAPE SHALL BE PS-37-90, BLACK PLASTIC PVC OR PE PRESSURE -SENSITIVE CORROSION PREVENTIVE TAPE.

2. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES FEEDING INTO BUILDING SHALL HAVE A TRENCH DAM.  ELECTRICAL SEAL OFF'S ARE REQUIRED AT ELECTRICAL CONDUIT ONLY.

TRENCH DAM

DRY UTILITIES WET UTILITIES

MEMBRANE WARNING SIGN

VENT RISER CAUTION SIGN UTILITIES - OVERVIEW

T.O.S.

ELECTRICAL/
COMMUNICATION
CONDUIT

NO SEAL REQUIRED

SEE DETAIL B
-

NOTE:
ELECTRICAL/ COMMUNICATION CONDUIT SPACING PER STRUCTURAL AND ELECTRICAL REQUIREMENTS

SIMILAR TO C
GM-3.0

6" MIN.

END OF CONDUIT

CLOSED CELL
POLYURETHANE FOAM

NOTES:
1. EXTEND A MINIMUM OF SIX CONDUIT DIAMETERS OR SIX INCHES, WHICHEVER IS GREATER, INTO THE CONDUIT.
2. SEALS SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR MAIN ELECTRICAL FEED LINES.
3. INSTALLATION OF CONDUIT SEALOFFS AND FOAM IS NOT THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE VIMS CONTRACTOR.

C
_

MEMBRANE CONDUIT PENETRATIONS

CONDUIT SEALOFF

WARNING
A MEMBRANE IS INSTALLED BENEATH

THE BUILDING FLOOR SLAB TO
PREVENT SOIL GAS INTRUSION FROM

THE SOIL. ANY PROPOSED
PENETRATION OR ALTERATION OF

THE FLOOR SLAB REQUIRES A
PERMIT TO BE OBTAINED FROM THE

BUILDING DEPARTMENT.

IT IS ILLEGAL TO REMOVE THIS SIGN.

TWO-PLY ENGRAVED PLASTIC,
WHITE LETTERS ON A RED FIELD.

"WARNING" = 3/4" HIGH LETTERS
BALANCE = 3/8" HIGH LETTERS

CAUTION
V.I.M.S. VENT PIPE

 NO SPARKS OR
ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT

 WITHIN 10 FEET

IF DAMAGED NOTIFY
BUILDING OWNER

4"

CAUTION LABEL AT VENT RISER EXIT LOCATIONS.
WHITE LETTERS ON A U.V. STABLE RED FIELD.

DETAIL FULL SCALE.

3"

POLYWATER FST FOAM SEALANT SPECIFICATIONS
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MEMBRANE SPECIFICATIONS

ALIQUID BOOT PLUS MEMBRANE SPECIFICATIONS
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D A

VAPOR STAKE SPECIFICATIONS

G

GEOVENT SPECIFICATIONS

ULTRASHIELD G-1000 SPECIFICATIONS

VI-20 GEOMEMBRANE SPECIFICATIONS

SIEVE SIZE PERCENTAGE PASSING SIEVE

100

90 - 100

75 - 90

55 - 75

30 - 50

10 - 25

2 - 10

0 - 5

SAND SPECIFICATIONS

No. 4 (4.75 mm)

No. 8 (2.36 mm)

No. 16 (1.18 mm)

3/8" (9.5 mm)

No. 30 (600um)

No. 50 (300um)

No. 100 (150um)

No. 200 (75um)

SIEVE SIZE

1 -1 1/2" (37.5 mm)

PERCENTAGE PASSING SIEVE
3/4" GRAVEL 3/8" GRAVEL

100 -

1" (25.0 mm) 90 - 100 -

3/4" (19.0 mm) 55 - 85 100

3/8" (9.5 mm) 8 - 20 85 -100

No. 4 (4.75 mm) 0 - 5 0 - 30

No. 8 (2.36 mm) 0 - 5 0 - 10

No. 200 (75um) 0 - 2 0 - 2

ASTM C 131 TEST GRADING B C

GRAVEL SPECIFICATIONS

SAND/ GRAVEL SPECIFICATIONS
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

This Responsiveness Summary has been prepared by the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and responds to all public comments received during 
the 33-day public comment period for the draft Response Plan for 2550 Irving Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94122 (Site). This Responsiveness Summary will be incorporated as 
an appendix to the final Response Plan. The final Response Plan will reflect any 
changes which DTSC determines are appropriate in response to public comments.  

 
2.0  BACKGROUND 

The 0.44-acre Site is located in the Sunset neighborhood of San Francisco and housed 
several businesses from 1895 to 1946, including a drugstore, two gas stations, and a 
dry cleaner. From 1946 to 1966, the property housed two gas stations. In 1966, the 
property was used as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The funeral business operated 
until 1985, when the building was modified for its current use as a bank. The property 
has been owned by The Police Credit Union since 1987. Environmental investigations 
conducted in 2019 and 2020 found tetrachloroethylene (PCE) above environmental 
screening levels in soil vapor (spaces between soil particles) at the Site, at the adjacent 
parking lot, and along Irving Street. PCE was not detected above screening levels in soil 
or groundwater on-site. Sampling results indicate that the indoor air of The Police Credit 
Union is safe for workers and customers.  

The Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) is proposing to build 
an affordable housing complex on the Site. Data collected during site investigations 
support that the Site is suitable for commercial/industrial use, however, additional 
actions are needed to protect the health of future residents if the Site is redeveloped as 
proposed.  

PCE contamination identified in soil vapor to the north of 2550 Irving Street and to the 
south of 2550 Irving Street are being addressed by The Police Credit Union and the 
owners of the former Albrite Cleaners property, respectively, both operating under 
DTSC oversight.  
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3.0  DRAFT RESPONSE PLAN 

TNDC is responsible for addressing on-Site contamination to support future property 
redevelopment. TNDC has prepared a draft Response Plan that evaluates engineering 
controls and recommends a preferred method to address on-Site contamination. The 
proposed remedy includes:  

• Incorporating a vapor intrusion mitigation system under the foundation of the 
future Site building. This system consists of an engineered barrier and piping that 
allows contaminants in soil vapor to be safely vented into the atmosphere above 
the building where they will naturally disperse.  

• Installing vapor barriers along underground utility corridors and sealing utility 
piping to prevent vapors from migrating onto or off the Site.  

• Post-construction and prior to building occupancy, collecting indoor air and sub-
slab (beneath building foundation) soil vapor samples from the new TNDC 
building to confirm the vapor intrusion mitigation system is operating as 
designed.  

• Recording a land use covenant to allow residential use of the property with a 
vapor intrusion mitigation system.  

• Monitoring indoor air and sub-slab (beneath building foundation) soil vapor and 
maintaining the system to ensure it remains effective.  

The proposed project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
under California Senate Bill 35 (SB 35). SB 35 is a statute streamlining housing 
construction in California counties and cities that fail to build enough housing to meet 
state mandated housing construction requirements. DTSC will prepare and file a Notice 
of Exemption with the California State Clearinghouse after project approval. 

By virtue of the Site’s location and historical uses, the project is required to comply with 
San Francisco Health Code Article 22A, known as the Maher Ordinance. The Maher 
Ordinance defines a process for characterization and mitigation of soil and groundwater 
contamination, for the protection of public health and safety during and after Site 
redevelopment. The City of San Francisco has deferred the oversight of mitigation 
measures for the contaminants onsite to the DTSC. Historical investigations and DTSC 
oversight related to historical Site use would likely satisfy the Maher requirements and 
further testing and mitigation beyond the DTSC requirements discussed in the 
Response Plan is unlikely to be required by the SFDPH.  While the Site is exempt from 
San Francisco Health Code Article 22B, the San Francisco Dust Ordinance, due to 
parcel size being less than one acre, as a conservative measure the Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) will prepare a Site Management Plan 
which will include dust control and monitoring measures during construction activities.   
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4.0  PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The following summarizes the public review process for the draft Response Plan.  
 
Public Comment Period: DTSC held a comment period from July 12 to August 13, 
2021. 
 
Public Comment Period Notification: On July 12, 2021, DTSC published a public 
notice in English in the San Francisco Chronicle and in Chinese in the Sing Tao Daily. 
These public notices announced the start of the public comment period and solicited 
comments on the draft Response Plan. Copies of the public notices are included in 
Attachment 2.  
 
Community Update: On July 8, 2021, DTSC distributed a Community Update in 
English and Chinese via U.S. Mail to 2,394 addresses which included residences and 
businesses located within an approximately 0.25-radius of the Site; key representatives 
from the County and City of San Francisco; local civic/community organizations; and 
DTSC’s mandatory mailing list. Additionally, notification was sent by DTSC to a total of 
158 email addresses and by TNDC to a total of 395 email addresses. Copies of the 
Community Update are provided in Attachment 2. 
 
Public Meeting: On July 22, 2021, DTSC held a virtual public meeting to provide 
information on the draft Response Plan, answer questions, and receive public 
comments. All questions were addressed during the public meeting and are included in 
Section 5. 
 
Information Repositories: The draft Response Plan was made available at the 
following physical and online locations: 

• DTSC Berkeley Office, located at 700 Heinz Avenue, Berkeley, CA 94710. Call 
(510) 540-2122 to make an appointment.  

• To review the draft Response Plan and related documents online, please visit: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement/4489225089/D
RAFT%20Response%20plan_051121.pdf  

• For air monitoring results and additional technical documents online, please visit: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=60003000 
(select from the drop-down menu)  

The following documents were made available to the public during the 33-day public 
comment period: 
 

1. DTSC Public Notice (English and Chinese), Public Comment Period for 2550 
Irving Street, San Francisco, Draft Response Plan Available for Review, Dated 
July 12, 2021 
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2. DTSC Community Update (English and Chinese), Public Comment Period for 
2550 Irving Street, Draft Response Plan Available for Review, Dated July 12, 
2021 

3. Draft Response Plan, 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Project, Dated May 
11, 2021 
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5.0  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following summarizes all written and oral comments received during the public 
comment period. Copies of comment letters provided to DTSC are included as 
Attachment 3. Similar written comments were received on 13 different topics. When 
very similar written comments were received on the same topic, we listed one comment 
and have noted the number of additional comments received expressing the same issue 
in similar language. When comments were received on the same topic expressing 
different concerns or observations, those comments were listed in their entirety under 
the topic. The comments are presented together by topic with a single response. Other 
written comments are addressed individually in number “14. Other”.  
 
Following the responses to written comments, we have included the oral comments 
received during the public meeting on July 22, 2021 and provided responses to those 
comments.  
 
Response Plan – Written Comments Received During the Public Comment Period 

 
1. Topic: Support for Project 

 
Comment 1.1  I live right around the corner from the proposed 2550 Irving 
St. project. I have been receiving a steady stream of emails from the Mid-Sunset 
[Neighborhood] Association which adamantly opposes the 2550 Irving St. project. 
I have been to their meetings where they have laid out their strategies on how to 
defeat this project. One of those strategies is to use the toxic history of this site 
as a way of blocking this project. I have reviewed the environmental report and I 
believe that this project can be built safely based on the TNDC plan. 
 
Response to Support for Project: 
 
Thank you for your feedback. We have shared this information with TNDC as 
well.  

 
2. Topic: Concerns Regarding Off-Site Contamination 

 
Comment 2.1  It is a bad idea that TNDC gets to protect the residence in 
2550 Irving but the rest of the neighborhood is not. That is not good for 
community relations. 
 
6 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 2.1 
 
Comment 2.2 As I read in your newsletter, it seems that you are taking 
steps to protect future residents of the proposed affordable housing. However, it 
does not look like there is anything being done to protect the residents to the 
north of the proposed project. Because of the age of the homes of those 
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residents, they just have rat-proofing between them and the soil below. The 
Police Credit Union/TNDC ought to be required to do more to protect those 
neighbors. Please let me know if I have understood your report correctly.  
 
Comment 2.3  I am extremely concerned about the dangerous PCE gas 
plumes below the 2500 Irving block and under the houses to the north and south 
of that block. I am also outraged that TNDC’s response plan focuses only on 
protecting the 2550 Irving future residents from the PCE gas but does nothing to 
protect the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
Comment 2.4  Per the July 2021 "Community Update" newsletter we 
received in the mail, TNDC's "on-site" response plan is to place a vapor 
mitigation system as a barrier over the new foundation of the building to protect 
the future residents from the PCE found in soil vapor at the Site from entering the 
indoor air (similar to what was "acceptable" for the workers and customers of The 
Police Credit Union). But, what about the others in this neighborhood (esp. those 
families with young children) who also risk exposure to the PCE when they walk 
by that Site? 
 
My late father passed away in 1987 of lung cancer. I'm wondering now if all of 
those daily walks to 25th & Irving Supermarket over time slowly caught up with 
him as a result of walking past the subject Site. 
 
Comment 2.5  I am writing you regarding the subject. I live at 27th Avenue, 
which is just a few houses away from the proposed development at 2550 Irving 
Street, TNDC's affordable housing project. I understand that AllWest 
Environmental has performed soil sampling and toxicology testing at the site of 
the proposed development, and the toxicology report has indicated the detection 
of Tetrachloroethene (PCE) vapor present in the soil, which is known to be 
carcinogenic. I also understand that DTSC has provided oversight in TNDC's 
design of a Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System to protect the new residents of the 
proposed housing development. 
 
Having since moved in to the house at 27th Avenue in 2015, my wife has been 
diagnosed with cancer in 2019, at the age of 39. Given the detection of PCE at 
the site of the proposed development at 2550 Irving Street, what further testing 
procedures are required to further identify the extent of the PCE contamination in 
the area immediately surrounding the proposed development at 2550 Irving 
Street? What are the next steps to have further testing done at the surrounding 
homes, including our own at 1269 27th Avenue? What assurance do we have 
that we are not exposed to harmful PCE contamination that is now known to be 
present underground? 

 
Response:  
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DTSC is providing oversight for three separate projects associated with the PCE 
contamination at 2550 Irving and in the immediate neighborhood. We are 
committed to ensuring the short- and long-term protection of public health as it 
relates to this contamination.  
 
While it may seem like TNDC’s proposed Response Plan is too narrow in scope, 
this is a result of environmental regulations that DTSC must follow and the 
established agreements with the various parties responsible for addressing the 
contamination. DTSC has three separate voluntary agreements in place to 
address on-Site PCE contamination found at 2550 Irving and off-Site PCE 
contamination found to the north and south of 2550 Irving. 
 
TNDC, as the developer of future housing at the Site, is responsible for 
appropriately addressing on-Site contamination under the California Land Reuse 
and Revitalization Act (CLRRA). This framework encourages the revitalization of 
contaminated properties across California by providing liability protection to 
innocent and prospective landowners. Under CLRRA, TNDC is responsible for 
conducting a Site assessment and developing a response action, which allows 
for safe redevelopment of the property under the proposed future land use. In 
this case, TNDC has proposed using a vapor intrusion mitigation system, which 
consists of a vapor barrier and piping that vents any PCE contamination above 
the roofline of the building so it cannot enter the indoor air of the new 
development. This approach, which has been installed at hundreds of 
brownfields sites throughout the United States, at concentrations up to 1000 
times higher than those measured at the Site (see Response to Topic 12 for 
example DTSC site), is a proven engineering method that prevents vapors in soil 
from entering into a building and provides long-term protection of future 
residents. DTSC has concurred that this approach will provide protection of 
future residents at the Site in perpetuity.  
 
DTSC understands that area residents are concerned that the mitigation 
measures outlined in the Response Plan will only protect the health of future 
residents of the 2550 property and that measures will not be taken to investigate 
and mitigate and/or remediate off-Site impacts. Any off-Site soil vapor issues and 
associated mitigation/remediation measures will be addressed via Standard 
Voluntary Agreements (aka Voluntary Cleanup Agreements) that DTSC has in 
place with The Police Credit Union and the parties associated with the former 
Albrite Cleaners.  
 
While PCE has been found in soil vapor (air in between soil particles) during 
various investigations north of Irving Street, it is observed at levels that do not 
pose a potential unacceptable health risk.  Further, DTSC is requiring The Police 
Credit Union to monitor off-Site conditions semiannually. Monitoring events 
conducted in September 2020 and March 2021 are essentially stable which 
provides evidence that the PCE plume is neither increasing in concentration, nor 
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migrating at a pace that would cause potential unacceptable risks to residences 
further north of Irving Street.  
 
The Police Credit Union is also voluntarily sampling indoor air, under DTSC 
oversight, at the six homes closest to the 2550 Irving property to ensure there are 
no indoor air impacts occurring from the PCE soil vapor plume. This work is not 
required by DTSC, based on the two semiannual soil vapor monitoring results, 
but The Police Credit Union has agreed to voluntarily and prudentially sample 
indoor air given the level of community interest and concern. Should our 
understanding of off-Site conditions change because of the new data collected, 
DTSC will require The Police Credit Union take additional actions to ensure the 
protection of the community. This could include additional soil vapor, indoor air 
sampling, and/or mitigation/remediation. We will continue to oversee the 
investigation and any potential remediation activities conducted by The Police 
Credit Union to ensure that conditions are protective for neighboring residents. 
Results will be reported to the community through email updates and fact 
sheet(s). The final reports will be posted on EnviroStor and available to the 
public. 
 
We are also working with the parties associated with the former Albrite Cleaners 
to begin investigating the extent of impacts south of Irving Street, and will take 
the necessary steps to ensure the protection of those residences, where needed. 
Once we have analyzed the additional data from the former Albrite Cleaners 
investigations south of Irving Street, and Police Credit Union investigations north 
of Irving Street, DTSC will update the community on the results and any next 
steps. 
 
While it may be confusing to have the same contamination, issue separated 
across three different projects and responsible parties, each is being overseen by 
the same DTSC project manager, Arthur Machado, who is well versed in the 
issues in the area and will coordinate the activities of the responsible parties. 
DTSC is committed to protecting the health of both future on-Site residents and 
the neighboring community.   
 
We are truly sorry to hear of the instances of cancer you have shared with us. 
We hope there is some comfort in learning that the concentrations DTSC has 
observed in soil vapor in the neighborhood and estimated indoor air 
concentrations of PCE from vapor intrusion, if any, are unlikely to elicit adverse 
health effects, including Parkinson’s disease or cancer.  However, DTSC is 
charged with taking a precautionary approach in managing environmental 
contamination well before adverse health effects would be expected. That said, 
we cannot definitively establish nor rule out causality between environmental 
contamination and community health issues. DTSC does not have expertise in 
clinical toxicology. DTSC recommends that community members with health 
concerns consult their physician and/or the California Department of Public 
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Health’s Environmental Health Investigations Branch. DTSC will consider this 
information as we continue our oversight of The Police Credit Union site and 
evaluation of impacts to the nearby residences.  
 

3. Topic: Comments Requesting Additional Investigation and Concerns About 
On-Site Contamination 
 
Comment 3.1.1  The hot spots are likely coming from the sewer pipes. We 
need more investigation to determine the full extent of plumes and the danger. 
 
9 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 3.1.1 
 
Comment 3.1.2  There are hot spots which they claimed that it is coming from 
the sewer pipes. They do not know for sure!!! A comprehensive findings should 
be taken into consideration, otherwise, the neighborhood might experience 
another “San Bruno Fire.” 

 
Comment 3.2  I am writing to express my family's deep concern over the 
PCEs at the 2550 location. The mitigation measures absolutely do not seem 
adequate. Myself and many neighbors have older homes with cracked 
foundations, potentially exposing us to the underground spreading toxic plume. 
Additionally, both myself and my sister are cancer survivors and in my case, the 
physician thought the cause could be environmental exposure. Please, do NOT 
allow the project to go forward as is. DTSC should do a full, thorough 
investigation with appropriate mitigation requirements. Thank you. 
 
Comment 3.3  As a resident, with my husband, I am very concerned about 
the proposed project. There are still so many unknowns about the building site 
AND the surrounding neighborhood for toxins and contamination. We have many 
cracks in our ground level basement floor, as do most of our neighbors, and I 
worry about the possibility of the toxic plume entering our house. 
 
Comment 3.4  In addition, please consider how construction of the 
foundation system needed to support a massive 7-story building in sandy soil 
conditions will affect the toxic contamination. I am concerned that this type of 
construction activity – that is, excavation, backfill, compaction, drilling for 
concrete piers, etc. – will disturb the toxic contamination in the soil and cause it 
to spread. How will that affect the construction workers, the residents of the 
existing homes around the site, and the general public? 
 
Comment 3.5  Please take 3 steps to protect the health of neighbors in the 
area: 1. Develop a comprehensive plan to remove/contain the source of the PCE 
leaks at the site. 2. Do more sampling of the soil so the full margins of the spill 
can be determined. 3. Test the air in selected houses for PCI- on both sides of 
Irving Street- near 2550 Irving. 
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Your Community Update referenced above proposes the installation of a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system underneath the proposed building – a barrier to be 
installed as part of the building foundation to prevent PCE found in soil vapor at 
the site from entering the indoor air. Additionally, your flyer states the levels of 
PCE found at the site are suitable for commercial/industrial use. And further that 
action is needed to ensure the site is suitable for residential use. 
 
Comment 3.6  I am writing as well as emailing my response to the DTSC 
during the public comment phase. After the meeting, which I attended, it was 
clear that your proposal to use an intrusion mitigation system will clearly fall short 
of our goal to eradicate the existence of all the identified toxins and contaminants 
in the ground in and around 2550 Irving Ave. 
 
Mere mitigation of the condition is not in the best interests of the direct neighbors 
of 2550 Irving Ave. All homes in close proximity to 2550 should be monitored 
until a margin of clearance is determined. In the past few years, a 
disproportionate number of residents have contracted cancers and Parkinson’s 
Disease. incidentally, I heard at the Zoom public meeting that toxins are released 
in an indiscriminate plume.  Please consider that we live in a thick fog belt much 
of the year, which could trap toxic emissions and hover perniciously, not 
dissipating as might be expected.   
 
We believe that the State of California should be concerned about the current 
residents’ health with the same zeal evidenced for our future neighbors. Please 
consider this proposal to not only keep our new neighbors safe, but existing ones 
as well.  We need more testing!! 
 
Comment 3.7  I live at 27th Avenue, my property is located in the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed 2550 Irving St. TNDC project. It is my 
understanding that the site of the project is and has been seriously contaminated. 
It is also my understanding that TNDC has not proposed any believable plan to 
remedy such contamination. 
 
Considering the scope of the project it is inevitable that much of the 
contamination will be disturbed and consequently spread into neighboring areas. 
I feel that your department should carry a more thorough research and 
investigation of the full scope of the possible consequences of such project. 

 
Thanks for your understanding and support. 
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Response:  
 
DTSC understands that area residents are concerned about possible data gaps 
in our understanding of the extent of on-Site contamination and that TNDC’s 
construction may move on-Site contamination from the Site to off-Site locations. 

 
No PCE source area has been identified on Site.  Site groundwater contains low 
concentrations of PCE (concentrations that are lower than California drinking 
water standards for PCE).  Sixty-six soil samples have been collected from the 
Site and tested for PCE: 65 had no detectible PCE, and one sample had PCE, 
but at concentrations below human health screening levels.  Site soil gas 
contains up to 1,500 ug/m3 of PCE, which is well below soil gas levels that would 
be typical near a liquid PCE source in the subsurface; Site soil gas appears to 
contain dilute PCE concentrations that have migrated from a more distant 
source.  The former Albright Cleaners site, located south of Irving Street, had 
historical use of PCE, and sample results from Albright Cleaners are relatively 
high, suggesting that may be a PCE source area. DTSC is working with the 
responsible party for former Albright Cleaners to investigate this area.  In 
summary, no on-Site source area of PCE has been identified. On-Site soil gas 
concentrations of PCE are low, but warrant mitigation to protect future on-site 
residents, and on-Site soil and groundwater concentrations of PCE do not pose 
unacceptable risk. 

 
Project development at the Site will therefore not disturb a PCE source 
area.  Project development is expected to include a shallow layer of surface 
soil/surface fill (prior to placing the imported, clean gravel layer of the project’s 
vapor intrusion mitigation system [VIMS]), shallow trenching for new underground 
building utilities, and excavation for elevator pits.  There may be some shallow 
excavations (to a similar depth range as for underground utilities) for building 
deep foundation elements (if any).  None of these shallow construction activities 
are expected to move the dilute PCE in groundwater (which is encountered at 
depths of 70 to 90 feet below ground surface). Site soil does not have significant 
PCE, so construction disturbance of PCE in Site soil is not an issue.  Site soil gas 
containing PCE is not expected to be impacted by the construction activities 
listed above (weather-induced changes in barometric pressure likely move Site 
soil gas more significantly than will construction activities).  A Site Management 
Plan, which will include a dust control plan, will be prepared consistent with San 
Francisco’s Maher Ordinance, to protect the surrounding community from 
general construction dust, and any low-level contamination of Site soil. 

 
Once the project is constructed, PCE concentrations in soil gas are not expected 
to grow more concentrated, nor to be “pushed” off-Site.  The project will have a 
soil gas collection system that draws soil gas into the building’s VIMS gravel 
layer and vents the soil gas containing PCE at the top of the new building.  This 
movement of soil gas through the VIMS system is achieved through a 
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combination of wind turbines, and a combination of natural pressure and 
chemical gradients, including diffusion, soil gas/atmospheric pressure 
differences, and other factors. 

 
The responsible parties for The Police Credit Unit and the former Albright 
Cleaners will continue to be responsible for monitoring PCE in soil gas in the off-
Site areas of the neighborhood, under DTCS oversight under separate voluntary 
cleanup agreements. 
  
While the presence of PCE in soil vapor maybe concerning, results to date 
support DTSC’s determination there is no potential unacceptable health risk for 
nearby residents from PCE. Results from both semiannual monitoring events 
north of Irving Street have shown that the source area of the contaminant plume 
north of Irving Street is stable. A third semiannual soil vapor monitoring event will 
take place in September 2021 which will refine the characterization of the soil 
gas plume’s extent and stability over the past year.  
 
DTSC is working with the other Responsible Parties identified, The Police Credit 
Union and the former Albrite Cleaners, to collect additional soil vapor data both 
north and south of Irving Street. These investigations will evaluate whether the 
sewer system could be a potential pathway for soil vapor contamination migration 
in the neighborhood. The San Bruno fire comment referenced above was related 
to pressurized natural gas lines, which is unrelated to conditions at this Site. To 
clarify, we are investigating the spaces between soil particles which is referred to 
as soil vapor or soil gas.  Soil gas is typically composed of atmospheric gases at 
essentially ambient pressure.  
 
The Police Credit Union has voluntarily agreed to sample the indoor air of the six 
homes closest to the 2550 Irving Street property under DTSC oversight to 
confirm the safety of indoor air. This work is not required by DTSC, based on the 
two semiannual soil vapor monitoring results, but The Police Credit Union has 
agreed to sample indoor air given the level of community interest and concern. 
Once we have analyzed the additional data from these efforts, DTSC will update 
the community on the results and any next steps. Similarly, DTSC will notify the 
community when the parties of the former Albrite Cleaners begin investigation 
work to the south of Irving Street.  The forthcoming Albrite Cleaners investigation 
will help further define the lateral and vertical extent of PCE contamination. We 
will also share the results of those investigations and any next steps with the 
community. Data from these investigations will be used to develop a cleanup 
plan, if needed, that addresses PCE contamination in the neighborhood. DTSC 
will send additional mailers for both The Police Credit Union and Albrite Cleaners 
projects to keep residents apprised of current conditions, and the steps being 
taken to address any significant PCE impacts. 
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Finally, the construction of the building at 2550 Irving Street has the potential to 
help reduce PCE contamination in soil vapor. By removing the existing on-Site 
building structures and pavement, PCE will have another pathway to safely move 
upwards into the outdoor air, where it naturally dissipates without posing a health 
risk. Even with foggy conditions, there is sufficient onshore wind to support this 
natural process. Following construction, the vapor intrusion mitigation system 
includes venting which will ensure that concentrations of PCE are unable to 
build-up beneath the building slab. Although not required by DTSC, nor San 
Francisco Building Code, nor San Francisco Health Code (SFHC) Article 22B, 
TNDC has voluntarily offered to prepare a Dust Control Plan that includes a 
perimeter air monitoring program that will be submitted to the San Francisco 
Department of Health and DTSC prior to starting construction. This Dust Control 
Plan will detail how TNDC will monitor air for airborne dust and volatile organic 
compounds during construction to ensure the protection of the surrounding 
community and onsite workers. This will include stringent, health protective 
action levels and, if these levels are exceeded, prescribed additional measures 
will be implemented to decrease concentrations to acceptable levels.  
 
We empathize with you and thank you for sharing the health problems you and 
your family have experienced. We can understand how learning about 
contamination in the neighborhood could be concerning. It may be of some 
comfort to know that the concentrations DTSC has observed in soil vapor and 
estimated indoor air concentrations of PCE from vapor intrusion, if any, are 
unlikely to elicit adverse health effects, including Parkinson’s disease or cancer. 
Results to date support DTSC’s determination there is no unacceptable health 
risk for nearby residents.  DTSC is charged with taking a precautionary approach 
in managing environmental contamination well before adverse health effects 
would be expected. That said, DTSC cannot definitively establish nor rule out 
causality between environmental contamination and community health issues. 
DTSC does not have expertise in clinical toxicology. DTSC recommends that 
community members with health concerns consult their physician and/or the 
California Department of Public Health’s Environmental Health Investigations 
Branch. DTSC will consider this information as we continue our oversight of The 
Police Credit Union site and evaluation of impacts to the nearby residences. It 
may also be of some comfort to know that the contamination at the TNDC Site is 
minimal compared to other sites that we oversee. We have made this 
assessment based on Site soil and soil vapor sampling data and are confident 
that the proposed vapor mitigation system will protect Site future residents. We 
are also confident that existing PCE data indicates no unacceptable health risk, 
to the surrounding community, and will continue to evaluate PCE impacts outside 
of the proposed development area. 
 

4. Topic: Concerns Regarding Adequacy of Response Plan 
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Comment 4.1.1  I am angry at the unfairness and selfishness of the 
developer TNDC. TNDC’s poison clean-up plan only protects their new buildings 
without any funds or plans to protect the communities adjacent to the project, 
preventing the fragrance and dust from increasing in the construction process. 
Pollution has spread throughout the community, and cleanup will cause cancer. 
The DTSC for Parkinson’s disease conducts more investigations to determine 
the scope of the poison spread and the extent of the harm. 
 
21 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.1.1 

 
Comment 4.1.2  We are angry at the unfairness and selfishness of the 
developer TNDC. TNDC's toxic substance cleanup plan only protects its new 
buildings, and there are no funds or plans to protect communities adjacent to the 
project and prevent dust containing toxic substances from contaminating the 
entire community during the construction process, or to cleanup toxic substances 
such as PCE that will cause cancer and Parkinson's disease. We request DTSC 
to conduct further investigations to determine the direction, route, scope of the 
toxic substance spread and the level of their damage. 
 
2 commenters expressed this comment 
 
Comment 4.2.1  TNDC’s response plan is inadequate and only protects the 
2550 building and future residents. The response plan must include cleanup of 
the toxins that are already under the houses north of the 2550 site. 
 
4 commenters expressed this comment 
 
Comment 4.2.2  TNDC’s response plan is totally inadequate to cleaning up 
the toxins.  
 
6 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.2.2 
 
Comment 4.3  Your Response Plan addresses on-site contamination 
ONLY. You do not address, discuss, nor present any plans to remedy any such 
contamination in the surrounding buildings and houses in the immediate area. As 
mentioned above there have been diseases experienced by dwellers of the 
nearby houses. 
 
I live within 1 2/3rds blocks of the 2550 Irving site, and urge you to locate and 
remedy contamination in the homes of my neighbors nearby the site- none of 
which has been mentioned by you to date. 
 
Comment 4.4  There are two dangerous plumes of PCE gas below the 2500 
Irving block and under the houses to the north and south of that block. The full 
extent of plumes is not fully known until more investigation is done. The 
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developer at 2550 Irving St. (TNDC) has submitted a response plan to DTSC that 
puts a vapor barrier over the new foundation of the building to protect the future 
residents from the gas which can slip through foundation cracks. 
 
6 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.4 

 
Comment 4.5  The response plan does nothing to clean up the toxins and it 
leaves the neighborhood vulnerable to the contamination and health risks and 
protects only the future residents of 2550 Irving. This is totally unacceptable for 
the neighborhood. We want remediation (clean up) not mitigation (protecting the 
building from the contamination). 
 
7 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.5 

 
Comment 4.6  It is unfair and unacceptable that TNDC’s response plan only 
protects their building but does nothing to a) protect the neighborhood or b) 
remove the contamination or c) clean up the PCEs that we know cause cancer 
and Parkinson’s disease. This is very concerning for my family and the 
neighborhood as this can severely jeopardize our health. 
 
5 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.5.1 
 
Comment 4.7  I am outrage about the unfair plan TNDC put together, which 
only protects their building but does nothing to protect the neighborhood which 
has cracked foundation and PCE plumes can easily travel sideway to our 
houses. 
 
3 commenters expressed this comment 
 
Comment 4.8  I am extremely dismayed that the City and the Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corp do not have a response plan to clean up the 
toxic contamination in the soil, but instead, only intend to install a vapor barrier 
under the new concrete foundation and slab. This plan only seeks to protect the 
residents of the new 2550 Irving Street building, but would do nothing to protect 
the residents of the surrounding properties – despite the strong possibility that 
the contamination extends beyond the footprint of 2550 Irving St. My 
understanding is that the neighborhood has been exposed to the toxic 
contamination for decades, and at least five people on the block have already 
contracted cancer. 

 
Comment 4.9  The proposed mitigation and response plan seems 
inadequate, particularly since testing, both at 2550 and 2513, has not been 
completed. It also appears that TNDC and the Police Credit Union have not 
addressed concerns beyond the building site itself, especially with reports that 
the toxic plume is currently and will continue to drift northward towards my house. 
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The site purchase and the loan funding it should be delayed at the least until 
more is known and there is a better response plan. We appreciate that DTSC is 
reaching out to neighbors of the proposed project and we trust that you will do 
the right thing to protect us. Thank you for listening. 
 
1 other commenter expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.9 

 
Comment 4.10  I am very upset by the response plan submitted by TNDC, 
developer at 2550 Irving Street site. There are two dangerous plumes of PCE 
gas below the 2500 Irving block and under the houses to the north and south of 
that block. TNDC proposes to put a vapor barrier over the new foundation of the 
building with a selfish goal to protect their building only. They do not care about 
the life or death of the many residents in the neighborhood. (A significant number 
of the population here are senior or having long- term illness or chronic health 
condition). I request that TNDC MUST remove the contamination and clean up 
the PCEs which can be a potential cause of cancer. The current response plan is 
totally acceptable because it is inadequate to clean up the toxins.  
 
Comment 4.11  There is a wonderful lady in my neighborhood. On occasion I 
see her walking her dog or riding her bicycle through Golden Gate Park. I’ve met 
her. She is my neighbor. She lives near 2550 Irving St. She has been diagnosed 
with cancer. Her name is Flo. 
 
I was born in San Francisco in 1968 and have lived here most of my life. It’s 
saddening that in the 21st century TNDC’s response plan does nothing to clean 
up the PCEs that we know cause cancer and Parkinson’s disease. That’s not a 
good neighbor. TNDC’s response plan is a totally inadequate response to 
cleaning up the toxins at 2550 Irving St. 
 
Keeping in mind the already exorbitant proposed cost per unit at 2550 Irving St., 
the willingness of the developer to invest double for what the property is valued 
at and the developer’s unwillingness to invest in cleanup of the property are 
inconsistent messages and make for terrible community relations. 
 
Comment 4.12  I live on 26th Ave. for more than two decades with my 
husband and kids; many families with children live in this area. The current 
response plan by TNDC for the building on 2550 Irving St. is totally inadequate 
and unacceptable; it is only a patch-up job – of only putting a vapor barrier over 
the new foundation of the new building. When the site is being dug up, it seems 
extremely logical and better to potentially clean all the PCEs now than leaving 
future generations to deal with the consequences. 

 
Comment 4.13  The remediation plan is not ACCEPTABLE and UNFAIR. It 
only protects the building and does not address the immediate neighborhood. 
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The plan also does not remove the contamination or clean up PCEs (which are 
known carcinogens). 
 
What DTSC should consider: 
1: Any remediation plan should address the concerns of neighbors. 
2: Remove the contamination and clean up the PCEs 
3: Explore using Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) to clean up the contamination. 
 
Until these concerns are addressed, the 2550 Irving project cannot go forward. 
Neighborhood residents could get very sick and die if exposed to these 
contaminants. 
Please consider this in your next briefing. 
 
3 commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 4.13 

 
Comment 4.14  I’m writing to express my displeasure with the Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) response plan for dealing with 
the Perchloroethylene (PCE) contamination under the 2500 Irving block. 
 
I live at 27th Ave, cross street Lincoln, down the block from the site of the PCE 
plume under Irving Street. We have lived in our house for 30 years (purchased 
1991). I’m a professor of medicine at UCSF Parnassus campus. 
 
As you are aware, PCEs are very toxic to humans. As I understand it, the PCE 
contamination at this site came from a dry cleaning establishment and potentially 
a gas station, located on the Irving block in the 1950s (and maybe earlier). The 
site now houses the SF Police Credit union, whose staff are affected by the PCE 
containing vapors that come up through the building. The Credit Union has 
closed one floor of the building because of the toxic vapors. This contamination 
issue has certainly contributed to the Credit Union’s desire to sell the building to 
the TNDC. 
 
The TNDC response plan to deal with the contamination includes putting a vapor 
barrier under the foundation of the new housing development proposed for the 
site. This is totally inadequate. This will only partially protect the residents of the 
building (since the PCE plume extends beyond the actual site of the building) and 
does nothing for neighbors around the building. There are much better remedies 
that will better protect the entire neighborhood, such as soil vapor extraction. A 
partial solution does not help anyone. If the TNDC wishes to develop this site, 
they must remediate the problem. Indeed, it would seem logical that remediation 
is the responsibility of both the SF Police Credit Union and the TNDC. It is simply 
unfair to the residents and the neighborhood for the Credit Union to abandon this 
site and the TNDC to not properly address the problem. 
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Comment 4.15  Thank you for providing a notice of availability of the draft 
response plan for the above site.  I live in the vicinity of 2550 Irving Street and 
am submitting these comments on the draft response plan for this site. 
 
I have several concerns about the proposed plan: 
1. It does not propose any actual removal of PCE found in soil vapor at the site 
above acceptable levels for a residential use and fails to convincingly justify the 
alternative selected.   
2. It does not take environmental justice considerations into account even though 
the site is proposed for families seeking affordable housing and will undoubtedly 
serve minority populations. 
3. It does not discuss all proposed potential remedial options for the site. 
4. It does not provide a serious proposal for how it will assure that 
engineered/institutional controls will be maintained and complied with for the life 
of the project. 
 
Response Plan Choice Not Adequately Supported. 
The proposed plan relies entirely on engineering and institutional controls. Why is 
no real consideration given to removal of PCE in soil vapor from the site?  The 
stated justification of cost and possible recontamination of the site by offsite 
sources seems inadequate.  While removal is more expensive, no suggestion is 
made that it is infeasible.  The statement that offsite sources will possibly 
recontaminate the site is not explored in any detail.  Further, the likelihood of 
recontamination seems contradicted by DTSC’s own notice of public comment on 
the plan.  DTSC’s notice states that PCE levels immediately offsite on Irving 
Street are within acceptable levels for residential use and will be monitored by 
the Police Credit Union.  This information suggests that a concern may be offsite 
migration from the site to Irving Street rather than the other way around.  While 
elevated levels of PCE in soil vapor appear to be likely associated with the 
Albright Cleaners site on the other side of Irving Street, the DTSC notice states 
that DTSC will be providing oversight for the investigation of that site.  Given the 
available information, no facts support the conclusion that offsite sources will 
likely recontaminate the site.  The draft plan needs to provide more analysis of 
the feasibility of simply removing soil from the site that is causing the onsite – 
and possibly offsite - problem.  A further justification needs to be provided as to 
why recontamination of the site is likely if site soil is removed. 
 
Comment 4.16  You must be aware of the toxic ground at the proposed new 
human warehousing project. Please see that this project is halted until the 
neighborhood is free of toxic ground. Your proposal of cover it up is not 
acceptable to people who have been here a long time. I personally have been 
here for 50 years. We hope you will stand up for the right decision and 
completely remove the toxic properties that exist at 2550 Irving street. 
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Comment 4.17  I'm dissatisfied with the TNDC's response plan with respect 
to the contaminants located at the project site. The remediation plan 
inadequately addresses the toxins and the people affected by them. The 
developer should be forced to address the area surrounding the site and not just 
within the perimeter of their project - the should be part of the solution to creating 
a cleaner, safer place for residents to live. Sadly, they won't own the right way to 
do things - they need to be told by you! Please demand that the TNDC plan 
include a Soil Vapor Extraction. 
 
Comment 4.18  I am 77 years old with poor health. I have lived in this 
address for thirty four years. I have seen the transformation of the neighborhood 
since then. Before, it was quiet and peaceful until it turned out to be the 3rd China 
Town of San Francisco. 
 
With the initial findings that I have read… I am very angry and outraged. The 
toxic contamination is very dangerous to the health of the neighborhood. It has to 
be cleaned thoroughly, excavated and to be dried for a long time before any 
construction has to be done. 
 
The remedy should not be “band-aid.” It has to be done with the utmost care and 
diligence, considering the welfare and health of the community.  
 
We will further appreciate any future development on this project so the 
community would fully understand the predicament they are facing in the near 
future. 
 
We appreciate your efforts and continue the good work for the community. It is 
truly appreciated, thank you and I remain. 

 
Comment 4.19  I respect the decision from the TNDC in constructing a 
apartment for low-income households. However, I heard about concerning 
development plans from the TNDC, especially in regards to the neighborhood's 
potential exposure to PCE during the construction process. I have heard that 
TNDC’s poison clean-up plan only protects their new buildings and they don't 
have plans to protect the communities adjacent to the project. Exposure to PCE 
could cause life threatening disease, so I think more thorough investigation 
needs to be conducted to determine the scope of the poison spread and the 
extent of the harm. I just want to make my voice heard in regards to the potential 
toxic chemical, and I hope that a plan will be made to let people in the community 
be less worried. 
 
Comment 4.20  I am writing to you in response to your “Community Update” 
letter, dated July 2021. I have lived in the Sunset for 40+ years and in that time, I 
have seen many, many changes to the neighborhood. Most I have viewed as 
positive but now, the proposed residential development at 2550 Irving Street I 
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find very disconcerting and worrisome. As per your letter, there is dangerous 
PCE gas below that entire block. The developer, TNDC has submitted a plan to 
put a vapor barrier over their residential development site only. 
 
What? No Clean Up? Who will monitor and maintain the proposed system? And, 
how is this a positive change for our entire neighborhood? 
 
In my humble opinion, covering up the problem is not a viable solution for our 
community. I have raised 2 children here and as adults, they still live and love the 
neighborhood. I am looking forward to their raising my grandchildren here as well 
and in light of the proposed TNDC inadequate response to their 2550 Irving St. 
development, I feel a strong need to write to you and share my feelings about the 
site toxins. 
  
Shouldn’t there be more investigation into the full extent of the gas plumes and 
their danger before going forward with the building plan? And who has the 
responsibility for clean up? The current owner of the site or TNDC? Shouldn’t 
these issues be resolved before more legal complications and (possible) finger 
pointing ensues? 
 
In this time of Covid pandemic and the primal knowledge and understanding that 
“we are all in this together” I feel very strongly that the proposal for cleanup 
should benefit the entire neighborhood for now and in future. 
 
Please consider there should be no transfer of ownership from the current 
owners to the TNDC until there is a clear and unequivocal plan to clean up the 
site. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. I appreciate it very much. 
 
Comment 4.21  Thank you so much for your team's presentation on different 
ways to remove toxin for the community. Here are some of my thoughts: I am 
opposed to the cleanup method that TNDC proposed. The vapor barrier only 
protects the future residents of the building and does nothing to benefit the 
community. If they are what they claim a nonprofit organization that cares for 
basic human rights, their action should match their mission. 
 
Comment 4.22  I request DTSC demand TNDC have the full plan to clean up 
the mess, not only for the project building, should for the surrounding community. 
Especially, during a few years construction period, the toxic dust will spread to 
the entire district. DTSC and TNDC have responsibility/obligation to protect 
public health safety. Hold on the project before have the full cover remedies. 

 
Comment 4.23 I have been very involved in the issues surrounding the 
proposed building at 2550 Irving and am writing to address my concerns 
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regarding toxicity. The site has PCE’s and TNDC proposed to clean up the site, 
but is neglecting to address contamination of the adjacent homes. This is 
inadequate and unacceptable. TNDC needs to be part of a bigger solution to 
address contamination of the neighborhood. We need a thorough examination of 
all aspects of this problem before the property sale goes through.  
 
Thank you for your work and listening to my concerns, to the concerns of my 
neighbors. We seek a transparent investigation and a resolution that will leave 
our neighborhood safe for present and future residents. 
 
Comment 4.24  I am extremely concerned that the TNDC response plan to 
clean up the PCE toxins is inadequate. 
 
To move forward with the existing TNDC response plan would be irresponsible 
and with the knowledge we have, criminal. 
 
Thank you for conducting this essential and responsible public response period. I 
look forward to hearing back from DTSC and for confirmation that DTSC will 
follow this essential request to do the right thing. 
 
2 commenters expressed this comment 
 
Comment 4.25  I have lived in the San Francisco Sunset district almost 30 
years. I am greatly disappointed with the proposed project at 2550 Irving St. and 
the lack of investigation to protect the safety of the surrounding community. 
Specifically, the PCE toxicity of the project. 

 
Comment 4.26  I have lived at Noriega since January 1993 -- 28.5 years. 
The proposed project at 2550 Irving St. is a complete abomination. But I want to 
focus on the toxicity of the project. 
 
Comment 4.27  Similar to abatement of other toxic chemicals (e.g., lead 
paint or asbestos) that is required for other real estate projects (e.g., residential 
upgrades), doesn't TNDC have to FIRST remove 100% of the PCE prior to 
construction -OR- is TNDC not responsible for the cleanup? If not TNDC, then 
who is responsible for cleaning up contaminated sites, especially knowing that 
long-term exposure to PCE can lead to dangerous diseases like cancer? Can we 
be 100% certain that TNDC's plan will contain the PCE problem 30 years from 
now (i.e., is their plan 100% fail proof, factoring in the potential for seismic 
activity)? 
 
So, my perception is that the draft response plan will NOT fix the problem (i.e., 
leave the PCE in the soil), protect the future residents of the new building with a 
vapor mitigation system, but the rest of the neighborhood is on their own. Is the 
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draft response plan the best plan to both safeguard the future residents and the 
neighborhood? What are the specific plans to safeguard the neighborhood? 
 
Thank you Mr. Machado and the Department of Toxic Substances Control for 
giving us the opportunity to provide feedback. I look forward to a reply email 
addressing my concerns. 

 
Comment 4.28  The Albrite Cleaners operated for 20 years until around 
1950, but the perc is still there; if removal is not done then it may be decades 
before the perc dissipates on its own, if you will. Therefore, I wonder if it would 
make some sense to look at other technologies. One is to perhaps build a barrier 
around the perc source down to the groundwater table so that, if you will, the 
perc will be funneled through the project site. Or, do this in combination or alone 
using soil vapor extraction technologies? This could shorten decades of sampling 
and monitoring and possibly onsite and offsite remediation. Also, from my 
research I have found that bioventing has been used in these cases. Finally, I 
came across a case study which I have attached via email involving PersulfOx 
[available at https://regenesis.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/PersulfOx-
Cabeno-Chicago-Dry-Cleaner-2020-01-21-02-DIGITAL-1.pdf], an activated 
persulfate, which was mixed in-situ with contaminated soils at an old dry cleaning 
facility at a Chicago suburb. Cabeno Environmental worked with RENENESIS 
(they have a couple of offices in CA) to do the clean up. They claimed that their 
technology was about 50% of the cost of other technologies…. 

 
In conclusion, I urge that other cleanup technologies such as the above be 
evaluated. The lowest cost clean up technology could very well be overall more 
cost effective in the long run and this might eliminate the potential need to 
develop an Offsite Response Plan, if you will, as apparently the developers will 
have to do. Also, I don't know if Path Forward's preference for Alternative #2 
(VIMS) incorporated treatment/permit state fees as well. 
 
Just for the record my family and I reside in the Parkside area about eight blocks 
from the project site. 

 
Response:  
 
DTSC is providing oversight for three separate projects to address both on- and 
off-Site contamination and ensure the long-term protection of future residents 
and the larger neighborhood. For on-Site contamination, TNDC has entered into 
a CLRRA agreement with responsibility for addressing on-Site contamination to 
support future redevelopment of the property, consistent with 2004 CLRRA 
legislation. For off-Site PCE contamination, The Police Credit Union remains 
responsible for addressing off-Site conditions north of Irving Street regardless of 
the sale of its property at 2550 Irving Street. DTSC is also in the process of 
entering into a voluntary agreement with the owners of the former Albrite 

https://regenesis.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/PersulfOx-Cabeno-Chicago-Dry-Cleaner-2020-01-21-02-DIGITAL-1.pdf
https://regenesis.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/PersulfOx-Cabeno-Chicago-Dry-Cleaner-2020-01-21-02-DIGITAL-1.pdf
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Cleaners property to address off-Site conditions both north and south of Irving 
Street. Arthur Machado is the DTSC project manager for all of these projects. Mr. 
Machado, along with the broader DTSC team, will coordinate the three projects 
to ensure an integrated approach to fully address both on- and off-Site PCE 
contamination.  
 
On-Site conditions have been adequately defined to allow for TNDC to prepare 
their current draft Response Plan. Investigations found the levels of PCE in soil 
vapor on-Site are at or below state and federal concentrations that would indicate 
unacceptable health risks in a future residential scenario. The air inside the 2550 
Irving Street building was also tested and was found to be below state and 
federal levels for unacceptable commercial occupancy health risks. This means 
that under its current use as a credit union, it is safe for credit union employees 
and members. The use of the building was not adjusted in response to the PCE 
levels in soil vapor; rather, it was due to downsizing and relocating operations.  
Currently, certain floors are not being used by The Police Credit Union.   
 
As part of the CLRRA process, following the completion of the Site Assessment 
Plan and Report of Findings, TNDC concluded a response action was necessary 
and submitted a draft Response Plan to DTSC to define methods to achieve 
acceptable conditions for future residential development at the Site. Under the 
CLRRA statute, the Proponent is only required to propose one method to achieve 
acceptable conditions for future development. This is why there is no in-depth 
evaluation of possible alternatives. TNDC did however evaluate soil removal as 
another alternative, even though it has been determined that soil contamination 
is minimal. Based on its review of the Response Plan, DTSC concurs with the 
findings that soil removal is not an effective remedy for this Site. While soil 
removal is technically feasible, it is not an effective remedy because there is no 
source (i.e., liquid PCE) in on-Site soil. Soil removal is an effective way to 
address PCE in soil vapor in circumstances where the source PCE 
contamination is highly concentrated and localized in soil. However, at this Site 
there was only one location in soil where PCE was detected out of 66 sampling 
locations throughout the Site, and this one detection was below associated 
residential screening levels. Based on the concentrations of soil vapor observed, 
it is highly unlikely that significant sources of soil contamination are present on-
Site. There is also the possibility that clean backfill placed could become 
contaminated by future PCE soil gas migration from off-Site sources (for 
example, potential sources to the south of Irving Street that are still being 
evaluated) and as such, DTSC concurred that the vapor intrusion mitigation 
system was a more appropriate remedy because it effectively protects future 
residents from existing conditions and any potential future soil gas migration of 
contaminants from off-Site sources. The Response Plan also requires TNDC to 
conduct monitoring of the vapor intrusion mitigation system to ensure that it 
provides long-term protection of future residents. While cost was a factor that 
was evaluated for both options, ensuring the long-term health and safety of future 



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

24 
 

residents from current and potential future impacts is one of the primary criteria 
of DTSC’s remedy evaluation process, and it was determined that the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system better met those criteria than soil excavation.  
 
For a discussion of on-Site soil vapor extraction as an alternate remedy, please 
see the Response to Topic 5: Preference for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) and 
Cleanup over Mitigation below. In response to the comment suggesting other 
cleanup technologies (such as bioventing, installing a barrier around the source 
of contamination and in-place treatment), these technologies are similar to 
excavation in that they are used when a significant source of soil contamination 
is present.  Based on our review of the soil and soil vapor sampling data, this site 
has minimal contamination compared to other sites that we oversee. Because 
there is not a significant source for the contamination on Site, other techniques 
for remediation are likely to be unnecessary or unsuccessful. We are committed 
to characterizing the areas surrounding the Site to find the residual source of 
contamination (if any) and will assess other suitable techniques for remediation 
of off-Site source areas, including soil vapor extraction.  For a discussion of 
Environmental Justice referenced in comment above, please see the Response 
to Topic 10: Environmental Justice Considerations below. For a discussion of 
maintenance referenced in comment above, please see the Response to Topic 
11. Long-term Engineering/Institutional Controls. 
 
The construction of the building at 2550 Irving Street has the potential to help 
reduce PCE contamination in soil vapor. By removing the existing on-Site 
building structures and pavement, PCE will have another pathway to escape into 
the outdoor air where it naturally dissipates and does not create a health risk to 
onsite workers or the neighboring community. Following construction, the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system includes venting which will ensure that PCE 
concentrations are unable to build-up beneath the building slab. Although not 
required by DTSC, nor San Francisco Building Code, nor San Francisco Health 
Code (SFHC) Article 22B, TNDC has voluntarily prepared a Dust Control Plan 
that includes a perimeter air monitoring program that will be submitted to the San 
Francisco Department of Public Health and DTSC prior to starting construction.  
This Dust Control Plan will lay out details of how TNDC will monitor air for 
airborne dust and volatile organic compounds during construction to ensure the 
protection of the surrounding community and on-site workers. This will include 
stringent, health protective action levels and if these levels are exceeded, 
prescribed additional measures to be implemented to decrease concentrations to 
acceptable levels.   
 
Finally, DTSC agrees that additional investigation is needed to better understand 
off-Site conditions both north and south of Irving Street. This work is being done 
separately by The Police Credit Union and the former Albrite Cleaners parties 
under DTSC oversight. DTSC currently requires The Police Credit Union to 
monitor off-Site soil vapor conditions to the north of Irving Street semiannually. 



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

25 
 

Based on the data we have to date, there are no unacceptable health risks to off-
Site residents. The Police Credit Union has also voluntarily agreed to test the 
indoor air of the homes where soil vapor is monitored north of Irving Street. 
DTSC will review the forthcoming indoor air data, and DTSC may require The 
Police Credit Union to conduct additional measures, if needed, to ensure the 
long-term protection of the community. We are in the planning stages with the 
owners of the former Albrite Cleaners for investigations north and south of Irving 
Street that will help us refine the lateral and vertical extent of contamination. 
Once that data is collected along with the data from the north of Irving Street, 
DTSC can then work with the Responsible Parties to determine an appropriate 
remedy to address the extent of the contamination, if needed. DTSC will send 
additional mailers for both projects to keep residents apprised of current 
conditions and the steps being taken to address impacts.  
 
We are saddened by the instances of cancer you have shared with us. The 
concentrations DTSC has observed in soil vapor from the neighborhood and 
estimated indoor air concentrations of PCE from vapor intrusion, if any, are 
unlikely to elicit adverse health effects, including Parkinson’s disease or cancer. 
Results to date support DTSC’s determination there is no unacceptable health 
risk for nearby residents.  However, DTSC is charged with taking a precautionary 
approach in managing environmental contamination well before adverse health 
effects would be expected. That said, DTSC cannot definitively establish nor rule 
out causality between environmental contamination and community health 
issues. DTSC does not have expertise in clinical toxicology. DTSC recommends 
that community members with health concerns consult their physician and/or the 
California Department of Public Health’s Environmental Health Investigations 
Branch. DTSC will consider this information as we continue our oversight of The 
Police Credit Union site and evaluation of potential impacts to the nearby 
residences. DTSC is committed to continuing to investigate the area to evaluate 
the PCE contamination outside of the proposed development area. 
 

5. Topic: Preference for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) and Cleanup over 
Mitigation 
 
Comment 5.1.1  There are better remedies or solutions for this that can make 
the neighborhood safer. One of them is Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE). We demand 
that TNDC’s plans consider it. Cleaning it up (via SVE) will save TNDC and the 
neighborhood decades of having to monitor for PCEs. 
 
9 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 5.1.1 
 
Comment 5.1.2  There is a much better solution that keeps people safe, one 
of them is Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE). Please require TNDC’s clean up 
contamination via SVE, it is the right thing to do if you value human life over real 
estate development, and will save TNDC decades of having to monitor for PCEs, 
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while at the same time the neighborhood can be assured that it is a safe place to 
live. 

 
Comment 5.2  Also [the response] plan is not good for community relations. 
Their plan only protects their building. A better remedy to make the whole 
neighborhood safer is Soil Vapor Extraction. 

 
Comment 5.3  I have a toddler and am planning an upcoming pregnancy. I 
am VERY concerned about the health implications at the site. The current plan 
does not protect the neighborhood whatsoever. I feel very strongly that soil vapor 
extraction should be petitioned for. I am horrified at the prospect that my children 
will not be protected from lifelong cancer risk. TNDCs current plan is wholly 
inadequate. CLEAN UP, don't just mask the problem and sicken the 
neighborhood. Please protect our health and the health of the next generation by 
advocating for soil vapor extraction. 
 
Comment 5.4 "Soil Vapor Extraction" or soil removal for the neighborhood 
seems to be the sensible way of dealing with this public health crisis. As most of 
us who live in the community are not toxicology scientists and engineers, we are 
counting on your agency to help us come up with a sensible solution that 
guarantees long-term results for everyone living in this community. Again, thank 
you so much for soliciting the voices and concerns of the neighborhood. Your 
involvement gives us hope. 
 
Comment 5.5  We should choose to invest in Soil Vapor Extraction so no 
one else gets diagnosed with cancer. Please. 
 
Feel free to contact me if at all necessary. Your time and attention in the matter 
are greatly appreciated. Let’s clean-up the toxic mess at 2550 Irving St. with Soil 
Vapor Extraction. No sale until there is a plan to clean up the PCEs with Soil 
Vapor Extraction. 

 
Comment 5.6  Other than the installation of a vapor barrier, there are better 
available methods to address the toxic contamination in the soil. Please consider 
Soil Vapor Extraction. Now that both the City and TNDC are aware that a toxic 
contamination problem exists, it makes sense to fully address the problem now 
when you have the opportunity, instead of relying on future generations to 
remediate the problem. Let’s not put people at risk any further. Thank you very 
much for your consideration. 
 
Comment 5.7  I would like to make use of the public comment period to 
express my hopes and fears about the proposed affordable housing developer 
(TNDC) and the current owner of the property, the Police Credit Union (PCU), at 
2550 Irving St. 
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I represent 170 families, all of whom live within .5 miles of 2550 Irving. We are 
deeply concerned about the PCE levels and their potential effect on us, our 
children, our parents. We know that basically the PCU wishes to do as little as 
possible to remediate the problem. We are grateful that you have helped 
encourage them to take the first step, measuring the vapor intrusion levels into 
six homes in the immediate area. We have also read the proposed mitigation 
plan of TNDC. We find it woefully inadequate. We want the problem remediated, 
through soil vapor extraction, rather than a simple barrier of concrete and 
ventilation adaptations made to the proposed new building. 

 
Comment 5.8  I would like to hear of better solutions that can make the 
neighborhood safer. TNDC needs to consider SVE (Soil Vapor Extraction). My 
understanding is that the neighborhood has been exposed to these PCEs for 
decades. TNDC needs to be part of the solution to clean this up now. 
 
Comment 5.9  Please make it mandatory for TNDC to carry out Soil Vapor 
Extraction to clean up for the neighborhood as a prior condition for any transfer of 
ownership. 

 
Comment 5.10   In the last several months I have made it a priority to 
carefully follow the steady stream of new information from DTSC, TNDC and 
MSNA about the toxic issues surrounding the 2550 development. Before these 
issues came to my attention I was looking forward to welcoming our new 
neighbors but that excitement has been taken over by a deep sense of anger at 
the way the health of those new residents, all my present neighbors, and my own 
family is being ignored. 
 
Remove toxins from the soil or allow them to continue to poison the land under 
our houses and, potentially, in our homes? I’m furious that this is even a question 
up for debate! Where’s the care, attention and respect we all deserve when it 
comes to our health? 
 
 
I moved into this neighborhood with two small children. It's too late for my 
husband and I to make an informed choice about how best to protect their health, 
but it's not too late for DTSC -- it seems to me that you now have all the 
information you need to know that SVE or soil removal is not only the scientific 
way of moving forward, but the just and moral one. 
 
I very much appreciate the work you and your organization has put into 
protecting all of us. Please don't let TNDC's agenda and financial needs 
supersede the health of current residents of the Sunset or the new neighbors we 
hope to welcome in the future. 
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Comment 5.11  Both TNDC and the Police Credit Union should provide 
better solutions, such as Soil Vapor Extraction; this will save TNDC and the 
neighborhood decades of monitoring for PCEs. This neighborhood is deeply 
concerned about the health of everyone who lives here, from the very young to 
the elderly – some who may not have the ability to pay for any future medical 
problems. 
 
Comment 5.12  I believe that is unacceptable for TNDC to respond to the 
contamination problem by simply putting a vapor barrier under the new building 
that supposedly protects the new residents. The presumptive remedy would 
appear to be either soil vapor extraction or soil removal. These two methods 
would not require monitoring, which would be an ongoing cost for perpetuity, and 
these two methods would protect the neighboring properties as well as the new 
residents. 
 
Comment 5.13  My mother, Suet Louie asked me to write you. Suet Louie is 
not satisfied with TNDC's response plan and does not believe covering up the 
toxin with a vapor barrier is a resolution for the neighborhood. She wants a 
cleanup. 

 
Comment 5.14  I'm very concerned with the toxic material that's discovered 
at 2550 Irving street. The plumes of PCE gas below the 2500 Irving block needs 
to be cleared up prior to construction as this is harmful to people, children, pets, 
pregnant women, adults all can be affected. Given the extent of this toxic 
material is unknown, the city can be subject to many lawsuits down the road 
which would be costly to our city. There may be many issues that is unknown 
today but may be discovered years later. The best method to avoid this potential 
issue is to clean it up prior to construction. This is very important to protect our 
environment and our citizens. Appreciate your consideration of this very 
important issue. 
 
Comment 5.15  I'm writing to say I am very unhappy with TNDC's response 
plan. How are you protecting the neighborhood? We need removal (not just 
adding a barrier) of the contamination and clean up of the PCEs that we know 
are causes of cancer and Parkinson's. My mother passed away in December 
2019 and she had been suffering from Parkinson's for many years before she 
passed. 
 
Comment 5.16  TNDC needs to: 1. remove the contamination or 2. clean up 
the PCEs that we know are cause cancer and Parkinson’s disease. 
 
3 commenters expressed this comment 

 
Comment 5.17  Considering the nature of the development (affordable and 
funded by the state and the city), how big the proposed 2550 Irving development 



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

29 
 

is (it will span the whole block along Irving St) and considering that the plumes of 
PCE are under and in close proximity to the site, this is the best opportunity to 
insist on a cleanup rather than just mitigation for the new building. This is the 
best opportunity for the health and well-being of the whole neighborhood. 
Another one like this might not present itself ever, leaving us, current residents 
as well as new residents, in constant fear and stress over how this can potentially 
affect us and our children. 
 
I urge you to please consider the above and push for TNDC's plan to also include 
a cleanup in addition to any proposed mitigation plan. Our neighborhood is really 
counting on you to make the right decision in this case. Thank you for all you do! 

 
Comment 5.18 Thank you for providing a notice of availability of the draft 
response plan for the above site.  I live in the vicinity of 2550 Irving Street and 
am submitting these comments on the draft response plan for this site. 
 
I have several concerns about the proposed plan: 
1. It does not propose any actual removal of PCE found in soil vapor at the site 
above acceptable levels for a residential use and fails to convincingly justify the 
alternative selected.   
2. It does not take environmental justice considerations into account even though 
the site is proposed for families seeking affordable housing and will undoubtedly 
serve minority populations. 
3. It does not discuss all proposed potential remedial options for the site. 
4. It does not provide a serious proposal for how it will assure that 
engineered/institutional controls will be maintained and complied with for the life 
of the project….  

 
Incomplete Remedial Options Considered.  
The response plan only considers soil removal and engineered/institutional 
solutions.  Why is soil vapor extraction (SVE) not analyzed as an option?  Is it 
infeasible for some reason at this site?  We don’t know whether SVE is feasible 
because the response plan does not mention this possible remedial technique.  
The plan should be revised to evaluation SVE as a remedial option. 
 
Comment 5.19  As I mentioned to Vivek and you, Arthur, today, there are far 
too many people with cancer and Parkinson's in the immediate vicinity. We wish 
to live in peace in our neighborhood, not worried that each breath brings us one 
step closer to cancer or neurologic diseases. We know that without your 
guidance, neither PCU nor TNDC will pursue the most complete and thorough 
remediation. Only you can ensure this. And that is what I am imploring you to do. 
 
Please continue to prod the PCU to investigate the limits of the PCE plume in our 
neighborhood and protect the neighbors. Please insist that TNDC change its plan 



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

30 
 

from the current proposal to one of soil vapor extraction, before the new building 
is actually put up. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. We are all putting our faith in 
you. 
 
Comment 5.20  My family has lived at 28th Avenue for more than 25 years. 
We are not in agreement with the TNDC's flawed plan to mitigate the known 
toxins with a vapor barrier.  
 
Response: 
 
DTSC understands that the community’s preference is for the installation and 
operation of a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system or full remediation at the 2550 
Irving Site to address the presence of PCE in soil vapor. Under CLRRA statute, 
TNDC is only required to propose one remedy that provides long-term protection 
for residents of the future development. However, based on the frequent 
requests from the community, DTSC has considered SVE as a remedial option 
for this Site and concurs with the Draft Response Plan that a vapor intrusion 
mitigation system is still the preferred protective measure. Use of a mitigation 
system such as this is effective, commonly accepted by DTSC, consistent with 
our current guidance (DTSC and SWRCB 2020) and is being used successfully 
on other sites with VOC contamination that presents a significantly higher 
potential risk.  
 
Based on the sampling performed to date, the observed concentrations do not 
suggest that there is a significant source of PCE in soil vapor present on Site that 
would warrant operation of an SVE system. Such a system has the potential to 
exacerbate soil vapor concentrations beneath the Site, by drawing PCE from off-
Site source areas. An additional source of soil vapor impacts, including the 
highest observed concentrations, is located off-Site to the south, at the former 
Albrite Cleaners site.  Operation of an SVE system on-Site has the potential to 
draw the soil vapor plume from Albright Cleaners northward onto the Site. Based 
on the on- and off-Site distribution of PCE concentrations, it is unlikely that SVE 
would be effective at treating low-level PCE on-Site and would not be more 
protective of future on-Site residents than VIMS.  
 
However, as part of investigations and any required cleanup associated with off-
Site impacts where there is a more significant source of contamination, DTSC 
may determine that SVE would be an effective cleanup measure in areas south 
of the Site where PCE concentrations are higher. This will be determined after a 
more detailed investigation has been conducted south of Irving Street, which will 
be handled under DTSC oversight by the Responsible Party for the former Albrite 
Cleaners. DTSC will continue to keep the community informed of those 
investigations via additional mailers. DTSC will also announce a proposed 
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cleanup plan, if needed, for that area after significant investigation work has been 
conducted that allows for alternatives to be proposed and reviewed.  
 
With regards to why a vapor intrusion mitigation system was selected over on-
Site soil removal, please see the Response to Topic 4: Concerns Regarding 
Adequacy of Response Plan. For a response on maintenance, please see 
Topic 11: Long-term Engineering/Institutional Controls. 
 
 
Resources 
DTSC and SWRCB. 2020.  Public Draft. February.  
Link to document: https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-
02-14.pdf  
 
For a discussion of Environmental Justice referenced in comment above, please 
see the Response to Topic 10: Environmental Justice Considerations below. 
 
We empathize with you and thank you for sharing the health problems you and 
your family have experienced. We can understand how learning about 
contamination in the neighborhood could be concerning. It may be of some 
comfort to know that the concentrations DTSC has observed in soil vapor from 
the neighborhood and estimated indoor air concentrations of PCE from vapor 
intrusion, if any, are unlikely to elicit adverse health effects, including Parkinson’s 
disease or cancer. Results to date support DTSC’s determination there is no 
unacceptable health risk for nearby residents.  However, DTSC is charged with 
taking a precautionary approach in managing environmental contamination well 
before adverse health effects would be expected. That said, DTSC cannot 
definitively establish nor rule out causality between environmental contamination 
and community health issues. DTSC does not have expertise in clinical 
toxicology.  DTSC recommends that community members with health concerns 
consult their physician and/or the California Department of Public Health’s 
Environmental Health Investigations Branch. DTSC will consider this information 
as we continue our oversight of The Police Credit Union site and evaluation of 
impacts to the nearby residences. This includes sensitive receptors such as 
young children and the elderly. We are committed to continuing to investigate the 
area to find potential sources of the contamination.  
 
 

6. Topic: Stop Transfer of Ownership / Make TNDC and Credit Union Both 
Responsible 
 
Comment 6.1.1  We need more investigation to determine the full extent of 
plumes and the danger. There should be no transfer of ownership from the Police 
Credit Union to TNDC until there is a clear plan to clean up the mess. Both 

https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
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TNDC and the Police Credit Union should be part of a plan to clean up the site. 
Not just put a band-aid under the building. 

 
21 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 6.1.1 

 
Comment 6.1.2  Further investigation is needed of the sewer pipes in the 
area to determine the full extent of plumes and the danger. All players here 
(TDNC, the Police Credit Union, and the City of San Francisco) should be part of 
a plan to totally clean up the contamination wherever it is found around the 
proposed building site. There should be no transfer of ownership from the Credit 
Union to TDNC until a total cleanup of the neighborhood is completed. Don’t just 
allow a band aid to be applied on this neighborhood safety and health situation. 
 
Comment 6.2.1  We know the neighborhood has been exposed to these PCE 
for decades. TNDC needs to be part of the solution to clean this up now before 
future generations are exposed as well.  
 
10 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 6.2.1 
 
Comment 6.2.2  We are shocked that the neighborhood has been exposed to 
these PCE for decades. TNDC needs to be part of the solution to clean this up 
now before future generations are exposed as well. The TNDC should be 
following the zoning regulations and laws just like the rest of the taxpayers of SF. 
They should not be so easily granted special permissions to build on a site which 
has known toxic issues. 

 
Comment 6.2.3  We know the neighborhood has been exposed to these PCE 
for decades. TNDC needs to be part of the solution to cleaned this up now before 
future generations are further exposed as well, we need to put peoples future 
health and well being ahead of housing, what is housing if you don’t have health 
to enjoy it. 
 
Comment 6.2.4  We know the neighborhood has been exposed to these PC 
for decades. TNDC and Police Credit Union should be responsible for taking care 
of the toxic waste before building the Housing Project. Not just put a band-aid 
under the building. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 
Comment 6.3  Before a clear plan for cleanup, land ownership should not 
be removed from the police credit union. The transfer of cooperatives to TNDC 
must prevent toxic substances from polluting the entire community through dust 
and underground penetration due to the construction process. 
 
22 other commenters expressed a comment similar to Comment 6.3 
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Comment 6.4  I strongly urge the Dept of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) 
to oppose the transfer of ownership of the Credit Union to the TNDC until the 
extent of the PCE contamination is completely evaluated and a solution for the 
problem is worked out. The DTSC’s role is to protect the citizens of San 
Francisco from just these sort of contamination problems. We are lucky to live in 
a city that has an effective DTSC. Our health depends on it. 
 
Comment 6.5  For the sake of the vulnerable elderly population in the 2550 
Irving neighborhood, please prohibit the transfer of ownership from Police Credit 
Union, the current occupant, to TNDC until there is a clear plan to clean up the 
site. 
 
Response: 
 
DTSC’s oversight authority is to ensure that contamination is addressed for 
current and future land uses. We do not have the authority to prevent the transfer 
or sale of land due to environmental contamination on that property. DTSC has 
determined that TNDC’s Response Plan for on-Site contamination is protective of 
the health and safety of future residents, consistent with the legislative intent of 
the CLRRA statute.  
 
DTSC is committed to ensuring a thorough response to both the on- and off-Site 
PCE contamination. Under CLRRA, TNDC is only responsible for ensuring that 
on-Site contamination is addressed in a manner that provides long-term 
protection for future residents of the proposed development. However, The 
Police Credit Union and the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners have entered 
into voluntary cleanup agreements with DTSC that will ensure ongoing 
investigation work to determine the full lateral and vertical extent of PCE 
contamination in the neighborhood. This will include investigations to determine if 
the sewer pipes could be acting as a preferred pathway for PCE contamination to 
migrate. Based on the data from these additional off-Site investigations, DTSC 
will determine whether The Police Credit Union and/or the owners of the former 
Albrite Cleaners will be required to conduct remediation (cleanup) activities to 
ensure the long-term health and safety of the community.  
 
Based on the data DTSC has reviewed to date conditions do not pose a potential 
unacceptable health risk to the community, including children and the elderly. In 
other words, there is no imminent health threat from the PCE found in soil vapor 
underground. Should DTSC’s understanding of the situation change at any time 
as a result of the additional data collected from the investigations, DTSC will 
require The Police Credit Union and/or the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners 
to take steps to ensure the protection of the community. A Site Management Plan 
will lay out details of how TNDC will monitor air for airborne dust and volatile 
organic compounds (including PCE) during construction to ensure the protection 
of the surrounding community, and on-site workers. The construction of the 
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building at 2550 Irving Street has the potential to help reduce PCE contamination 
in soil vapor by creating a pathway for release into the outdoor air where in 
naturally dissipates.  
 

7. Topic: Protecting Public Health of Larger Community First 
 
Comment 7.1  Per your Response Plan Environmental investigations in 
2019 and 2020 have found PCE at the site, adjacent parking lot, and along Irving 
Street which the Response Plan indicates is “within acceptable risk range.” 
 
I urge Department of Toxic Substance Control to look at the whole picture and 
into the toxic problems caused to people living close to this proposed cleanup 
and building. Should TNDC purchase the building, please demand TNDC clean 
up all toxins in the neighborhood beyond 2550 Irving Street. Please put the 
neighborhood at the center of this process rather than the Police Credit Union or 
TNDC. Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Comment 7.2  For DTSC to accept the TNDC proposed vapor barrier over 
the foundation of its project without further investigation into the risks posed by 
the plumes sounds like selling out to the developer. Many possible questions 
await clarification: for example, what is the extent of the plumes and what effect 
may the vapor barrier have on the neighboring structures? Would the barrier 
divert the toxic plumes to the surrounding area in a more concentrated form as a 
result of the reduced space for dispersal? A possible solution to one structure 
does not resolve the environmental issues affecting that city block and beyond. 
Please consider the health and welfare of the community, not just the interest of 
the developer, in your decision. Thank you for your attention. 
 
Comment 7.3  I have two children. I am very concerned PCE issues. And I 
am very very angry, SF CITY, TDNC and DTSC is not think we are living here 
already. This area has many children and you are thinking not future for them. 
Please don’t think you can fix something happens after!! Just make clean and fix 
now! Even cost money do now! If you do later cost more and more and not just 
money destroyed many humans health and life. I really hope you are working for 
San Francisco residence like us. I am paying a lot of Tax so I really hope people 
like you work for city use correct way. 

 
Comment 7.4  To be frank, we are disappointed and down right angry at 
how you DTSC is handling the project with bias and focus on only getting the 
TNDC project through and not addressing the real toxic dangers of improper 
clean up at this site, your department is not a rubber stamp for developers, might 
I remind you of your responsibilities and your conscience to the residence living 
in the neighbourhood to clean up throughly and to prevent toxic exposure to our 
neighbourhood, ask this question if this was your neighbourhood what level of 
clean up would you expose your family and love ones to? You see, that is why 
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we insist that you clean up properly by removing the contamination, and 
throughly clean up the PCEs, that you and I know causes Cancer and 
Parkinson’s disease. Will you be the reason so many people in the future will get 
sick and die from such horrible disease or will you be the reason such diseases 
are prevented, please we are pleading with you to do the right thing, clean up not 
cover up the toxic contamination. 
 
Comment 7.5  This letter responds to a DTSC request for public comment 
regarding toxic contamination of the proposed development at 2550 Irving Street, 
San Francisco. Employment of an intrusion mitigation system will not eradicate 
the existence of all the identified toxins and contaminants in the ground, and 
during construction, would likely be released in appreciable amounts greater than 
current baselines. Homes near 2550 should be monitored until a margin of 
clearance is determined. We are aware of a disproportionate number of residents 
who have contracted cancers and Parkinson’s Disease. If PCE toxins are 
released in an indiscriminate plume, also consider that we live in a thick fog belt 
much of the year, which could trap toxic emissions and prevent them from 
dissipating, strengthening their toxic effect.  
 
We ask that the area of testing for toxicity be expanded beyond the 2550 
development site and then eradicated by whatever means necessary. Then, and 
only then, should the development be considered for approval. 

 
 

Response:  
 
As many comments have rightly noted, DTSC is responsible for providing 
protection of public health and the environment and this extends not just to the 
future residents at 2550 Irving, but also to the neighboring community. Based on 
the data collected from off-Site locations to date, DTSC has determined that PCE 
contamination found in soil vapor does not present an unacceptable health risk. 
However, we have requested that The Police Credit Union continue to monitor 
off-Site conditions and they will also be voluntarily sampling the indoor air of 
select homes north of Irving Street so we can evaluate for vapor intrusion into 
residences, if any. Based on the data from this forthcoming investigation, and 
from the ongoing semiannual sampling of the PCE in soil vapor, DTSC will 
determine what additional steps, if any, are needed to protect the short – and 
long-term health of the community.  
 
We have also begun working with the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners to 
investigate PCE impacts north and south of Irving Street.  Based on the results 
from these investigations DTSC will require that they also implement any next 
steps to ensure the health and safety of the community.  
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We assure the community that DTSC is not bowing to development pressures. 
The extent of on-Site contamination is characterized, and the draft Response 
Plan which focuses solely on protecting the health of future on-Site residents. 
DTSC determined that the proposed vapor intrusion mitigation system will 
adequately protect future residents without causing PCE conditions in soil vapor 
to worsen in the surrounding areas. Further, it is likely that the construction of the 
building and vapor barrier will improve conditions by removing on-Site buildings 
and pavement, thereby allowing PCE to naturally dissipate into outdoor air 
without posing a health risk. After construction, the building will not divert 
contaminated soil vapor to the adjacent properties, but rather will capture 
contaminated soil vapor through pipes underneath the building foundation and 
safely vent the soil vapor to outdoor air at the building rooftop, where the PCE 
concentrations will further dissipate. Even with foggy conditions, there is 
sufficient onshore wind to support this natural process. 
 
Our oversight authority is solely focused on protection of human health and the 
environment, and we do not get involved with, nor have authority over, future 
land uses and proposed developments. That authority lies with the County and 
City of San Francisco. However, we are confident that a vapor intrusion 
mitigation system (VIMS) will provide long-term protection to future residents of 
the proposed development and conforms with DTSC’s current understanding of 
site conditions and DTSC guidance for addressing soil vapor contamination and 
the related possibility for vapor intrusion.  
 
DTSC’s focus does not end with TNDC and their plans to address on-Site 
contamination. We will continue to monitor and require additional steps from The 
Police Credit Union and the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners to ensure the 
long-term health and safety of the off-Site, neighboring community. We will 
continue to search for a source(s) for the contamination and pursue a cleanup 
that will benefit the neighboring community.  
 

8. Topic: Redevelopment Concerns 
 
Comment 8.1  From my personal experience the toxic substances and their 
abuse are about to disturb the somewhat unproblematic neighborhood that I live 
and work in for 32 years. Frightened locals that spend their livelihood to move to 
a save neighborhood. The scale of the project problematic. 
 
I am a Doctor in the neighborhood and in the last months my African American 
patients that come for treatments Veterans etc. are viewed such that locals 
change street there is fear. Fear of racists attacks. Most done by one minority to 
another say the numbers, most done by homeless…those are the real-life 
statistics today.  
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Like it, hate it, no opinion but that is what I See and hear. Tell everybody not to 
worry…changes nothing. The mind does not work that way. I will likely move and 
close my office…I had burglaries, trash, feces in the last years form the 
homeless, patients harassed, a police system that is not working and crime trash 
graffiti everywhere.  
 
So sad to see the city become a ‘project’ is my fear and prediction. This notion is 
what even police officers and city officials that come for care tell me when they 
have a private ear. The frustration and the attacks they face and next day can 
catch the same guy again and again.  
 
We made 5 arrests this week, all the same guy is the joke. It used to be that 
thief’s burglars or criminals were afraid to be prosecuted or arrested. Now that 
crowd comes to SF because there is no need to fear law enforcement because it 
is not enforced. 
 
Please do not respond neither do I care about your opinion. A used to be happy 
and proud San Franciscan 
 
Comment 8.2 Please read the room and understand the Sunset does not 
want this massive building in its neighborhood. It is like you are not even thinking 
about the local residents and how it affects us. WE don't want you building your 
vapor mitigation system near our houses.  We have children and all the dust 
particles from the dumb project will blow all over the local residence. 
 
Comment 8.3  Family housing is absolutely needed. What I object to is 
NOT that there is a plan for such construction in the Sunset, it is the HEIGHT of 
the building that is troubling. PLEASE consider modifying the plans to a height of 
4 or 5 stories, NOT 7 STORIES. Thanks for considering this suggestion. My hope 
is that there will be family housing construction IN EVERY NEIGHBORHOOD IN 
San Francisco.  
 
Comment 8.4  Please try to slow down this process. There are new 
homeless folks making up an encampment here, the debris on the streets has 
increased and the air is much worse -- for whatever reason. 
 
I have a bad liver (PBC), and assorted autoimmune issues--my health and 
emergency requirements are being impaired. 
 
I have written everywhere because I can't be in group situations, and I am 71. 
 
The additional motor vehicle traffic has made increased (Silt?) on my plants and 
stucco--in fact the grout between my bricks is now grey. 
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I implore you to direct me in which path I should use to improve my situation as 
moving isn't an option. Please help! 
 
Comment 8.5  My Personal Opinion (with whom many San Franciscans 
agree): Has SF shouldered its density burden? San Francisco is the most dense 
city west of the Hudson River. Here alternatives, such as empty downtown 
skyscrapers, exist that can accommodate residential uses. Other areas plagued 
by fire and the lack of healthy food choices, both in and out of the city, need and 
desire economic and corresponding housing development. To instead force 
development unwanted by local residents that diminishes their quality of life, 
threatens their livelihoods and health smells of motives only hidden by the cry for 
affordable housing. 
 
Comment 8.6  I live only two blocks away from 2550 Irving. I been here for 
more than 20 years. This is terrible decision build the house there. Not just toxic 
problem, everything will be awful! Right now already has homeless people lay 
down just in the corner next to our house, then right now already hard to find a 
parking space, if build the house there will be more harder to find a parking 
space. Also will be more homeless people and more criminal. Sunset will 
become a bad place. All of our family member disagree build the house at 2550 
Irving. Honestly is a ridiculous plan. Hope someone really cares what we feel 
about this unacceptable plan. Thanks. 
 
Comment 8.7  I oppose about the 2550 Irving Street building project 
because the planned building will affect public order, environment, parking and 
community, and there is TNDC gas underground 2550 Irving Street, and the gas 
underground will affect our sunset residents' health and community, so I am not 
satisfied about the planned 2550 Irving Street 7-storey tall building. 
 
Comment 8.8  My husband owns a home and we live in the Central Sunset 
neighborhood, this email is to voice out concerned about the proposed 
development at 2550 Irving St. We opposed the proposed development. 
 
Comment 8.9  I am opposed the object at 2550 Irving St. Please stop the 
TNDC's poison plan. Thank you for your attention. 

 
Comment 8.10  No crime in Sunset! It isn’t Chicago! 
 
Response: 
 
We appreciate that you have shared concerns about your neighborhood and will 
share your concerns about the proposed development with TNDC. We 
encourage you to share concerns you have about the neighborhood with 
Supervisor Mar, as DTSC does not oversee land use and land planning 
decisions. Rather, DTSC works with Responsible Parties to ensure that the 
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appropriate actions are taken to ensure the long-term protection of public health 
and the environment from toxic substances, consistent with current and proposed 
land uses. DTSC has determined that the vapor intrusion mitigation system 
proposed in the Response Plan will be an effective measure to ensure the long-
term health and safety of future on-Site residents.  
 

9. Topic: Health Concerns 
 
Comment 9.1  Previously there has been a mortuary, dry cleaners, 2 gas 
stations, and a drug store on the 2550 Irving site. This is more than a triple 
threat. It was contaminated with PCE and PERC- a colorless and odorless gas- 
vapors, is toxic and will be outlawed in California in 2022. High levels of PCE 
were found at the site and are found to be drifting north from the existing building. 
As you may be aware a ventilation system had to be installed at the current 
Police Credit Union building if they wanted people in the building, this was to 
protect workers. Because of lack of ventilation the 2nd floor of that building is not 
currently used. 
 
TNDC now plans to purchase the building for twice its value and I am advised 
TNDC states it will be responsible for toxicity in the building, but not for 
neighbors/neighboring homes. I am advised that 5 people living within 100’ of 
2550 Irving Street have developed cancer or Parkinson’s Disease. PCE is a 
known carcinogen and can cause neurological problems in humans. Please re-
evaluate the risk for my neighbors residing very close to the proposed building- in 
this dense neighborhood. 
 
Comment 9.2.1  My mother-in-law is severely ill, who suffers from cold auto-
immune hemolytic anemia and severe back pain, not sure if the diseases are due 
to the exposures to PCE leaked from 2550 Irving Street. 
 
Comment 9.2.2  My mother is severely ill, who suffers from cold auto-immune 
hemolytic anemia and severe back pain. She is highly sensitive to plumes such 
as PCE. 
 
2 commenters expressed this comment 
 
Comment 9.3  In addition to these methods, I would urge DTSC to disallow 
the conversion from commercial use to residential use, which will triple the 
exposure of these chemicals on humans if they leak through the cracks of an 
aging building. 
  
Why would DTSC allow residences to be built on contaminated land? Any 
presence of PCEs can be harmful to human health. If you want to protect 
humans, then tell the San Francisco to keep the site commercial. 
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Comment 9.4  My mother and I both feel that the response plan isn't 
adequate. TNDC wants to put a barrier under the new building and continue to 
monitor the toxic situation which would only protect future residents. 
 
We have been exposed to the toxins for over 45 years. So far we have been 
lucky and don't have cancer or Parkinson’s but many of my neighbors haven't 
been as fortunate. The plan to create a barrier under the new building and 
monitor the progression of the toxins isn't fair or safe. Our houses are 100 years 
old and all have cracks in the foundations. 
 
I heard your presentation that the current level isn't dangerous but this isn't 
reassuring. How many times have experts changed their minds when they get 
more data? What are the long term effects for the young children in the 
neighborhood who play in their backyards? 
 
The fair thing would be to eliminate the dangerous PCE immediately and monitor 
to make sure all toxins are removed. We are angry that we didn't know about the 
toxins sooner and that there is no clean up plan to remove them ASAP. 
 
Comment 9.6  In a recent meeting regarding the 2550 Irving Street project, 
I did not know that we have been exposed PCE for decades. In 2000 I was 
diagnosed with bladder cancer by my urologist. The doctor asked me if I worked 
around chemicals, I said no I work in the US Postal Service delivering mail (at 
that time 37 years). The doctor said he did not know how I got the bladder cancer 
usually it’s people that work around chemicals. I said I am the first one in the 
family (that I know of) that got cancer. Now I believe I got the cancer from PCE 
from the 2550 Irving site. I wish I had the money to sue. Now TNDC want to build 
their building there. I hope they clean up the PCE and contamination without 
making the residence sick with cancer. If we get sick, I hope can get a good 
lawyer and sue. 
 
Comment 9.7  As for the attenuation factor of 0.03 for soil vapor to indoor 
air what is the scientific basis for that? I ask because the previous factor was 
about 100 times lower. Also, it has been stated that if the concentration levels of 
the soil vapor samples are 100 times the SL it would be of concern to DTSC. But, 
why not if it is 10 times?  In addition, how does the SLs take that into account 
vulnerable populations? Finally, it is not clear to me if future monitoring will 
continue to include vinyl chloride, which is a known human carcinogen per the 
National Toxicology Program whereas perc is a probable human carcinogen per 
EPA. 
 
I believe part of the Plan calls for venting the perc at the rooftops of the proposed 
building. Wouldn't it be more preventative if the perc was captured with activated 
carbon; otherwise, the vented perc may attached to airborne particles which may 
settle and result in exposures to residents. 
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Comment 9.8  I am very concerned about the effects this project may have 
on the health and well being of my family and my community. My family has lived 
at location for nearly half of a century, we very much like and greatly care for this 
safe and wonderful neighborhood and would like to keep it that way. 
 
Comment 9.9   Thank for you the opportunity to comment on the Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation’s draft Response Plan for 2550 Irving 
Street, San Francisco. I have more than an idle interest in this area. I have had 
family on Irving Street for five decades. As you know, I have provided pro bono 
technical assistance to the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association in the 
development of their comments on the draft Response Plan as well as other 
aspects of the PCE plume investigation. I associate myself with those comments. 
 
As you might not know, I have developed a reputation in my part of the Bay Area 
as a persistent and effective advocate for affordable housing development, as a 
community activist, an environmental advocate, and a four-year member of the 
Mountain View City Council. 
 
As a member of Santa Clara County’s Housing Bond (2016 Measure A) 
Oversight Committee, I am fully aware of the challenges facing affordable 
housing developers as they struggle to win planning approval and obtain 
financing for their sorely needed projects. However, I believe it essential not to 
compromise the health and safety of future occupants of these buildings as 
developers and governments design these projects. It is possible to cost-
effectively address the contamination at 2550 Irving and protect the neighbors, 
without taking any environmental shortcuts. 
 
Furthermore, in my position at the Center for Public Environmental Oversight I 
have participated in two Interstate Technology Regulatory Council vapor intrusion 
work teams and innumerable EPA workshops. I have participated in the 
development and/or provided comment on virtually all of California’s vapor 
intrusion guidance documents. 
 
In general, they are valuable, robust documents, and it’s my hope that the 
Supplemental Guidance, which adjusts default attenuation factors to match 
empirical data, will be finalized soon. But I have seen the continuing pressure 
from some development interests to weaken the requirements for both 
investigation and remediation. Please do not bend the rules under such pressure. 
 
The science for addressing vapor intrusion had advanced since 2002, when we 
started on this journey, and today we know how to protect the public, enable 
development, and save money. Please listen to the neighbors, in the Mid-Sunset 
and elsewhere, because your primary job is to protect them. 
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Response: 
 
Investigations found the levels of PCE in soil vapor on-Site are at or below state and 
federal concentrations that would indicate unacceptable health risks in a future 
residential scenario. The air inside the 2550 Irving Street building was also tested and 
was found to be below state and federal levels for unacceptable commercial occupancy 
health risks. This means that under its current use as a credit union, the building is 
safe for credit union employees and members. While The Police Credit Union 
replaced the air filters in their HVAC system in January 2020, this was done as a 
precautionary measure, and not because contamination warranted this action. 
Based on the data we have to date, there are no unacceptable health risks to 
adults or children living near the Site, including for those who play in their 
backyards or spend time outdoors. 
 
With regards to screening levels, the risk evaluation was performed in 
accordance with guidance by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA), DTSC, and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
(USEPA 1989, USEPA1991, DTSC 2011, DTSC and SWRCB 2020). The 
potential vapor intrusion risk associated with Site soil gas conditions was 
assessed using both historical and current recommended attenuation factors 
(DTSC 2011 and DTSC and SWRCB 2020). Using the former default DTSC 
attenuation factor of 0.001 resulted in the evaluation that remediation was not 
necessary as the estimated risk was calculated to be less than 1 per million. 
Using the revised, default attenuation factor of 0.03 included in DTSC and 
SWRCB 2020 draft guidance resulted in an estimated risk within the risk 
management range (i.e., between 1 and 100 per million). Based on the findings 
of this risk evaluation using the new draft guidance, TNDC prepared a response 
action for DTSC’s evaluation. In this case, use of updated, draft vapor intrusion 
guidance is resulting in more stringent guidelines that is even more protective of 
human health.   
 
With respect to the question regarding the passive venting, emissions such as 
those from vapor intrusion mitigation systems are regulated by the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (Air District) under Regulation 2 Rule 5. Based on 
the low concentrations observed at this Site, permitting and treatment of 
emissions would be exempt under Regulation 2-5-110: Exemption, Low Emission 
Levels. As part of the development, TNDC will submit an application to the Air 
District to document this exemption. 
 
We empathize with you and thank you for sharing information about the health problems 
in the community. We can understand how learning about contamination in the 
neighborhood could be concerning. DTSC takes the protection of community health 
seriously. It may be of some comfort to know that off-Site investigations north of 
Irving Street have found soil vapor concentrations of PCE well below state and 
federal unacceptable risk level of 1,500 µg/m3. During the most recent sampling 
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event in March 2021, the highest concentration was 260 µg/m3 which is similar to 
the sampling results from the September 2020 event. This provides evidence that 
the PCE soil vapor plume has remained stable, and that soil vapor from the 
source area is not migrating significantly.  
 
DTSC does not oversee land use decisions. Instead, we review environmental 
investigation results and proposed redevelopment plans to ensure that 
environmental conditions are addressed in a manner that is safe for future 
occupants. In this instance, DTSC has determined that TNDC’s proposed vapor 
intrusion mitigation system will provide long-term protection for the health of 
future residents by safely venting any PCE in soil vapor from the below the 
building foundation, through piping, to discharge above the roofline, where it will 
naturally dissipate. This will prevent soil vapor from entering the indoor air of the 
future building.  
 
DTSC uses a variety of methods to cleanup or remediate sites. It is not always 
feasible to remove the source of contamination, so when we evaluate remedies, 
we ensure that exposure pathways are managed in order to protect human 
health. It is common practice to construct buildings with a vapor intrusion 
mitigation system (VIMS) when soil vapor contamination is present, even at sites 
where PCE concentrations are much, much greater than those at 2550 Irving 
Street. VIMS can manage a vapor intrusion pathway even with low-level, residual 
PCE in soil vapor.  DTSC does not have authority to prevent residential use of a 
site; land use and building permitting is handled at the local City/County level.  
 
However, and to reiterate, at this time DTSC has determined that there is no 
potential unacceptable risk to nearby off-Site residents and that ongoing 
monitoring is sufficient. The Police Credit Union has also agreed to voluntarily 
collect indoor air samples at select homes adjacent to the Site to determine the 
indoor air quality. These additional data will further our understanding of the 
conditions in the area and, based on the data received, DTSC will take the 
appropriate next steps to ensure the health and safety of the community.  
 

10. Topic: Environmental Justice Considerations 
 
Comment 10.1 Thank you for providing a notice of availability of the draft 
response plan for the above site.  I live in the vicinity of 2550 Irving Street and 
am submitting these comments on the draft response plan for this site. 
 
I have several concerns about the proposed plan: 
1. It does not propose any actual removal of PCE found in soil vapor at the site 
above acceptable levels for a residential use and fails to convincingly justify the 
alternative selected.   
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2. It does not take environmental justice considerations into account even though 
the site is proposed for families seeking affordable housing and will undoubtedly 
serve minority populations. 
3. It does not discuss all proposed potential remedial options for the site. 
4. It does not provide a serious proposal for how it will assure that 
engineered/institutional controls will be maintained and complied with for the life 
of the project…. 
 
Environmental Justice Considerations Overlooked. 
The draft response plan does not discuss environmental justice considerations.  
While the immediate neighbors have a voice, it is not clear whether the proposed 
future low-income occupants of the site have a voice too.  I understand that the 
housing will be designed for families.  The vast majority of persons with the 
lowest incomes in San Francisco are nonwhite.  It is reasonable to presume that 
the housing at this site will largely serve a minority population with children.  If 
this was a market rate development, would the developer choose to leave all of 
the contamination at the site with no effort made to clean it up?  How does the 
proposed plan compare to response plans at market rate housing sites?  Some 
discussion is needed in the plan to demonstrate that the draft plan for this site 
favorably compares to other housing sites with comparable problems.  This 
affordable housing site should not be treated to a less rigorous cleanup than 
market rate housing sites.  

 
Comment 10.2  Who thought it was a good idea to put the poorest people in 
the city on a toxic site? DTSC has got to say that is no longer acceptable in San 
Francisco, which has done this many times in the past (in Hunter's Point), unless 
all the toxics are completely removed. There have been so many businesses at 
this site that have used toxic chemicals, that it would be irresponsible to put 
humans on top of this site. Eventually, PCE vapor will rise through the cracks, as 
the building ages, just as it is rising through the cracks in my home's foundation, 
and hundreds of people will be affected by your decision to allow humans to live 
here. 

 
Comment 10.3  My name is Jeanine and I live 2 blocks from 2550 Irving 
Street. I participated in the DTSC call back in July and I’m extremely unhappy 
about TNDC’s response plan. I feel that it doesn’t make any financial and 
common sense to put in barriers to temporarily block the toxin from getting into 
the building. It makes more sense to do a thorough cleanup of the toxin so that 
occupants of the building will not have to worry about future exposure. I think 
TNDC’s response plan is inadequate, and they should come up with better 
remedies or solutions. 
 
Just because the building is for low-income people, it doesn’t mean that their 
safety and health are not important. We do not want to send a message that 
Poor People's Lives DO NOT Matter because they do. Please do not approve 
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TNDC’s response plan until both TNDC and the Police Credit Union agree to 
clean up the site. 
 
Thank you for hearing my concerns and I look forward to hearing from you. 

 
Response: 
 
DTSC’s mission is to protect California’s people, communities, and environment 
from toxic substances including enhancing economic vitality by restoring 
contaminated land.  This Site is being treated no differently from any other 
contaminated land and is considerably less contaminated than many properties 
with the same contaminant (PCE) where we provide oversight.   DTSC takes 
environmental justice considerations very seriously and strives to ensure that 
lower-income communities receive the same level of protection as more affluent 
communities. DTSC is part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, a 
state agency that promotes environmental justice to prevent harm and protect 
California’s most vulnerable and environmentally burdened communities. We 
work to broaden the transparency of DTSC’s programs, support precautionary 
approaches, and challenge existing inequities. DTSC’s Environmental Justice 
program is part of the Office of Environmental Equity, which includes its Public 
Participation and Tribal Affairs programs.  

 
Vapor intrusion mitigation systems (VIMS), such as the one proposed by TNDC, 
are frequently used to provide long-term protection from PCE impacts at 
development sites throughout the San Francisco Bay Area and United States. 
VIMSs are used at both affordable housing and market rate housing sites and 
are a proven engineering control method that allows for the safe redevelopment 
of brownfield sites. It is common for developers to manage soil vapor 
contamination in place when conditions underground (for example, soil type, 
concentrations of contaminants, etc.) do not support contaminant removal as an 
effective alternative, which is the case for the 2550 Irving Street property. Soil 
removal was evaluated, and it was found to not be as effective as a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system. This is because soil removal is effective in 
addressing soil vapor contamination when that contamination is highly 
concentrated and localized in soil. PCE in soil was found at the 2550 Irving Street 
Site in only one out of 66 soil samples collected, and this one detection was 
below associated screening levels. This Site is not suitable for a soil vapor 
extraction system because of low concentrations of PCE, lack of a significant 
source on-Site, and the risk of drawing PCE toward the Site from a potential off-
Site source area. Under the California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act, the 
Responsible Party is only required to propose one method to achieve acceptable 
conditions for future development. This is why there is no in-depth evaluation of 
all possible alternatives. For a response to maintenance referenced in the 
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comment above, please see Topic 11: Long-term Engineering/Institutional 
Controls 
 

11. Topic: Long-term Engineering/Institutional Controls 
 
Comment 11.1 Thank you for providing a notice of availability of the draft 
response plan for the above site.  I live in the vicinity of 2550 Irving Street and 
am submitting these comments on the draft response plan for this site. 
 
I have several concerns about the proposed plan: 
1. It does not propose any actual removal of PCE found in soil vapor at the site 
above acceptable levels for a residential use and fails to convincingly justify the 
alternative selected.   
2. It does not take environmental justice considerations into account even though 
the site is proposed for families seeking affordable housing and will undoubtedly 
serve minority populations. 
3. It does not discuss all proposed potential remedial options for the site. 
4. It does not provide a serious proposal for how it will assure that 
engineered/institutional controls will be maintained and complied with for the life 
of the project…. 
 
Long-Term Use of Engineering/Institutional Controls Needs Further Analysis. 
The response plan relies on an installed vapor intrusion mitigation system 
operating effectively for the life of the project.  To be effective, it has to be 
inspected and maintained adequately.  The response plan does not discuss how 
long the building is expected to remain at the site but residential buildings in the 
immediately adjacent blocks such as on my block are over 100 years old.  The 
cost estimate for the proposed plan only assumes the filing of 24 annual reports 
of how the system is operating.  Will the soil vapor go away after 24 years or will 
the building be removed?  Alternatively, is longer term inspection, maintenance 
and reporting going to be needed?  Does the proposed cost estimate truly 
include all of the costs associated with inspection, maintenance and reporting for 
the life of the building at this site? Affordable housing in San Francisco has a 
history of failed maintenance.  Is it realistic to expect that the engineered controls 
will truly be maintained for the life of the project and funds will be available to pay 
for the costs of doing so? The long-term maintenance of the engineered solution 
and the feasibility of assured funding the required institutional controls should be 
more thoroughly discussed in the plan.   
 
Response: 
 
The draft Response Plan provides a conceptual overview of the proposed 
remedy and notes that soil vapor conditions and the vapor intrusion mitigation 
system will continue to be monitored in perpetuity, and that a land use restriction 
will be recorded for the property. The land use restriction will only allow 
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occupancy at the Site with a fully functional vapor intrusion mitigation system in 
place. This will allow DTSC to continue to provide oversight for the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system even if the building’s owner changes. DTSC will also 
require annual inspections and reports to review the effectiveness of the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system and require that repairs be made, if needed. As the 
environmental regulatory oversight agency, DTSC has the authority – separate 
from the City – to ensure that the annual inspection and any maintenance of the 
vapor intrusion mitigation system be conducted in a timely manner to ensure the 
long-term protection of future residents. 
 
As part of land use restrictions, DTSC requires that the Responsible Party 
provide financial assurance. This is a 30-year agreement to cover all costs 
associated with the long-term operations and maintenance of the remedy in case 
the Responsible Party fails to meet its obligations due to financial insolvency or 
other reasons. The agreement and its associated financial assurance 
instruments are reviewed and adjusted every five years to ensure that there are 
sufficient funds in reserve to support the ongoing monitoring and maintenance of 
the system in perpetuity. This way, DTSC can ensure that human health and the 
environment are protected without placing a burden upon California taxpayers. 
 
For Items 1-3, please refer to Topic 4 (Concerns Regarding the Adequacy of 
the Response Plan) and Topic 10 (Environmental Justice Considerations).  
 

12. Topic: Request for Excavation of Contaminants with Underground Parking 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment as both a neighbor and a practicing 
architect for over 40 years. Very briefly, my professional experience has included 
most building types, including several types of residential buildings and scales up 
to one million square feet and up to 30 stories at national, international and 
statewide sites. These sites have involved a variety of subsurface conditions. 
 
The following are my observations, concerns, and recommendations for 
remediation of soils contamination at this particular site and with this particular 
building type. Considering the impact on 100% affordable housing residents, and 
in particular, families with children requires closer attention to "environmental 
justice". 
 
This project is controversial in many ways, and a positive outcome for the future 
residents as well as the community depends upon thoughtful and comprehensive 
toxic remediation, and this should be the imperative. However under SB 35, 
without the normal rigors of CEQA, most due process has been bypassed. 
Therefore, I hope you will accept my comments in this light and will calibrate your 
criteria to focus on broad-based public health and welfare. 
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Putting teams of design professionals together to collaborate on complicated 
projects is critical at the onset and this is one of my specialties. Protecting health, 
safety, and welfare is also part of an architect's standard of care and is a 
condition of licensing. The State relies on the architectural profession to overall, 
be objective and exercise professional judgment, particularly when cost is at 
competing odds with public health and welfare. 
 
The manner in which the 2550 Irving Street project team has been assembled 
and structured to "divide and conquer" rather than conduct community outreach 
has been seriously detrimental and inconsistent with this standard. 2550 Irving is 
in contrast to similarly contaminated parcels within the Sunset District, such as 
3601 Lawton Street, which is an example whose proposed response plan has 
been handled with common sense and a thorough emphasis on public health and 
welfare. This has not been the case with 2550 Irving Street and is of significant 
concern. 
 
Excavation 
TNDC's Draft Response Plan hastily mischaracterized the excavation option as 
bad. It argues that digging down 15 feet and then replacing the contaminated soil 
with good soil does not ensure that new soil does not become re-contaminated 
from adjacent contaminated soil. This however is telling. The backfill decoy 
highlights the problem of the vicinity being contaminated, blurring a focus on a 
holistic solution, which is to simultaneously address the adjacent contaminated 
soil. 
 
Also, placing an unreasonably high $4 million price tag on the excavation option 
unsupported by budget estimates appears to be part of the decoy to make their 
vapor barrier option under the CLRRA seem more reasonable to DTSC; this 
however ignores closer scrutiny that the vapor barrier option is inherently a 
solution overly dependent on perfect workmanship. A vapor barrier would be 
penetrated by literally hundreds of pipes and conduits, all creating pathways for 
vapors from contaminated, compacted soil below to enter into the new building. It 
is likely that the same deficiency caused the Police Credit Union to evacuate 
75% of its population on or about March 2019. On top of this, the vapor barrier is 
an expedient way to save costs allowing the deleterious effects to pass onto 
working class neighbors. Temporarily inert plumes are not forever inert and there 
are utilities as pathways to consider. 
 
Excavation is considered one of DTSC's presumptive remedies for addressing 
chlorinated VOCs in the vadose zone and I would recommend not varying from 
this tried and trusted remedy. Excavation has the added financial and practical 
benefit to future residents and neighbors of simultaneously creating underground 
parking. Unfortunately, Path Forward seems to have biased its analysis against 
excavation of any type. TNDC's plan further obfuscates the presumptive remedy 
by dividing remediation into three separate projects, when in reality one 
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comprehensive solution is needed including the context of the site's foundation 
system. 
 
Multiple and reliable benefits of underground parking with excavation 
This neighborhood already suffers from substantial traffic gridlock with crammed 
street parking interrupted by curb cuts in front of largely multi-family structures, 
which is compounded by prohibited parking times for street cleaning 4 times a 
month. Public transit, while it flanks Irving Street, is substandard and is getting 
worse. 
 
In the "Blueprint for the Sunset" a needs assessment document authored by the 
former District Supervisor's Office and assisted by the Planning Department in 
2014, a plan was made for SFMTA to have long overdue improvements in place 
by 2019. Recently, SFMTA pushed back this projection and is now estimating to 
be ready to begin a study, two years from today. And yet, besides forcing new 
residents to be dependent on already substandard public transit, it is entirely 
reasonable to assume many new residents in this 100-unit family building will 
need cars to get to their places of employment outside the bounds of public 
transit. 
 
In contrast, the disparity in the City's policy is demonstrated in two other new 
affordable housing projects in the vicinity: one with 43 and the other 135 
apartment units in the Outer Sunset. Each have been recently approved by the 
City for 24 and 48 underground parking spaces respectively, but in significantly 
much less congested areas. Why the lack of parity for these new families? 
 
Closer to 2550 Irving Street, there is also underground parking for a circa 1980 
four-story housing structure, one block to the east. For other nearby larger pre-
war apartment buildings, there is on-site parking. But these buildings do not 
generate the exponential volume of traffic compared to the 2550 Irving Street 
building, which is 3.3 times more massive. Finally, for a new market rate, 8-unit, 
4 story apartment building project proposed by the Police Credit Union directly 
across the street from 2550 Irving Street at 2513 Irving Street, onsite parking for 
9 spaces is planned. What is environmentally just about this disparity? 
 
Flawed and inconsistent City policy and the need for practicality 
Though the "Blueprint for the Sunset" in 2014 asked the public to seek alternate 
means of transport across the district, new bike paths, added approximately five 
years ago, have not shown a reduction of gridlock, but rather have increased 
traffic congestion particularly during COVID. Nevertheless, the City still maintains 
that the 2550 Irving Street project is exempt from parking requirements. Allowing 
only 11 surface onsite spaces at this time is ignoring the fact that a building for 
100 families is a much more traffic-intensive project as compared to the 
previously mentioned affordability projects. Where is the environmental justice in 
this position? 
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In consideration of the need for services such as deliveries to families, multiple 
destinations for families, pickup and drop off for families, family gatherings, 
existing substandard public transit, trash removal for 100 families at least twice a 
week and many other family-related activities, it is additionally reasonable to 
assume, as mentioned before, that some residents will need vehicles. Many of 
these above mentioned circumstances of congestion are substantially mitigated 
by underground parking with a dual purpose of a reliable, long-term 
contamination remediation scenario through excavation. 
 
Underground parking at 2550 Irving Street could provide 40 spaces 
conservatively, serving the diversity of the families and reducing the expected 
severe negative traffic impacts. In contrast, the present design for onsite at grade 
parking for 11 spaces is constrained by parcel dimensions. The minimum parking 
dimensions also do not allow the spaces at grade to be located farther away from 
gridlock at 26th Avenue and Irving Street, as argued by the project architect. But 
if all the parking is underground, the extremely valuable grade level real estate 
can be put to higher priority, better uses for the families that will live there. 
 
Comprehensive plan to improve outcome for residents 
On page 15 of the draft Response Plan and as mentioned before, Path Forward 
suggests that excavation and backfill could lead to soil recontamination due to 
the presence of offsite soil vapor. But this would not be an issue with permanent 
excavation and basement walls with requisite waterproofing. Further, these 
basement walls would also have much, much fewer pipe penetrations with 
greater, reliable workmanship. Additionally, as a backup system to any vapor 
intrusion, the code required ventilation of the basement is another layer of added 
protection. Lastly, all of the pipe penetrations coming through the first floor slab 
are no longer in contact with contaminated soil. The underground parking would 
vastly outperform all other options and be a long lasting reliable solution. 
 
Finally, an excavation with conventional lagging and basement wall solution 
needs to be understood simultaneously and contrasted with the probable grade 
foundation systems that TNDC is faced with choosing from: a drilled pier system 
or a very robust, thick mat slab system at grade. Both of these grade systems 
already require some excavation, adding another trade's means and method 
involvement and expense. This is not efficient construction planning. Further, the 
drilled pier system, which requires slightly less excavation, still is going to 
unpredictably test the 100-year-old, brittle, unreinforced foundations of adjacent 
residential neighbors (which I have personally visited) to the North, East and 
West of the site through its inherent unavoidable ground tremors. Permanent 
excavation would reallocate the estimated $539,000 backfill cost to the cost of 
the basement walls and avoid all the unforeseen costs of a slab-on-grade 
system, and simultaneously solve the contamination issue in a more observable 
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way. It creates a permanent, reliable, coordinated and comprehensive design 
solution for these new families and a grateful community. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can clarify anything else. 
 
Response: 
 
DTSC’s mission is to protect California’s people, communities and environment 
from toxic substances including enhancing economic vitality by restoring 
contaminated land. We do not determine land use plans, nor do we have the 
authority to require a developer to change its future land use plans such as 
requiring underground parking. Rather, we ensure that the appropriate measures 
are taken to address environmental contamination at a property in a manner that 
provides long-term protection for future site users in accordance with the 
proposed land use plans for the site. Since underground parking is not being 
proposed for the 2550 Irving Street property, DTSC concurs with the Draft 
Response Plan to not proceed with a soil removal option that includes 
underground parking.  
 
As part of our review of the proposed alternatives in the Response Plan, DTSC 
concurred with TNDC’s determination that soil removal is not the preferred 
remedial alternative for this Site. This is because PCE was detected in only one 
out of 66 soil samples collected and well below screening levels. Soil removal is 
most effective under circumstances where contamination is highly concentrated 
and localized in soil, which is not the case at this Site. As such, DTSC concurred 
that a vapor intrusion mitigation system will provide long-term protection of future 
residents by preventing soil vapor from entering the indoor air of the proposed 
building. To ensure the workmanship of the sub-slab venting system and vapor 
barrier will be high quality and effective, DTSC’s engineering unit will review the 
proposed technical design of the vapor intrusion mitigation system and will not 
approve for the system to be constructed until it concurs that the plans will be 
effective. After construction, DTSC will also require that tests, such as smoke 
testing and pre-occupancy indoor air sampling, be conducted to ensure the 
system has been installed and is operating as designed before allowing 
residential occupancy of the building. Finally, DTSC will require ongoing 
monitoring and maintenance of the system through semiannual indoor air and 
sub-slab soil vapor sampling and annual inspections. Further details on the 
maintenance and repairs required for the VIMS are explained in greater detail in 
the Response Plan.  
 
With regards to concerns around a more holistic approach, DTSC is bound by 
the regulatory agreements established with the Responsible Parties. As such, 
TNDC is under a CLRRA agreement where TNDC is statutorily only responsible 
for addressing on-Site contamination to allow for future residential use at the 
Site. The Draft Response Plan as prepared will provide that level of long-term 
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protection for future residents. However, DTSC is also overseeing the 
investigation and any potential remediation associated with off-Site impacts to 
the north of Irving Street that The Police Credit Union is responsible for, and to 
the south of Irving Street which the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners are 
responsible for. To ensure a holistic, integrated approach, the same DTSC 
project manager and support staff will direct work, review data and approve 
reports associated with those projects to ensure the protection of the larger 
community. To be clear, the separation of on- and off-Site impacts was not done 
by or at TNDC’s request but reflects the environmental regulations that are 
currently in place to help restore contaminated land.  
 
It is important to note that The Police Credit Union employees did not vacate the 
majority of the building in 2019 as a result of the PCE contamination, as stated in 
comments above. Rather, The Police Credit Union moved a majority of its 
operations to a new location, and then evaluated selling this property, which led 
to the discovery of the PCE contamination, and ultimately the work DTSC is now 
doing to address PCE in soil vapor for future Site residents, and the surrounding 
community.  

 
In regard to the differences between the DTSC 2550 Irving Street Affordable 
Housing Development Site and the referenced San Francisco Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB) 76 Gas Station site located at 3601 Lawton 
Street, San Francisco (76 Gas Station), DTSC has performed its oversight in full 
compliance with the Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.82 §25395.60 – 
25395.109. The 76 Gas Station site has various innate differences compared to 
the 2550 Irving Street site such as: historical site use and related contaminants, 
impacted media (soil, groundwater, and soil vapor vs. solely soil vapor at TNDC), 
and proposed response actions. The primary contaminants of concern for the 76 
Gas Station site are related to petroleum hydrocarbons, including total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH)-diesel (TPHd), TPH gasoline (TPHg), methyl tert-butyl ether 
(MTBE), benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and lead. Based on reports 
available on the RWQCB’s public website, GeoTracker, the media impacted at 
the 76 Gas Station are soil, groundwater, and soil vapor. The primary 
contaminant concern with the 2550 Irving Street site, PCE, is associated with the 
former clothing cleaner, and has impacted only the soil vapor media at the Site. 
The 76 Gas Station site was closed by the SFRWQCB in 2014 following a 
remedial soil excavation. However, on November 14, 2019, the San Francisco 
Watershed Protection Alliance issued Appeal No.: 20-053 at 3601 Lawton Street 
stating that leaking underground storage tanks and unmitigated contaminated 
soil and groundwater are located at the proposed development site at 3601 
Lawton Street. Environmental investigations confirmed that a largely 
uncharacterized plume of contaminants exists beneath the site and adjacent 
properties. The San Francisco Planning Commission approved plans for a 
proposed development at the site without conducting additional investigations 
and no response actions are proposed for the development. In comparison, 
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DTSC is currently providing oversight for the proposed 2550 Irving Street 
development, which includes a DTSC-approved response action, and continuing 
to evaluate impacts to the properties outside of the 2550 Irving Street parcel.  
 
In Topic 2 above, DTSC mentioned a site under DTSC oversight where a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system was implemented as a response action to PCE 
concentrations 1000 times greater than what are present at the 2550 Irving 
Street Affordable Housing Development Site. Hotel Abri is a 3-star hotel located 
in the Tenderloin neighborhood of San Francisco. A Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) Report was prepared for the property in 2018 and concluded 
that various types of cleaners, including dry cleaners, operated at a portion of the 
site from 1915 to 1983. An environmental investigation occurred on site following 
the Phase I ESA and found PCE in soil and soil vapor within the sandy lithology 
beneath the site. Groundwater was not encountered during the investigation at 
the site.  PCE concentrations in soil ranged from 0.0695 to 11.1 milligrams per 
kilogram (mg/kg), exceeding the DTSC commercial/industrial soil screening level 
of 2.77 mg/kg. Soil vapor samples collected showed PCE concentrations ranging 
from 910,000 to 170,000,000 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3), exceeding the 
DTSC-recommended commercial/industrial soil vapor screening level of 67 
µg/m3. Indoor air samples were collected from within the site and PCE 
concentrations ranged from 24 to 295 µg/m3, exceeding the DTSC indoor air 
screening level of 2.0 µg/m3. Mitigation measures were evaluated, and a sub-
slab depressurization system (SSDS) was selected to protect the occupants of 
Hotel Abri. The SSDS includes piping installed within various points in the 
foundation of the building, situated at the surface of the soil column. These points 
were connected to a pump to apply negative pressure, drew vapor beneath the 
building into vapor treatment vessels, and discharged vapors above the 
building’s roofline. While the proposed mitigation system at the 2550 Irving Street 
Site is similar to the Hotel Abri SSDS, the 2550 Irving system is not expected to 
employ active, mechanical venting due to the comparatively low PCE 
concentrations at the Site. The system is designed to be convertible to active, 
mechanical venting as a contingency, if on-Site, post-construction monitoring 
results exceed remedial action objectives discussed in the Response Plan. 
 
Finally, environmental justice considerations are core to DTSC’s mission. We 
hold this project to the same environmental standards we would hold any 
oversight project, whether for an affordable housing development, or for market-
rate development. Vapor intrusion mitigation systems (VIMS) are a common and 
proven method used throughout the Bay Area and United States and this VIMS 
will provide long-term protection of health and safety for future on-Site residents. 
One example of a VIMS overseen by DTSC in San Francisco is 1598 Bay Street 
(www.1598bay.com), which is a high-end residential property. The EnviroStor 
link to 1598 Bay Street is as follows, for public reference: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report?global_id=60002282. 
 



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

54 
 

In regard to community outreach, DTSC is committed to tailoring community 
engagement efforts to community interest. As such, we have gone beyond the 
requirements set forth by the California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act. 
Examples of community outreach that we have conducted include: mailout of 
Community Letter and Survey prior to public comment period, briefings with 
neighborhood groups, interviews with interested individuals, Community Update 
mailed to the neighborhood to announce public comment period, Public Notice in 
SF Chronicle and Sing Tao, public meeting during comment period, and ongoing 
communications between project manager and interested community members, 
and elected officials. We are open to suggestions from the community for 
additional community outreach and will continue to provide updates on continued 
investigations in the area.  
 

10. Topic: Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association Comments 
 
The Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA) calls on the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to reject the Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation's (TNDC) draft Response Plan as faulty and 
inadequate in large part because it fails to address our community's health and 
safety concerns.  
 
The MSNA is an organization of over 170 individuals and families many of whom 
live in the immediate vicinity to the 2500 block of Irving Street. This is the area 
where a series of environmental assessments have found tetrachloroethene 
(PCE) contamination in soil gas at levels that are an unreasonable risk to our 
health. Long-term residents have been unknowingly exposed to PCE for 
decades—likely at higher levels than exist today. They live in houses with old 
foundations that are particularly susceptible to the PCE vapor intrusion from the 
subsurface.  
 
PCE exposure is likely to increase the risk of Parkinson’s disease, birth defects, 
and multiple forms of cancer. The CDC reports, “Studies in humans suggest that 
exposure to tetrachloroethylene might lead to a higher risk of getting bladder 
cancer, multiple myeloma, or non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma. In animals, 
tetrachloroethylene has been shown to cause cancers of the liver, kidney, and 
blood system.” 1  

Rather than accepting the TNDC draft Response Plan as is, we, the neighbors, 
want the PCE cleaned up. The need for the timely construction of affordable 
housing should not override the requirement that future residents not be at an 
unacceptable risk from the contamination. In fact, construction without 
remediation would be environmental injustice.  

Working with expert advisors2, MSNA has identified five major areas of concern 
that must be further investigated and resolved before an effective response plan 
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can be evaluated. In the following comments we will also outline four different 
solutions requiring evaluation that will protect both the current community and the 
future residents of the 2550 Irving Street affordable housing building in ways the 
draft Response Plan's recommended “band aid” solution does not. These 
alternatives are more technically effective and would reduce risk for all affected 
parties. Some of these alternatives are less expensive than the alternatives 
evaluated in the draft Response Plan.  

The Irving Street PCE contamination is not isolated. It is part of at least two soil 
gas plumes related to historic dry cleaner operations and leaky city sewer lines 
that have been identified and are now co-mingled beneath Irving Street. The 
plumes have spread into the neighborhood in all directions – most concerningly 
to the north and south into single-family residential areas – and they are not 
stable based on the most recent data. The PCE plumes—which have not yet 
been fully mapped to DTSC’s own residential screening levels—exist beneath 
numerous homes presenting a clear and unacceptable risk to their occupants.  

The MSNA’s major areas of concern are:  

1)  Incomplete site modeling and community safety:  

Sewer line-related leaks and associated hotspots have not yet been identified. 
These are referenced in the draft Response Plan as potential PCE sources. 
Adequate characterization might need to wait until after demolition to complete 
this investigation. We argue that the long-term safety of the neighborhood 
depends on having confidence there is an accurate model of PCE sources, 
pathways, and receptors. The draft Response Plan does nothing to address the 
safety of the current community and will likely hinder efforts to do this by ignoring 
it now.  

2)  Faulty risk assessment and incomplete data:  

Path Forward consistently downplays health risks to the future affordable housing 
residents and essentially ignores the risk to the surrounding community, some of 
whom have been exposed to PCE vapors for decades. Risk underestimation can 
be seen in Path Forward's use of a misleading attenuation factor as well as in 
their callous "acceptable risk" assumption that asks the future low-income 
residents to accept a 100 times greater cancer risk. Accepting more risk for low-
income people is all too frequent a pattern. This assertion that future vapor 
intrusion risk will be acceptable is being used to justify TNDC proposing 
mitigation instead of permanent remediation, as called for in DTSC guidance 
documents.  

In addition, Path Forward seems unconcerned or unaware that new data will be 
forthcoming over the next year from an off-site PCE vapor intrusion investigation 



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

56 
 

that will begin in September 2021. The Police Credit Union (TPCU) off-site 
investigation is directly related to remaining on-site sources; indoor air testing is 
planned but not yet conducted. This important data and vapor intrusion 
evaluation won't be fully available for another year. This is one of the reasons 
why coordination of multiple responsible parties (including the city) is important. 
The California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) agreement calls for a 
health risk assessment (HRA) and allows for TNDC, TPCU and City of San 
Francisco (City) to come together and do the right thing under DTSC guidance 
and conduct an actual cleanup.  

3)  The PCE soil gas plumes must be delineated to protect the community's 
health.  

To date, the full extent of the PCE plumes is unknown. The Irving Street PCE soil 
gas plumes need further delineation in all directions to DTSC’s own stated 
residential screening levels. There should be a unified conceptual site model that 
shows the sources, pathways and receptors for the combined sites.  

4)  Insufficient and unfunded cost estimates for the Vapor Intrusion 
Mitigation System and O&M Plan.  

It is difficult to discern how both the VIMS and the ongoing 30-year O&M plan are 
going to be financed. While the draft Response Plan includes an O&M plan, it is 
important to note there is insufficient detail in the Plan to know how this will be 
funded and monitored over time. The same is true for the VIMS—the Plan 
contains no cost detail for VIMS installation. There is no contingency cost 
estimate in the event the VIMS system needs to be converted to an active 
system. One of the weaknesses of this part of the draft Response Plan is that 
there are no financial bonds or assurances in place—especially for the on-going 
yearly costs.  

5) The draft Response Plan ignores the most applicable cleanup 
alternatives.  

For a site like 2550 Irving Street, with the known amount of contamination and 
potential risk, DTSC's Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating 
Vapor Intrusion states that “remediation should be the preferred response action 
to reduce VI risk by permanent reduction of contaminants. Mitigation is 
considered an interim response action until VFCs in soil, soil gas, or groundwater 
are confirmed to be at acceptable levels." 3 The Path Forward remedial 
alternative evaluation is an incomplete and faulty analysis because they omitted 
the clear presumptive remedy (Soil Vapor Extraction or SVE.4  



2550 Irving Street 
Responsiveness Summary 

September 2021 
 

57 
 

Additionally Path Forward rejected a soil removal alternative on the basis of 
expense, but entirely missed how it could be a cost effective and better 
alternative than mitigation. Removing contaminated soil for an underground 
parking garage/foundation could solve many of the ongoing contentious issues 
around this building, e.g., neighborhood traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, 
residential parking, and negative effects of a grade-level foundation on the 
neighbor's brittle 100-year old foundations.  

The MSNA has identified the following alternatives that require consideration by 
Path Forward and TNDC that are actual cleanup solutions to remediate the PCE 
and address the concerns of the existing community:  

• Soil Vapor Extraction before demolition  
• Soil Vapor Extraction after demolition  
• Excavation targeted to remove hot spot source material  
• Excavation full soil removal with potential parking component  

The attached Draft Response Plan Addendum dated August 3, 2021, prepared 
by Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS), signed and stamped by a California 
Professional Geologist, highlights the faulty alternative evaluation by Path 
Forward and omission of the SVE technology. The Addendum is supported by 
cost detail from RMD Environmental Solutions, which is prepared to implement 
the SVE technology at a lower cost than the TNDC mitigation approach with its 
potential future hidden contingency costs and unfunded O&M costs as 
highlighted above. The ERS Addendum also calls into question Path Forward’s 
evaluation of the soil excavation alternative, thus supporting the MSNA’s position 
on inadequate alternative evaluation.  

Our experts have also prepared the attached technical comments that support 
and add detail to the MSNA’s statements and positions outline above.  

While our comments in this document have been focused on the narrow scope of 
the TNDC/Path Forward Draft Response Plan, they also demonstrate the need 
for a more holistic way to address the problem of the carcinogenic PCE 
contamination in our neighborhood. We ask DTSC to coordinate TNDC's 
investigation and remediation with any investigation and remediation conducted 
by the other responsible parties including TPCU and the City. The CLRRA 
agreement may have some protections, but the individual goals of the 
responsible parties cannot allow community concerns to slip through the 
cracks— like the PCE vapors may be slipping up through the cracks of our 100-
year old foundations and into our homes. That would include full delineation of 
the soil gas plume, identification of all sources of PCE, and implementation of an 
SVE or soil removal alternative. To be clear, the only responsible party for the 
PCE contamination north of Irving Street at this time is TPCU – this is the case 
until the property is transferred. The MSNA insists that the property transaction 
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be put on hold until TPCU and TNDC come together and prepare an actual 
cleanup plan that is acceptable to all parties. DTSC has the power to do that and 
it is written into the Board of Supervisors' loan agreement as an amendment that 
Supervisor Mar made to that agreement.  

The MSNA is deeply appreciative of this comment period at a time when we 
know there is intense pressure by the City, its agencies and the developer to 
rush past these environmental issues so that financing for this project can speed 
ahead. This was recently highlighted by the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development's (MOHCD's) Amy Chan in her answer to Supervisor 
Mar when he asked at a San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) meeting why 
it was necessary to approve the TNDC predevelopment loan before the DTSC 
comment period is complete. In response, Ms. Chan said they wanted to act 
quickly because there was a purchasing agreement deadline in August, the BOS 
was soon going on vacation, and MOHCD didn't feel they needed to wait for the 
DTSC comment period because:  

“We don't believe that there would be any new information coming from 
DTSC. As Jacob [Noonan of MOHCD] has mentioned the Draft Response 
Plan has already been reviewed and preliminarily approved. And there 
won't be any new information coming from that process, which will 
conclude in mid-August.”5  

Ms. Chan is wrong to assume this and we would expect you to concur. A draft 
plan is a draft plan. The comment period is a chance to evaluate new 
information. We ask DTSC to see the long-range picture, use a wider focus and 
to look carefully at the faults and omissions in TNDC's Draft Response Plan. The 
MSNA’s concerns are justified and must be addressed before any approval to 
this plan is given. Our community's concerns have been ignored by this faulty 
plan that should be designed to protect all people who live in the neighborhood 
now and in the future. We thank you for your consideration and look forward to 
engaging with you in a discussion around these issues.  

Response: 

Thank you for your thorough review and comments on the Draft Response Plan 
for the 2550 Irving Street property (Site). After a review of the comments and 
supplemental documents provided, DTSC has determined that the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system, or VIMS, is still the appropriate and preferred remedy 
for the Site. The following points summarize DTSC’s reasoning and responses to 
the comments provided in your letter.  

1) DTSC is providing oversight for three separate projects associated with PCE 
contamination both at 2550 Irving and in the larger neighborhood. We are 
committed to ensuring the short- and long-term protection of public health as it 
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relates to this contamination. We believe that the Site has been adequately 
characterized, and that sufficient investigation has been done to move forward 
with the response action. We will continue to work towards monitoring the areas 
north and south of Irving and are committed to adequate characterization of 
those areas. We are committed to working with you to ensure the long-term 
safety of the neighborhood. Going forward with the remediation for the Site will 
not hinder efforts to characterize PCE sources, exposure pathways, and risks to 
receptors.   
 
DTSC must follow environmental regulations set forth by USEPA and DTSC that 
establish agreements with the parties responsible for addressing the 
contamination. Under CLRRA statute, TNDC, as the developer of future housing 
at the Site, is responsible for only the on-Site contamination. The CLRRA 
framework encourages the revitalization of contaminated properties across 
California by providing liability protection to innocent and prospective 
landowners. Under CLRRA, TNDC is responsible for conducting an 
environmental assessment and developing a response action only for the Site, 
which allows for safe redevelopment of the property under the proposed future 
land use.  
 

2) As the draft Response Plan focuses on risks to future residents, as discussed 
above, the Response Plan does not address the surrounding community, 
consistent with the CLRRA statute. Comments from the Mid-Sunset 
Neighborhood Association, including those by their consultants, suggest that the 
risk evaluation allows for higher level of risk for the future occupants of the 
building than would be considered under a different land use. This is not correct; 
the objective of the Draft Response Plan is to reduce the vapor intrusion risk to 
building occupants to less than 1 per million incremental lifetime cancer risk 
(Section 5.3, Remedial Goals), independent of the financial status of the 
occupants. The risk evaluation was performed in accordance with guidance by 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) (USEPA 1989, USEPA 1991, DTSC 2011, DTSC and SWRCB 
2020). The potential vapor intrusion risk associated with Site soil gas conditions 
was assessed using both historical and current recommended attenuation factors 
(DTSC 2011 and DTSC and SWRCB 2020). Using the DTSC 2011 default 
screening attenuation factor of 0.001 resulted in the evaluation that remediation 
was not necessary as the estimated risk was calculated to be less than 1 per 
million. Using the revised default attenuation factor included in DTSC and 
SWRCB 2020 draft guidance resulted in an estimated risk within the risk-
management range (i.e., between 1 and 100 per million). It is noted that this risk 
evaluation was performed for future building users in the absence of any 
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response action, to determine if action was necessary. Based on the findings of 
this evaluation using the new draft guidance, the Draft Response Plan 
recommended that a response action be performed to ensure the protection of 
the building users (i.e., to mitigate the vapor intrusion risk to less than 1 per 
million). Following implementation of the mitigation measure, the building will be 
protective for all receptors including potential ground floor residents and/or 
daycare that may be included in the building design. We concur that it is critical 
that there is coordination of the multiple responsible parties, including the City, 
and are committed to doing so and keeping the neighborhood informed as well. 

 
 

3) We concur that the PCE in soil vapor needs to continue to be evaluated to 
protect the community’s health. We will provide ongoing oversight for this work, 
but as stated above, this work is not part of the Draft Response Plan for this Site. 
We concur that there should be a unified conceptual site model for this area of 
the neighborhood that shows the sources, pathways and receptors for the 
combined sites; again, this will not be part of the Draft Response Plan for this 
Site and will be pursued as a separate effort. Off-Site investigations will be 
performed by TPCU and others, as necessary, to refine the delineation of PCE 
impacts north and south of Irving Street. DTSC will continue to keep you 
informed of our progress on this effort.  

Several rounds of investigation have been performed by both AllWest and Path 
Forward to adequately characterize PCE impacts to on-Site soil, groundwater, 
and soil gas. Based on the findings of these investigations, a significant source of 
PCE was not identified on Site, and the results of the soil gas sampling suggest a 
significant source is not present. The MSNA’s experts opined that a surface 
release may have occurred and refer to location SVP-20A/B, which is located off 
Site, to the south. Samples collected on Site generally indicated similar PCE 
concentrations between the 5- and 15-foot-deep sample interval, suggesting that 
Site conditions represent diffuse migration from an off-Site source, rather than a 
source associated with a localized surface spill or release from on-Site sewer 
lines. It is noted that during redevelopment of the property, the on-Site utilities will 
be replaced to service the new building. Utility seals are also proposed on-Site in 
the Draft Response Plan to prevent migration from potential off-Site source via 
new sewer laterals, storm drains, or other new underground utilities.  

 
4) While not specifically stated in the Draft Response Plan, a Financial Assurance 

mechanism is required for the Site. Proponents working with the DTSC under 
voluntary agreements, such as CLRRA, are required by statute and regulation to 
provide adequate financial resources to pay for the long-term operation of certain 
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types of cleanup systems. These financial resources, and the associated legal 
instrument controlling the financial resources, are known as financial assurance 
mechanisms. These mechanisms ensure that financial resources are available 
for DTSC to take over the management and stewardship of a cleanup, in case a 
Proponent fails to meet its obligations due to financial insolvency or other 
reasons. Through use of financial assurance, DTSC can ensure that human 
health and the environment are protected without placing a burden upon 
California taxpayers. DTSC reviews and approves the Proponent’s financial 
assurance estimates for each particular project. The estimate must include costs 
associated with managing, operating, inspecting, and maintaining long-term 
systems, including Land Use Covenants, for a minimum of 30 years and/or until 
the remedial goals are met, as described in the cleanup plan and in coordination 
with the Responsible Party’s technical team and DTSC staff. 
 

5) Certain Proponents are exempt from Financial Assurance under Health and 
Safety Code 25355.2(c)(4): 
“(c) The department or the regional board shall waive the financial assurance 
required by subdivision (a) if the department or the regional board makes one of 
the following determinations:  
(4) The responsible party is a federal, state, or local government entity.” 
However, TNDC is not exempt from Financial Assurance and would be required 
to comply with this regulation until DTSC determines that cleanup is completed, 
and the system is no longer required for the protection of human health and the 
environment. As a matter of practice, long-term cleanup systems are reviewed by 
DTSC every five years to confirm continuing protectiveness of human health. 
 

6) Under CLRRA, the Responsible Party is only required to propose one method to 
achieve acceptable conditions for future development. This is why there is no in-
depth evaluation of all possible alternatives. However, TNDC voluntarily 
evaluated soil removal as an alternative, even though it was determined that soil 
contamination was minimal. Based on this evaluation, DTSC concurs with the 
findings that soil removal is not an effective remedy for this Site. The MSNA 
states that including a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) beneath the 
building is not a permanent and/or appropriate remedy. Based on the 
concentrations observed, utilizing a VIMS was found to be an appropriate 
alternative for implementation at the Site to protect the future on-Site residents. 
Mitigation is a commonly employed approach by the DTSC, is consistent with 
current guidance (DTSC and SWRCB 2020), is used on sites with significantly 
higher potential risk that at this Site, and the selection of this particular mitigation 
is independent of the financial status of the occupants. 
 
While SVE systems success are partially based on the geology, the nature and 
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extent of the contamination and the design and implementation of the system 
have a greater influence on successful implementation. Based on results of 
sampling performed to date, the observed concentrations do not suggest a 
significant source of PCE to soil gas is present on-Site that would warrant 
operation of a SVE system. The system, as conceptually designed by 
Environmental Risk Solutions, is unlikely to successfully remediate soil gas 
concentrations within the proposed timeframe and has the potential to 
exacerbate soil gas concentrations on Site and off Site. As a source of PCE in 
soil gas, including the highest observed PCE concentrations in soil gas, is 
located off Site to the South, on-Site operation of an SVE system has the 
potential to induce northward migration of a more concentrated soil gas plume 
onto the Site, and toward some off-Site residences. 
 
Soil removal is an effective way to address PCE in soil vapor in circumstances 
where the contamination is concentrated and localized in soil. Based on the 
concentrations of soil vapor observed, it is highly unlikely that significant sources 
of soil contamination are present on-Site. Of all the soil samples collected on-
Site, only one was found to contain PCE.  That one PCE detection was at a 
concentration well below applicable screening levels. While cost was a factor that 
was evaluated for both options, ensuring the long-term health and safety of future 
residents from current and potential future impacts is one of the primary criteria 
of DTSC’s remedy evaluation process. DTSC has determined that the VIMS 
better met selection criteria than did soil excavation. It appears that MSNA’s 
experts agree with the position that it is unlikely that there are significant sources 
of soil contamination on Site, as they state:  
 

“ERS and RMD recommend that the SVE approach be coupled with a Soil 
Management Plan (SMP) to be implemented during redevelopment based 
on the potential for residual PCE impacted soil in the vicinity of former 
sewer lines and / or spill “hot spots”. Soil data suggest this potential is 
low but an SMP is appropriate and the estimated cost of SMP 
preparation, field oversight and small soil disposal contingency is 
$40,000.” 
 

 
By virtue of the Site’s location and historical uses, the project is required to 
comply with San Francisco Health Code Article 22A, known as the Maher 
Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance defines a process for characterization and 
mitigation of soil and groundwater contamination, for the protection of public 
health and safety during and after Site redevelopment. The City of San Francisco 
has deferred the oversight of mitigation measures for the contaminants onsite to 
the DTSC. Historical investigations and DTSC oversight related to historical Site 
use would likely satisfy the Maher requirements and further testing and mitigation 
beyond the DTSC requirements discussed in the Response Plan is unlikely to be 
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required by the SFDPH.  While the Site is exempt from San Francisco Health 
Code Article 22B, the San Francisco Dust Ordinance, due to parcel size being 
less than one acre, as a conservative measure the Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation (TNDC) will prepare a Site Management Plan which 
will include dust control and monitoring measures during construction activities.   
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11. Topic: Other 
 
Comment 11.1    [Mr Machado], your name is given as the contact person 
concerning the decision of whether to clean up the site at 2550 Irving St San 
Francisco, or to cover it with a barrier for 30 years and then clean it up.  
 
Are you working on such a decision? Have you formulated a plan yet?  
 
In my view, a prompt cleanup would seem to be desirable since the polluter was 
evidently a known dry cleaner who elected to leak toxic tetrachloroethylene into 
the soil, and who is obligated to clean it up.  
 
Hoping to hear of your decision and decision process. 
 
Response: Thank you for your interest in this site and perspective. Yes, DTSC is 
providing regulatory oversight at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco. There are 
two Proponents associated with the 2550 Irving Street property: The Police 
Credit Union and TNDC. Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) the current landowner during the time 
of the discovered release is responsible for the contamination originating on-Site 
and its extent off-Site. TPCU, as the current landowner, is responsible for the 
impacts of PCE off-Site and has been monitoring soil vapor adjacent to 
residences north of Irving Street. TNDC on the other hand, has entered into a 
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California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) agreement which grants 
the prospective purchaser immunity to any off-Site responsibilities to 
contamination originating on-Site. TNDC, however, is still responsible for 
contamination on-Site and any response actions necessary to protect future on-
Site users (residents). 
 
TNDC has submitted a draft Response Plan that proposes to install a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system underneath the foundation of the proposed building 
which will prevent PCE from entering indoor air of the new building. DTSC has 
reviewed and provided comments, which have been incorporated into the current 
version of the draft Response Plan that can be found here: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement/4489225089/D
RAFT%20Response%20plan_051121.pdf  
 
DTSC has determined that a vapor intrusion mitigation system provides effective 
long-term protection of the health of future residents as required under CLRRA. 
We will be working with The Police Credit Union and neighboring Responsible 
Party, former Albrite Cleaners, to address PCE contamination in off-Site areas. 
For both of these sites we are currently working to collect additional data and 
with that information will work with both parties to determine appropriate actions 
to ensure the long-term protection of the health of neighboring residents. We will 
share additional information with the community as we learn more. 
 
Comment 11.2  Personally, I think that references to killings and death by 
laborers with little construction jobs at my neighbors’ homes preceding this large 
construction job down at 2550 Irving St. might only be a peculiar coincidence. 
And considering the torment my family went through at the same time (please 
refer to the enclosures), it is probably all just a very peculiar coincidence. 
 
Never mind that one neighbor put up stairs in his backyard up to his second story 
that go right up just a few feet from my daughter’s bedroom window and that atop 
the Cyclone fence partitioning our backyards, where the ends of the wires turn 
and hook down so there aren’t any pointy tips, in several spots those wires are 
undone, in two instances right beneath the added stairs in the backyard and in a 
third instance right above two 12x1 boards that are stacked width-wise and 
braced with a 2x4 to make what would otherwise be a 6-foot Cyclone fence a 4-
foot Cyclone fence; or another neighbor that added a room and raised his 
backyard several feet such that people from the room or backyard can look right 
into my bedroom and through a walk-through closet and into the bathroom where 
I brush my teeth; or another neighbor that extended his home in the backyard 
and added stairs that see into my bedroom and that of my daughter’s bedroom; 
or another neighbor Robert that had a laborer that I could hear through an open 
window scraping away at something on the roof near my light well, even though 
the laborer parked two doors down at Ricky the plumber’s house. It was a nice 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement/4489225089/DRAFT%20Response%20plan_051121.pdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement/4489225089/DRAFT%20Response%20plan_051121.pdf
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sunny day and when I ran the faucet, I heard the scraping immediately stop. I 
turned off the water and listened to the silence in silence for a long time. 
 
Response: We are sorry to hear about the disruptions to your home life. DTSC 
will provide oversight during the construction of the vapor intrusion mitigation 
system to ensure that it is constructed safely and to standards that will allow for 
the long-term protection of human health and the environment. However, we do 
not have oversight for the development itself. 
 
Comment 11.3  FYI, I mentioned in my PCE mitigation plan by TNDC that we 
have a 76-year old oncology patient who is at high risk. This email is serve as 
supporting documentation that we indeed have someone immunocompromised 
and high risk living next to 2550 Irving St, SF. 
 
FYI, yesterday (6/12/2021, 11:30-13:00) I attended the shadow study 
presentation (of proposed 7-story building at 2550 Irving Street, SF) at the 
Church located at 1370 19th Ave, SF. I raised the question of home-bound high-
risk hematological oncology patient (my mom- in-law) who needs sunshine for 
her health, since the simulation shows 3 seasons out of 4 seasons per year, my 
house is completely covered by the proposed building's shadow. The Pyatok 
architect Adrean said perhaps they can offer my mom-in-law the right to use their 
yard as a compensation, and everyone else was booing her. Obviously, that is 
not an acceptable solution for us. 
Our family members all think high-risk patient's lives matter. Please put this on 
your file. 
 
Response: We empathize with your concerns about the effect of the proposed 
building on your home and how it will affect your mother-in-law. DTSC does not 
have the authority to require changes in the building plans to address height and 
shadow concerns. We will pass this on to TNDC for consideration.  
 
Comment 11.4 The subject Plan's proposed responses may also harm the 
property values etc. of nearby buildings and housing. I wonder if sellers of these 
properties will have to put covenants in their sales agreements besides informing 
potential buyers of their perc situation. I believe they will have to declare in the 
Natural Hazardous Disclosure (NHD) when they list their properties for sale that 
their property and/or nearby properties are contaminated.  Also, will there be a 
reserve fund if it proves necessary for neighbors to do some sort of remediation 
as a result of perc intrusion? 
 
Response: Properties that have contamination above screening levels that 
remains in place require Land Use Covenants to be recorded with the County, as 
is the case for 2550 Irving. Tenants signing leases would also need to be notified 
in writing through a disclosure by the property owner/leasing agent.  DTSC will 
require that the Responsible Parties cover the cost of any remediation activities 
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associated with PCE contamination in the neighborhood. TNDC will be 
responsible for on-Site impacts, The Police Credit Union is responsible for off-
Site impacts north of Irving Street, and the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners 
are responsible for impacts south of Irving Street. 
 
With regards to covenants in sales agreements or other forms of disclosures 
associated with the sale of a property, the Natural Hazard Disclosure (NHD) 
applies to properties within a natural hazard zone, unrelated to man-made 
pollutants such as PCE. Natural hazards include earthquakes, tornados, 
wildfires, hurricanes, etc. It is likely earthquakes were included in a NHD report, 
however DTSC recommends consulting with a real estate agent on the 
appropriate disclosure that would be required to include to the NHD.  
 
Comment 11.5   After all is said and done, I would appreciate it very much if you 
could furnish us the names of the person/s who approve of this project, what 
department they are working for and the name/s of their department head/s. We 
in the community want proper accountability of this project. 
 
 
Response:  
 
DTSC is only involved in the environmental oversight of the 2550 Irving Street 
project and not the development efforts. DTSC has a thorough review process for 
all draft remediation plans including this Response Plan. This plan was reviewed 
by the following individuals: 

• Arthur Machado/DTSC Project Manager, Berkeley Office 
• Whitney Smith/DTSC Unit Supervisor, Berkeley Office 
• Julie Pettijohn/DTSC Branch Chief, Berkeley Office 

 
Response Plan – Questions/Comments Received During the Public Meeting 
 

1. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 1.1  Would the DTSC have initiated indoor testing if the 
community had not demanded it? Why was this not done earlier in the 
assessment process? 
 
Response: DTSC became involved in mid-2020 after signing a voluntary 
cleanup agreement with the Police Credit Union which is responsible for any off-
site impacts north of Irving Street. DTSC first collected soil vapor samples to 
better understand the extent of the current soil vapor plume and what the 
concentrations are off-Site. We also requested that the Credit Union do the first 
and second soil vapor monitoring sampling events, one in September 2020 and 
one in March 2021. The March 2021 report was provided to DTSC in May. 
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Based on the concentrations, DTSC did not see potential unacceptable or 
imminent risk, so indoor air testing was not warranted immediately. Instead, we 
needed to collect data to establish a baseline to then come up with a plan on 
what's the next step in evaluating the area. At the same time, there was a lot of 
community interest and community push, and DTSC in discussions with the 
Credit Union both decided to then do indoor air sampling because that additional 
data will help us evaluate if vapor intrusion is occurring. 

 
2. Commenter:  Anonymous Attendee  

 
Comment 2.1  Would you please explain how construction at the site will 
impact the PCE vapors?  
 
Response: What DTSC has noticed is that construction typically helps reduce 
concentrations of soil vapor contaminants because you give the contaminants a 
pathway to the atmosphere where they naturally attenuate and dissipate. 
 
Based on the low concentrations observed, there does not appear to be high 
enough concentrations to create an outdoor air concern during construction. 
Although not required by DTSC and/or San Francisco Building Code and San 
Francisco Health Code (SFHC), Article 22B, TNDC has voluntarily offered to 
prepare a Dust Control Plan that includes a perimeter air monitoring program that 
will be submitted to the San Francisco Department of Health and DTSC prior to 
starting construction.  This Dust Control Plan will lay out details of how they will 
monitor air for airborne dust and volatile organic compounds during construction 
to ensure the protection of the surrounding community. This will include stringent, 
health protective action levels and if these levels are exceeded, prescribed 
additional measures to be implemented to decrease concentrations to acceptable 
levels. 
 
From what we understand, the construction will not increase concentrations or 
pose more of a risk for the community. Again, we'd actually expect it to actually 
lessen the concentrations on-Site and since our understanding is the site is one 
of the source areas in the Irving Street vicinity, that would also better the impact 
to the outside. 
 
 

3. Commenter: Chuck Kwan 
 
Comment 3.1  Are you just going to be air sampling and analyzing for PCE 
or other chemicals as well? 
 
Response: When the Credit Union was first investigating the property in 
2019/2020, they did the full suite of analysis for TO-15, which is the analysis for 
the majority of contaminants in the environment that are detectable, and from 
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there, PCE was the only contaminant concern identified. Everything else was not 
detected or detected below screening criteria, so now our analysis is focused on 
PCE and its breakdown products: TCE, cis-/trans-DCE, and vinyl chloride. That 
is the suite of analyses that we've narrowed it down to since PCE is the only 
contaminant of concern related to the Site. 
 
Comment 3.2  Have you done any health surveys, around the Site, of 
people to see if they've had health effects that could be associated with PCE 
exposures? 
 
Response: It is not in DTSC’s jurisdiction to conduct health surveys as we do not 
specialize in clinical toxicology. Instead, we focus on the contaminants found 
underground so that we can ensure the long-term protection of public health and 
the environment. We do take into consideration all information shared with us 
including information from the community such as the types of impacts and 
diseases experienced.  
 
Comment 3.3  Are you using exposure limits from EPA or using 
something more stringent from your own program? 
 
Response: The State of California approaches PCE more conservatively than 
the federal EPA does, so our screening level, compared to EPA’s screening level 
for inhalation, is actually 25 times more stringent because of the difference in the 
assumed toxicity. The default exposure assumptions for a residential scenario 
are the same. 
 
But it's the toxicity value that we ascribe to PCE specifically that makes us act on 
it and identify it as a contaminant of concern at 25-fold lower than what federal 
EPA would. 
 
Comment 3.4  Is there a groundwater system underneath the site that could be 
used as drinking water? 
 
Response: The Site is located within the North Westside Groundwater Basin 
which is considered a drinking water resource. PCE was not detected above 
maximum contaminant levels or environmental screening levels in groundwater, 
and it was not listed as a contaminant of concern in that media either. Maximum 
contaminant levels are the highest level of a contaminant that is allowed in 
drinking water. 
 

4. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 4.1  What are the remediation solutions for the off-site neighbors 
in the future? 
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Response: That's a very good question. DTSC is at the early stages of this 
investigation, and we need to conduct various types of sampling to have enough 
data to go back to a Responsible Party or proponent and say we are now at the 
stage where remedies should be developed.  
 
For this area, it's difficult to say at this time because there are so many different 
types of remedies that you can choose, and it is hard to just pinpoint one in this 
area. However, we will select one when we are the point where a remedy will be 
necessary, and the remedy will benefit the community as a whole. But right now, 
we are evaluating if vapor intrusion is happening in the homes off-Site. We need 
to figure out what that looks like before we can determine what the potential 
remedy should be. We will keep you updated. 
 

5. Commenter: ‘stokesimac’ 
 
Comment 5.1  Is a typical Vapor Intrusion System cheaper than Soil 
Excavation? 
 
Response: There is a cost analysis that is presented in the Response Plan, and 
I believe that soil excavation was more expensive in the short-term than a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system. However, it depends on the scope of the soil 
excavation and the size of the building that would have the vapor intrusion 
mitigation system so the cost can vary. But there is a cost outline for both of 
those remedial alternatives in the draft Response Plan. 
 
Comment 5.2  Does the lifetime of a Vapor Intrusion System outlast the 
time these contaminants typically persist in soil? 
 
Response: That's an interesting question. I don't think there has been a system 
that has outlived us yet. But when DTSC is involved, and when we attach a land 
use covenant and engineering controls, we are going through and reviewing 
these and assuming that they will exist for the building’s lifetime and that they 
have to be as effective as when they are first built throughout the building’s 
lifetime. 
 
So, to answer your question, if the material or the system doesn't survive the 
building’s lifetime and resources start to deteriorate, that will be known through 
the monitoring that's a part of its operation, and at that point, repairs can be 
made to ensure that it stays effective throughout its lifetime and the building’s 
lifetime. 
 
Comment 5.3   In your professional opinion, do you think potential outcomes 
for mitigation or remediation would be different if this Site were to undergo a full 
CEQA investigation? 
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Response: A vapor intrusion mitigation system would still likely be the preferred 
alternative even if this project were to undergo a full CEQA review. However, this 
project is exempt under SB-35. DTSC will still file a Notice of Exemption once the 
Response Plan has been approved, as is our process with sites like this. We 
have to abide by SB-35 as this project is exempt. 
 
Comment 5.4   For the record, there are many of us who are deeply 
concerned at sidestepping the CEQA process is not in the best interest to the 
future residents of this Site, as well as the surrounding neighbors. Who will be 
held accountable years from now, if issues arise with health impacts to residents, 
because a thorough process was not followed at this point?  
 
Response: While this Site is exempt from CEQA, DTSC is under a voluntary 
cleanup agreement with The Police Credit Union and the owners of the former 
Albrite Cleaners and any remediation associated with impacts they are 
responsible for will undergo a full CEQA process. The vapor intrusion mitigation 
system and required monitoring will also provide long-term protection for Site 
residents.  
 

6. Commenter: Deborah Murphy 
 
Comment 6.1  I live on 26th Avenue, and all this talk of waiting and seeing 
what's going to happen, I know for a fact that a lot of my neighbors have cancer. 
Long-term residents have cancer. I've lived here since 1976. I think it should just 
be cleaned up. Get rid of the toxins now. I don't see… I know there might be 
some cost benefit for living here. For peace of mind, I would feel much safer, if 
you just got rid of these toxins. I don't want to have you monitor for the next few 
years to see if I'm going to be the next one getting cancer. 
 
Response: DTSC takes your concerns very seriously. The same project 
manager will be in charge of the investigations and any related cleanup that are 
happening for the three different properties: the 2550 Irving Site with TNDC, off-
Site areas north of Irving Street with The Police Credit Union and off-Site areas 
south of Irving Street with the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners. What is 
being proposed here by TNDC was to just address contamination found on-Site 
to ensure the protection of future residents. We do not have enough data yet to 
propose a cleanup plan for the off-Site impacts, which is why we are overseeing 
indoor air sampling being conducted by The Police Credit Union and further 
investigations by Albrite Cleaners. We are looking at the indoor air in homes 
closest to the source area as these are the homes where we would expect to see 
impacts, if any.  
 
DTSC will stay in touch with the community and make sure you are informed of 
everything we are doing. We will update you when we have new information to 
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share.  We absolutely take your concerns very seriously, so thank you for your 
comment. 
 

7. Commenter: ‘adammichels’ 
 
Comment 7.1  Why are you not considering vapor extraction as one 
possible response? Doesn’t it make more sense than excavation? Also it would 
protect neighboring properties from a plume, wouldn’t it? 
 
Response: At the time of the public meeting DTSC did not have a formal 
evaluation to say whether or not soil vapor extraction would be successful at this 
Site. Under the CLRRA process, we reviewed the response alternatives 
presented in DTSC’s draft Response Plan and concurred that the vapor intrusion 
mitigation system would protect the health of future residents. However, after 
hearing from the community extensively that their preference was for soil vapor 
extraction at this Site, DTSC conducted an evaluation of that as a possible 
remedial alternative. Our evaluation determined that a vapor intrusion mitigation 
system was still a more appropriate choice for this Site than soil vapor extraction 
because, based on the sampling performed to date, the observed concentrations 
do not suggest a significant source of PCE in soil vapor is present on-Site that 
would warrant the operation of a soil vapor extraction system. Such a system 
also has the potential to exacerbate conditions on-Site by encouraging the 
northward migration of the soil vapor plume onto the Site from the south. Instead, 
the vapor intrusion mitigation system is appropriate because it will prevent vapors 
from entering into the building entirely. We can then address the soil vapor 
plumes off-Site after further investigation work is conducted by The Police Credit 
Union and the former owners of the Albrite Cleaners. 
 
Comment 7.2  How long would vapor extraction take? 
 
Response: That’s difficult to estimate because typically you would conduct a 
pilot study first to see if a soil vapor extraction system would be effective and 
what rate it would pull contaminants out of the ground. However, based on the 
geology, distribution of concentrations and a typical system, it is unlikely that a 
soil vapor extraction system would be effective at cleaning up the property in a 
time frame that would allow for the proposed redevelopment project to move 
forward.  
 
Comment 7.3   How do you know both plumes did not originate with 
Albright? 
 
Response: That was the original hypothesis when DTSC was first involved. 
However, while DTSC was reviewing soil data collected at the Credit Union Site, 
there was 66 soil samples collected at various steps, and there was one 
detection of PCE, below screening levels, at the location of a former on-Site dry 
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cleaner. The data showed a high concentration south of Irving Street, a slight dip 
as you went north, and then the concentration increased again. And that's when 
DTSC noticed the detection of PCE in soil and realized there seems to be two 
PCE plumes instead of just one.” 
 
Comment 7.4   Is this situation common or unique? (2 plumes etc) 
 
Response: It is a pretty common phenomenon to have separate released 
sources, depending on the site history use. There are many contaminated sites 
with chemical plumes with various different types of contaminants that can 
overlap each other. 
 
Comment 7.5  Why do we have to leave our house during the testing of 
indoor air? 
 
Response: In-home activities like opening doors and windows, using personal 
care products and household cleaners, can interfere with the results of an indoor 
air evaluation. 
 
Comment 7.6 Is Vapor Extraction the only remedy that would protect the 
surrounding homes from potential plume movement? 
 
Response: That's hard to say because we would need a more thorough 
evaluation of off-Site impacts and of soil vapor extraction to be completed. 
Without the proper evaluation and data, it would be wrong to opine on this right 
now. 
 
Comment 7.7  If the same person comments more than once, does that 
make a stronger case?  
 
Response: DTSC takes all comments into consideration, and it is helpful for us 
to know how the community feels. When we receive a large volume of comments 
for a site, we take additional steps for community outreach. We will evaluate the 
science behind any comments or suggestions made and how such a comment or 
suggestion would affect the Site and then respond accordingly.  
 
Comment 7.8 If I spoke today, should I send in a letter saying the same 
thing? 
 
Response: Comments shared today will be included in the Responsiveness 
Summary that will be finalized after the close of the comment period. However, 
you are more than welcome to also submit comments in writing. Both would be 
included in some form in the Responsiveness Summary if you do.  
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8. Commenter: John and Joan Barkan 
 
Comment 5.1  What was the site usage from 1947-1965 (not included in 
presentation)? 
 
Response: DTSC apologizes for not including that in the public meeting 
presentation. According to The Police Credit Union’s Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment the property gas stations operated at the corner of 26th and Irving 
and 27th and Irving during this time. You can find this information on page 8 at 
the following link: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable_documents/742252051
8/18190.20_2550IrvingSt-ESA.pdf  
 
Comment 5.2 Is the PCU required to disclose any health impacts on both 
current (mentioned in presentation) and past employees which may be related to 
site toxics? 
 
Response: This is outside of our jurisdiction. 
 
Comment 5.3 Following on the question above, shouldn’t you know if the 
PCU closed its second floor offices due to toxics, and moved to other locations to 
unload an unsafe building on the taxpayers? 
 
Response: Based off DTSC’s evaluation of the indoor air data, and based on 
discussions with the Credit Union, the Credit Union moved to a new 
headquarters, and that is why there were rooms in that area of the building that 
were not occupied. But based off the indoor air data that was collected in the 
areas that were occupied, actively used, and ventilated, the concentrations were 
below screening levels. And, even with the samples taken in the building of the 
areas that were unoccupied, they were slightly above screening criteria, but they 
were not at the point where there was a health risk or a potential unacceptable 
health risk either. 

 
 

9. Commenter: Doreen Silk 
 
Comment 9.1  Hi, I have been living in the neighborhood, like many of our 
other senior residents, for over 50 years, and we have been living across the 
street from these dangerous chemicals for years. And I understand that I am in 
close proximity and, as a matter of fact, my husband is undergoing a test and a 
study through UCSF, because he did contract Parkinson's. And so, you're telling 
me, and we are north of this project, but you have limited it to the houses across 
the street, when a gas plume is a gas plume, you can't say which side of the 
street it's going to go, and I am hoping that, despite the fact that I think they 
should reach farther than these building confines, which is a square block, that 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable_documents/7422520518/18190.20_2550IrvingSt-ESA.pdf
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/regulators/deliverable_documents/7422520518/18190.20_2550IrvingSt-ESA.pdf
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they should consider these immediate neighbors and clean it up and just, you 
know, mitigating it is one thing, but if you have to follow it for 10 years… who 
knows if I'll be around in 10 years? 
 
Response: DTSC hears your concerns and has taken that into consideration. 
While we have determined that the vapor intrusion mitigation system will be 
effective at protecting the health of future on-Site residents, we are still 
overseeing ongoing investigations in off-Site areas being conducted by The 
Police Credit Union and the owners of the former Albrite Cleaners. We are 
planning to conduct an indoor air investigation of the homes closest to the Site to 
the north of Irving Street. Should results show vapor intrusion is occurring, we will 
require that The Police Credit Union take additional steps to ensure the 
protection of the community, which could include expanding the indoor air 
investigation and/or cleanup measures.  
 

10. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 10.1  Why is no indoor testing being done on the south side of 
Irving Street? 
 
Response: That's a very good question. When the Credit Union was first doing 
their investigation, they investigated both the southern property and their 
northern current property. While investigating the southern property, they saw 
that there was higher concentrations adjacent to the former Albrite Cleaners at 
2511 Irving Street. 
 
DTSC looked through this data and determined that it was possible that there 
was another release associated with the operation of Albrite Cleaners. So, DTSC 
went through a detailed search, and found hazardous waste manifests that 
showed that PCE was used at Albrite in the late 1980s, before they stopped 
using it in 1990. 
 
This confirmed DTSC’s belief that there was another source, being Albrite 
Cleaners, that may have contributed to the PCE contamination, making them 
responsible for any impact south of Irving Street.   DTSC is now getting involved 
with them to conduct investigations and whatever else will be necessary to 
address the soil vapor PCE impacts south of Irving Street. 
 

11. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 11.1  Excavation sounds like a better path to clean up this Site as 
it would reduce the PCE plume for the benefit of the new residents as well as 
existing ones. Is that correct? Why was the vapor intrusion mitigation chosen 
instead? And why doesn’t DTSC push for the best possible remediation option 
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for this Site so that it benefits existing residents as well as new ones at 2550 
Irving? 
 
Response: I believe it's very difficult to choose soil excavation as its proposed in 
the Response Plan because it was intended to excavate across the site down to 
15 feet below ground surface, which would be very difficult to achieve, because 
logistically it would require 650 plus truckloads. 

 
Logistics and its impact on the community, as in the amount of construction it 
would need and the nuisance it would cause to the community makes it difficult 
for DTSC to select this as the preferred alternative for the Site. In addition, the 
effectiveness of excavation as a remedy for the soil vapor plume was fairly low 
based off the evaluation. 
 
There is, like I mentioned, a secondary release at Albrite that has stayed fairly 
stagnant, but we are still seeing some off-gassing and potential off-gassing into 
the 2550 Irving Street property. So, even if soil excavation were to occur at the 
2550 Irving Street property, there may be a chance of potential recontamination. 
Since the Response Plan proposed soil excavation with no vapor intrusion 
mitigation system, then that would also put the future residents at potential risk 
from this recontamination. So, the uncertainty, cost, difficulties in logistics, and 
impacts on the community posed by excavation led us to choose the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system as the remedy, which is more effective in the long run. 
 

12. Commenter: Kathleen 
 
Comment 12.1  In regard to effects of construction, do you know what 
foundation system TNDC expects to use and its effect on the spread of 
contamination? 
 
Response: At this time, TNDC is still finalizing its development plans so we do 
not know what foundation system they expect to use for sure, yet. The 
construction of the building at 2550 Irving Street actually has the potential to help 
reduce PCE contamination in soil vapor. By removing the existing on-Site 
building structures and pavement, PCE will have another pathway to escape into 
the outdoor air where it naturally dissipates. Following construction, the vapor 
intrusion mitigation system includes venting which will ensure that concentrations 
of PCE are unable to build-up beneath the building slab. See the Response to 
Comment 12.2 for a discussion of foundation design.  
 
Comment 12.2  For example, what does soil compaction do to the 
contamination and if they use a drilled pier foundation will it push the soil 
contamination down with that foundation system? This site will have to be 
excavated a minimum of three feet, depending on the foundation system that 
they choose. That material, once it's excavated down a minimum of three feet, 
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will have to be compacted with machinery that forces the plume downwards 
towards the groundwater table, and so… what is your experience with that 
construction technique, as it relates to soil contamination? 
 
Response: Right, I have seen that on other sites where you have a shallower 
groundwater table and in those cases the drilling down of the foundations could 
create a potential risk of contaminating groundwater with contaminated soil or 
soil vapor. But in this case, the groundwater table is at around 80 feet below the 
ground surface. In terms of soil contamination, there was no soil contamination 
found on-site directly. There was one sample of PCE that was detected at a very, 
very low concentration, almost 0.002 milligrams per kilogram above the 
laboratory reporting limit, which significantly lower than the screening levels. So, 
we would not expect any type of soil contamination to then go with the foundation 
to the groundwater table. 
 
And in terms of the PCE soil vapor plume, PCE seems to be confined in the 
upper 15 feet of the soil column, so if there were to be excavation or drilling, it 
would attenuate. But I would not expect the soil vapor plume to then re-
contaminate the groundwater. However, we will discuss and review this further 
with TNDC to ensure this will be the case before any kind of proposed 
development occurs. 
 
Comment 12.3  It sounds like with a mitigation approach you are over reliant 
on your trust in vapor intrusion prevention. 
 
Response: These go through our engineering and special projects office. These 
chemically-rated barriers and mitigation measures have various studies, are used 
at various sites, and have different efficacy and efficiency depending on the 
situation. Their effectiveness is tested and observed to be very effective in 
preventing vapor intrusion. 
 
And we’ll also be gathering Site-specific data too to validate that the vapor 
mitigation system is effective if that is the remedy chosen for the Site. 
 
Comment 12.4  Has it occurred to DTSC that TNDC lawyers have invented 3 
projects to obfuscate and confound responsibilities of the vicinity? 
 
Response: TNDC did not set up three separate projects to address the PCE 
contamination. That was established by DTSC based on the agreements 
established between TNDC, The Police Credit Union and the owners of the 
former Albrite Cleaners. TNDC is under a California Land Reuse and 
Revitalization Act (CLRRA) agreement which makes it responsible for addressing 
on-Site contamination in a manner that will provide long-term protection of the 
health and safety of future Site users. Under this type of agreement, TNDC’s 
liability stops there, and this has been set up under regulatory legislation to help 
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promote the safe and successful cleanup of contaminated properties to ensure 
they continue in their best possible use. Since there is still off-Site PCE 
contamination, The Police Credit Union has signed a voluntary cleanup 
agreement with DTSC that makes it responsible for all off-Site contamination 
north of Irving Street. DTSC has also established a similar agreement with the 
owners of the former Albrite Cleaners for contamination south of Irving Street. 
While responsibility is split between three separate parties, DTSC will ensure the 
same staff and management are responsible for providing oversight for all on- 
and off-Site activities to ensure a holistic approach to address PCE 
contamination in the neighborhood.  
 
Comment 12.5  What if the monitoring system detects vapor intrusion failure 
after the floor slab is poured? Do you have you have to jackhammer the concrete 
out to correct the failed vapor barrier? 
 
Response: Yes, there may need to be saw cutting to access and fix any issues 
with the vapor barrier itself if it is found to have been compromised. However, 
DTSC provides oversight throughout the construction process and ongoing 
monitoring after the system is operational to ensure that the system continues to 
be effective. Mistakes can happen when a contractor potentially is not aware that 
a vapor barrier is there and in which case, we would ensure any issue was 
rectified as quickly as possible. However, these situations are rare and DTSC 
has a thorough process to ensure successful monitoring and maintenance of the 
vapor mitigation system once operational.  
 

13. Commenter: Mid Sunset Neighborhood Association 
 
Comment 13.1  Hello, my name is Remasia. I live on 26th Avenue, and my 
question is all of the remediation or risk mitigation that's being discussed so far is 
limited to the 2550 Irving property. My understanding is the DTSC should protect 
all the residents of the State of California and not just the residents of a specific 
parcel of property. So, why are we not thinking more broadly about this? And I 
understand there's the legal obligation to the TNDC and the document that you 
referred to earlier, which just limits their obligation to the property, but the DTSC 
has a broader obligation to the residents of the State of California. 
 
Response: In the agreement that DTSC is under, TNDC is only responsible for 
the on-Site contamination and how to protect their future residents. However, 
DTSC is also working with the current landowner, the Credit Union, who is 
responsible for the off-Site impacts north of Irving Street. 
 
That is something we're not going to abandon or stop being involved with until we 
know that there's no risk to the community outside of the 2550 Irving Street 
project. This presentation is really just focused on the response actions that 
TNDC presented to DTSC as that is the topic of tonight’s meeting. 
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Comment 13.2   I keep hearing mitigation as something that's being 
considered, but why are we not just focusing on remediation? I guess funding is 
always an issue, but it doesn't seem to be an issue for this particular project at a 
million dollars per unit, there seems to be lots of money flowing around in support 
of it, so if we're going to do it right, why not just do it, above and beyond, and 
ensure that there's no issues for the future residents of the community at 2550 or 
elsewhere?   
 
Response: DTSC reviewed the alternatives proposed in TNDC’s draft Response 
Plan and determined that the vapor intrusion mitigation system would provide 
adequate protection for future on-Site residents. These systems are a very, very 
common mitigation measure, and based on our review of the impacts at the Site 
DTSC concurs that this will be effective in preventing any kind of risk to the on-
Site residents. Please include your preference for remediation as a written 
comment so we can consider it and bring it back to TNDC (see the Response to 
Topic 5: Preference for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) and Cleanup over 
Mitigation for DTSC’s analysis of remediation measures over mitigation 
measures).  
 
Comment 13.3  Why does the TNDC have to propose the solutions? Why 
can’t DTSC propose solutions? Isn't that like your area of expertise? 
 
Response: We work closely with Responsible Parties to discuss, recommend 
and review potential cleanup options for sites where we provide oversight. Based 
on the review of the alternatives proposed by TNDC, we concurred that a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system was an appropriate on-Site measure. After the close 
of the comment period and based on the comments received, DTSC also 
reviewed alternate cleanup methods such as soil vapor extraction and still 
determined that the vapor intrusion mitigation system was appropriate for the Site 
(see the Response to Topic 5: Preference for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) 
and Cleanup over Mitigation).  
 
Comment 13.4  What would be helpful, is to understand why the residents, 
the community, would have to rely on TNDC to provide solutions. And to Arthur's 
former point, even if the DTSC made a recommendation that this is the best 
course of action, the TNDC can just override it and propose something that is 
say, less costly or just impacts them and doesn't impact the community broadly? 
Like, I'm trying to understand why a government agency doesn't have more 
oversight of this issue, and it seems to me, is bowing to the demands and 
requirements of a private developer? 
 
Response: I misspoke earlier, and I am sorry, but we are not bowing down to the 
developer. When we evaluated the situation, we knew we had another proponent 
who was responsible for off-Site conditions. With this knowledge, we reviewed 
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the draft Response Plan prepared by TNDC that proposed a vapor intrusion 
mitigation system. Our engineering department reviewed the proposal and did 
not find it necessary for soil vapor extraction to be a remedy for this Site and that 
the remedy that they proposed was adequate. So that's why it’s up for public 
comment right now. 
 
Clearly DTSC has a responsibility to protect public health in the neighborhood, so 
we're not confining our attention to a single alternative proposed by a developer. 
We have three projects going on in the area, the project that we're talking about 
tonight is one of three and it's focused on making sure that we can do the 
redevelopment safely. There are two other projects that are going to be looking 
at the contamination in the neighborhood more broadly, and to make sure that 
we are adequately protecting the surrounding community. 
 
So, I hear what you're saying, and I just want to make it really clear that DTSC is 
committed to protecting the entire community. 
 
I should just mention, too, that our department is receiving funding to be able to 
do investigations without you know, waiting for a developer, a proponent to come 
to us to engage in a voluntary cleanup agreement or a response plan. We have 
more funding coming our way so we can more proactively investigate properties 
throughout the State. So, look to hear from us more as we continue our 
investigations around the State. 
 
Comment 13.5  I would recommend DTSC host another session that doesn’t 
directly conflict with weekday dinner schedule. Perhaps, a Saturday morning 
session when more of the community can be available to understand these 
impacts? 
 
Response: We do take into consideration what the best availability is for the 
community. And what we did find when we sent out the community letter and 
survey is that weekday evenings would be best. But we're happy to supplement 
with a Saturday morning session. We are available for briefings to any interested 
parties, so please do get in touch with us if you have a group that would like to 
participate in a Saturday morning session. Also, we're recording this meeting, so 
this will be posted and available to anyone who missed it. We do hope that folks 
who weren't able to join us view the recording and provide us with any feedback 
they have after viewing the recording. 
 

14. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 14.1  2550 on a very windy corner. What will they do to lessen the 
dust blowing into neighboring houses and yards? 
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Response: Although not required by DTSC and/or San Francisco Building Code 
and San Francisco Health Code (SFHC), Article 22B, TNDC has voluntarily 
offered to prepare a Dust Control Plan that includes a perimeter air monitoring 
program that will be submitted to the San Francisco Department of Health and 
DTSC prior to starting construction. This Dust Control Plan will lay out details of 
how they will monitor air for airborne dust and volatile organic compounds during 
construction to ensure the protection of the surrounding community. This will 
include stringent, health protective action levels and if these levels are exceeded, 
prescribed additional measures will be implemented to decrease concentrations 
to acceptable levels.  
 
Once we have the details, we’re happy to share information. And we can post 
another meeting to provide you with the details of what that plan looks like and 
how we're protecting the community. We understand that is of utmost importance 
to you.  
 

15. Commenter: Helena 
 
Comment 15.1  I’m afraid the current plume will continue flowing in the next 
two years before plugging is done when building is constructed. If it’s tested and 
deemed not dangerous later in 2021, won’t that change by 2023?  So should the 
indoor be tested again in two years in 2023?  It’s continuously flowing. So testing 
today would be just this years info. What about in two years time? 
 
Response: That's a good question. We had the Credit Union install and monitor 
the soil vapor wells north of Irving Street to monitor the PCE plume’s off-Site 
impacts. We just established what we call a baseline dataset to measure this 
data against. We also had one sampling event in September and another 
sampling event in March to account for the seasonal variations that can occur.  
 
Once we get this soil vapor sample again in September, which will also be at the 
same time as the indoor air, then we will understand if the concentrations are 
increasing, remaining the same, or decreasing. That will tell us the spatial 
distribution of this plume, because if the concentrations are increasing, then we’ll 
know the plume is moving and in what direction. 
 
So, right now, based on what we've seen in the preliminary data, it seems to be 
very stable. However, we still need the September data to confirm how this 
plume is moving. Right now it's not moving at an alarming rate, because at an 
alarming rate, you would see the concentrations increase greatly from 
September to March. But DTSC needs to confirm this with additional sampling. 
And depending on the data we receive in September, we may likely require 
additional monitoring of the situation again the following March. But again, 
September will be very telling of what the off-Site conditions are like. 
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Comment 15.2   Do indoor air cleaners help filter out PCE? 
 
Response: Active carbon filtration can absorb PCE, yes. 
 

16. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 16.1  Could you discuss exposure levels and how long term 
exposure is taken into your risk analysis? 
 
Response: The screening levels that we apply for our decision framework for 
risk management address chronic exposure scenarios, so over a lifetime. A basic 
principle of toxicology is the longer the exposure term, the lower the 
concentration is tolerated over that long term. Whereas in a very short period, a 
higher concentration would be tolerated for the same chemical. That's just a 
basic concept of toxicology, of a dose-response relationship and dose-exposure 
relationship. That being said, exposure in this case is measured by indoor air and 
outdoor air samples, because that is what we call an exposure point 
concentration. That is available for inhalation to extrapolate from soil vapor 
samples, while we have screening levels for those soil vapor concentrations in 
the neighborhood. 
 
We are assuming a model, and we are taking a very health protective and 
stringent approach to the model to inform whether we act on it or not, and in this 
case because the soil vapor concentrations exceed those screening levels, 
further action is needed. We cannot dismiss PCE as a contaminant of potential 
concern. 
 

17. Commenter: Anonymous Caller 
 
Comment 17.1  Arthur, I think I heard you say that indoor air concentrations 
for PCE are different… are rated differently… I'm not sure if I'm using the correct 
terminology… for commercial as opposed to residential air. Is that correct? And if 
they are, can you explain what the difference is and why? 
 
Response: Thank you for the question. It's actually based on the exposure time 
and exposure duration that is assumed to come up with the screening level. So, 
under a residential scenario, we assume that someone is breathing the 
concentration 24 hours a day, seven days a week, for 26 years, over a lifetime of 
70 years, from age zero, so from birth, through sensitive developmental 
milestones, through age 26. So that's a 26-year duration, acknowledging that 
specific to this community, there are people who have lived in the community 
longer. 
 
Whereas in a commercial scenario, we do not assume that a commercial worker 
is there 24 hours. We assume eight hours a day, five days a week, 250 days a 
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year for 25 years of work tenure. And those are the default assumptions of 
exposure time and duration that go into the math that come up with the 
calculation of a screening level for a residential scenario and commercial 
scenario respectively. 
 
 
Comment 17.2   Okay, so, given that information, why would the wells outside 
of these six homes be monitored without monitoring the indoor air quality of those 
potential residences and the residents living there, and, as you said, 24 hours a 
day X number of years? Why would it take the community pushing for indoor air 
quality monitoring before anybody would do that? Because it seems to me, if you 
put the wells in front of these six homes, you… someone, not necessarily the 
DTSC, but someone, suspected that there might be a problem inside these six 
homes? So why wouldn't you just be proactive, monitor the air, be done with the 
issue? 
 
Response: Well, DTSC follows a stepwise process which is typical with our 
investigations of vapor intrusion. We try to follow the vapor intrusion pathway, 
which is measure concentrations in the subsurface, and if the concentration 
warrant, move to indoor air to evaluate the pathway further. So, it is a stepwise 
process. 
 
These external soil vapor samples outside of the residences to the north, that 
was the first step in seeing whether the plume was actually encroaching that far 
north. We have data for that, and that data informed us that there is a potential, I 
would say, a small potential, but still a potential because it exceeds our screening 
level, for there to be a vapor intrusion pathway. Those concentrations do not 
mean necessarily that PCE will be detected, but we are charged with going to 
see. 
 
With community engagement and community feedback about the condition of the 
buildings and the age of the buildings, we determined that it is a good idea to go 
and look at indoor air, because the attenuation might be less than what we would 
normally expect it to be. 
 
Comment 17.3   So, then, the numbers generated that you guys are going off 
of for acceptable or unacceptable levels, are they generated by you guys at 
DTSC, or is that state or federal?   
 
Response: They're generated under a federal process, so the equations that 
inform or allow us to calculate screening levels are from the risk assessment 
guidance for superfund sites from US EPA. However, the toxicity value, as I said 
earlier, we consider in California PCE to be 25 times more toxic than EPA does, 
as a health-protective assumption to guide our investigation process. For the 
levels that we have measured outside of the residents, if US EPA had 
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jurisdiction, we would not be looking at indoor air because they would have 
screened out. 
 

18. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 18.1  You are our last resort.  TNDC, the Police Credit Union have 
only showed they care about themselves.  We need your help. As a government 
agency, funded by us taxpayers, in finding a solution that cleans up this site and 
removes our worst health fears about what PCE’s can do to us.  Don’t forget us. 
 
Response: Thank you for your comment and we take your concerns very 
seriously. 
 

19. Commenter: Diana Lau 
 
Comment 19.1  Is there a remediation plan for excavation to get rid of the 
PCE? 
 
Response: There was soil excavation proposed in the Response Plan, however, 
that evaluation was not deemed as effective as the vapor intrusion mitigation 
system with the land use restrictions and engineering controls. 
 
Comment 19.2  How big is the area of PCE invasion? Is there a map outlying 
the area and depth? 
 
Response: DTSC will learn more information about off-Site conditions, how the 
plume is migrating, and what the concentrations are like after the next sampling 
event. When we have a very robust dataset of three sampling events at that 
point, DTSC will make sure to map out the soil vapor plume as it relates to the 
south of Irving Street and north of Irving Street. 
 
This will be available on EnviroStor as part of the next monitoring plan, which will 
be taking place in September. So, the report may be available in October, or 
early November at the latest. 
 
Comment 19.3  In the use of the site as a mortuary, did you look into the 
commonly used preservatives such as formaldehyde for corpses and if these 
chemicals also caused any site contamination? 
 
Response: Yes, that was something that we looked at, but it degrades very 
quickly in the environment. However, DTSC will include in our comments to 
TNDC as part of their evaluation, that while they are monitoring the soil vapor 
mitigation system, they will have to include formaldehyde on their suite of 
analyses, to ensure that it is not impacting the building. 
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Comment 19.4  What about the East and West sides of Albrite? 
 
Response: The east and west of Albrite Cleaners will definitely be investigated. 
That's absolutely a part of the preempted plans already. And DTSC’s plans for 
having Albrite involved in the project and evaluating those areas are just so we 
have an understanding of what the conditions are like there. So, it's on the radar. 
It's coming. We just don't have definitive times yet. But of course, we will keep 
the community updated as Site activities continue. 
 
Comment 19.5  The TDNC indicated that the PCE was a common 
neighborhood contamination. But PCE comes from dry cleaners and not general 
household cleaners. Is this organization trying to misinform and try to make the 
contamination like a common thing that happens in all urban areas?? 
 
Response: Several craft glues and household cleaners continue to use trace 
amounts of PCE. This is why a survey of household products is conducted to 
identify sources other than vapor intrusion before measuring indoor air. 
 

20. Commenter: Joan Klau 
 
Comment 20.1  Given the high concentration at the center of the site that got 
flagged as unacceptable for residential use, and knowing the plume is likely 
flowing north/northwest, will you be measuring the soil vapors in the backyards to 
the north/northwest? 
 
Response: That's a good question. I would not rule that out. It will depend on 
what we see in indoor air and the monitoring wells in the street in September. 
Results may warrant an additional investigation in backyards with more vapor 
wells. This is definitely something to consider, for sure, as we continue to 
evaluate the off-Site impacts. 
 
Comment 20.2  Given the sandy soil of this site, can the plume migrate 
beyond the VIMS? 
 
Response: The vapor mitigation system will be beneath the foundation of the 
entire Site, so the system will cover the building in its entirety. That is part of the 
Design Plan. In terms of its migration, this is why we are monitoring the soil vapor 
off-Site. We do not have definitive data yet to see how it's behaving spatially, but 
this September 2021 data will clearly show what the plume’s behavior is like in 
terms of its mobility. 
 
However, we already know it is not moving at a rapid pace because you would 
see that after the first two monitoring events that have been completed, and right 
now, it does not seem to be moving at a rapid pace. But again, we can definitely 
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confirm and speak more about this plume’s migration behavior after this next 
sampling event in September. 
 
Comment 20.3 Given the chance of recontamination of the northern lot by 
the more contaminated southern lot, why not come up with a remediation plan 
that covers BOTH lots? 
 
Response: That’s a good point. It has to do with liability. So, the Albrite Cleaners 
is going to be liable for the southern impacts, once more investigations have 
taken place on their site and south of Irving Street. We are still in the very early 
process of DTSC being involved, so we are still in that evaluation phase where 
there are a lot more questions than answers.  
 
But in terms of this project with TNDC, there was enough data collected on the 
Site to determine an appropriate response action. This is what's being proposed 
here as a plan, but there's still much more work to be done in terms of the off-Site 
impact with south of Irving Street before we can effectively prepare a remedy 
selection document for those impacts. 
 
One of the best ways that DTSC can look at the area holistically is having the 
same project manager to work on these three projects, because Arthur is very 
well versed in the data that's been collected so far and he'll be looking at all three 
projects overlapping. So, I think that's probably one of our best ways of ensuring 
a holistic approach. 
 
Comment 20.4 Does PCE contamination show up in edible vegetation?  I.e., 
is it safe to eat fruits & veg grown in contaminated soil? 
 
Response: The soils in the vicinity have not shown PCE detections, likely due to 
its volatile nature and relative low concentrations at the site. Studies have shown 
that these solvents transpire out and are usually not detected in vegetables or 
fruits grown in soil contaminated with chlorinated solvents like PCE. 
 
Comment 20.5 You know that the plume’s levels to the east and west 
(measured at the street curb) are lower, but the plume is rolling north and you 
have not measured north of the site, correct? So do we know the levels to the 
north, and how far north before they drop off to an acceptable level? 
 
Response: We do have sampling locations north of the 2550 Irving Street 
property. As I mentioned, they do exceed a screening level, but they're not at the 
potential unacceptable risk level. So, again, once you exceed the screening level, 
it means more evaluations are necessary. We're proposing indoor air and we 
cannot rule out further investigations to the north, depending on how those 
results come back. But yes, they're not at a level where there’s a potential 
unacceptable risk for residential land use. That's based off soil vapor, but again, 
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we're evaluating indoor air because we want to be extra sure and extra 
protective. 
 
Comment 20.6  Yes, it’s insufficient to mitigate and protect just the 2550 
parcel/residents.  If the contamination goes beyond the border of the parcel, 
either emanating from 2550 or flowing under it from the southern lot, then the 
best solution would be to protect all the affected residents – not just those at 
2550 Irving Street.  And as someone who is raising babies and children across 
the street from a monitoring well for most of their first 26 years, I’d like to know 
the plumes beyond the borders of 2550 are removed, not just monitored for 
1/26th of their life, or mitigated just for 2550. 
 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 
 

21. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 21.1  Your mission is to protect our health from toxic harm.  You 
must require a clean up of the site!!!! 
 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 
 

22. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 22.1  Why wasn’t Soil Vapor Extraction considered as an 
alternative by TNDC? 
 
Response: As I mentioned, with the CLRRA process, TNDC does not have to 
evaluate alternatives. They can propose an alternative, but in this case, they just 
proposed soil excavation as the other remedial alternative to the vapor intrusion 
mitigation system. When DTSC reviewed the mitigation system internally, we 
deemed it an appropriate action for the site. However, as a result of the 
comments received during the comment period, DTSC also evaluated soil vapor 
extraction as a possible alternative but determined that the vapor intrusion 
mitigation system would still be the most protective option for the Site. Please 
see the Response to Topic 5: Preference for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) and 
Cleanup over Mitigation. 
 

23. Commenter: Anonymous Caller 
 
Comment 23.1  With your knowledge and expertise, knowing what you know, 
I'm wondering how comfortable you guys would feel with soil vapor extraction, as 
opposed to the mitigation of a vapor barrier if you were living in this building or 
this neighborhood. Would you feel safe? Which would make you feel safer or 
more comfortable? 
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Response: So, the way that I would look at that is, it depends on the data that 
we generate. Right? Both systems are monitored to make sure that they're 
protective, so obviously if a system fails, we are not going to be comfortable with 
it. We would not be comfortable with it for the community, we would not be 
comfortable with it for ourselves. So, it really depends on what the data show us 
on the operation of these systems. 
 

24. Commenter: Robert Ho 
 
Comment 24.1  Do you really have a good grasp of how much toxins are in 
the ground and how widespread the problem is? 
 
Response: Based off the data that we have so far, we feel like we have an 
understanding of the plume’s extent. However, we are still evaluating, and 
especially on the south side of Irving Street, there's still much more work to be 
done. I want you all to know… these sites are very much on the front of our 
radar. It is very much a part of my life, and so I am very much going to continue 
evaluating, investigating, and doing whatever is needed to make sure that the 
community is protected. 
 

25. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 25.1  As a tax payer funded agency, why doesn’t DTSC push for 
the best possible remediation option for this site so that it benefits existing 
residents as well as new ones at 2550 Irving? For example, push for extraction 
as opposed to the vapor intrusion 
 
Response: Yes, we are in this agreement with this particular proponent at this 
Site. When DTSC evaluated the Response Plan, it was limited to the Site itself. 
However, as a result of the comments received throughout the comment period 
DTSC also evaluated soil vapor extraction as a possible remedial alternative for 
the Site. However, it was determined that a vapor intrusion mitigation system 
would still be the best alternative for the Site. For more details, please see the 
Response to Topic 5: Preference for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) and 
Cleanup over Mitigation.  
 
DTSC is a cost recovery organization, not everything is funded by taxpayers. We 
do see cost recovery from our proponents and responsible parties. That means 
we are largely funded by the entities that come to us either proposing a 
redevelopment and wanting our oversight for the redevelopment, or a 
responsible party responsible for contamination of a site. So, a large proportion 
of our funding comes directly from what the community might call the polluters. 
 

26. Commenter: Yi-Kuan Lee 
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Comment 26.1  Does public comment determine the appropriate response 
plan?  Why?  If the public wants vapor extraction, will that be considered? 
 
Response: Yes, we will definitely consider these comments. We have the public 
comment period to hear from the public because we consider your comments 
with a lot of weight.  
 

27. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 27.1  Then why not do both, excavation and vapor intrusion? 
 
Response: I believe that it has to do with more of a cost analysis and the costs 
would be pretty exorbitant from my understanding. After further review DTSC has 
determined that the vapor intrusion mitigation system will be sufficient to provide 
long-term protection of on-Site residents meeting the cleanup goals of the 
Response Plan.  
 

28. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 28.1  What information do you currently have that the north and 
south plumes may have come together.  How do you assign responsibility at that 
point?  Will there be more investigation needed to determine this? 
 
Response: If that were the case, and the data can prove that they both are 
commingled on Irving Street, then that could be the responsibility of both 
proponents, the Credit Union and Albrite Cleaners. As we investigate more, as 
we have more understanding of the plumes, then we can start to understand 
what the best course of action is and who is responsible for it. 
 

29. Commenter: Richard 
 
Comment 29.1  Would an immunocompromised patient (with autoimmune 
hemolytic anemia) living next to the proposed site be more susceptible to lower 
threshold of PCE level? 
 
Response: Concentrations at or near the screening level are intended to be 
protective of sensitive populations, which are evaluated in the toxicity 
assessment of the chemical. 
 

30. Commenter : Mei  
 
Comment 30.1  We want remediation of the block not just mitigation of 2550. 
That hurts the neighborhood and it will damage the relations between the people 
who live in the protected building and the rest of us. 
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Response: DTSC is very interested in the larger PCE contamination issue in the 
neighborhood, not just the on-Site residents. It may appear to be a piecemeal 
approach, but DTSC’s project manager will be look at all of these projects and 
how they come together. This meeting is for the public comment period for this 
particular Site within these particular boundaries. But in future meetings, we will 
do our best to share the intersection of all these investigations and provide a 
more holistic approach. Thank you for that comment. 
 

31. Commenter : Leyla Alieva 
 
Comment 31.1  As I understand, TNDC’s loan for 2550 Irving is contingent 
on the fact that DTSC is happy with and approves the mitigation plan. So it 
seems like DTSC has the power to push for the best possible solution here. Why 
doesn’t DTSC push for the best possible solution then? 
 
Response: You know, the best possible solution is very subjective in this case 
because while we have enough information to determine an appropriate on-Site 
response action to allow for the development, we do not have enough data to 
conclude what the best possible solution will be to address off-Site 
contamination. I'm assuming you're saying soil vapor extraction is the best 
possible solution…that is an unknown in this. Under the agreement TNDC has 
with DTSC, they only had to propose one response action. They did two. 
 
When DTSC evaluated their Response Plan, we could only evaluate the data we 
were provided with and we determined that the vapor intrusion mitigation system 
would be effective at addressing the contamination TNDC is responsible for 
addressing, which is solely within their property boundaries. And I know it's 
difficult to hear, but that's where TNDC is and that's where this Response Plan is 
geared towards. 
 
DTSC would not accept a response, a proposed response, that wasn't fully 
protective of human health, so that threshold has to be met by any alternative or 
any remedy that is proposed. So, then, a number of other criteria might come into 
play and community acceptance is one of those criteria. And that's why we're 
here tonight, to take the community's input. 
 
Comment 31.2 For example, push for both extraction and vapor intrusion 
 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 

 
32. Commenter: YY 

 
Comment 32.1  Has there been class action lawsuit in the past regarding 
insufficient PCE mitigation plan from a developer of a piece of land? 
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Response: I'm not sure actually. I have not heard of one, but I don't know. It's 
possible. 
 

33. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 33.1  So if you are a cost-recovery agency, then does TNDC 
directly pay to DTSC for this process? 
 
Response: Yes, they cover the cost of the project that they bring to us for 
oversight. That does not mean that they have the ability to control the way that 
we conduct our oversight, or the types of comments we might make, or the input 
that we have to the project. That's based on science, and engineering, and our 
commitment to protect public health. 
 

34. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 34.1  I am sending a +1 for vapor intrusion mitigation and 
extraction as my community response.  I am one of the immediate neighbors that 
are heavily impacted by the development and contamination. 
 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 
 

35. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 35.1  How difficult is it to clean up the toxin completely? 
 
Response: That's a tough question to answer. I can't speak to that just yet, 
because you would have to evaluate a remedy and we would have to see how 
effective that remedy would be, given the Site conditions and the contamination. 
It's tough to say right now. 
 
We will have more information to share as we continue to do the other 
investigations. As the project progresses and remedies become more realized, 
we will absolutely keep the public involved. And you will have more information 
on how effective this will be, and how it will impact the community. We are just 
getting started here. 
 

36. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 36.1  This development will span the whole block and come with a 
massive amount of funding from the city, state and federal levels. This seems like 
a perfect opportunity for the DTSC to demand now that the TNDC’s plan include 
both extraction and vapor intrusion mitigation for the best benefit for the 
neighborhood as there might not be another opportunity like this for this 
community. 
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Response: Thank you, we’ll take that as a comment. 
 

37. Commenter: Jean 
 
Comment 37.1  Does it make more sense to clean it up completely before 
you actually start building anything on it? 
 
Response: Again, you have to evaluate the proposed remedy and everything, 
but based off what our engineers and what we at DTSC reviewed in the 
Response Plan, the vapor intrusion mitigation system as proposed is very 
protective. And, of course, we have you know caveats tied with how to sample, 
monitor, and everything tied to it, to make sure that it is protective and the people 
and the future residents will be protected. 
 
Comment 37.2 Hi, I asked questions earlier because… about how difficult it 
is to clean up the toxin, because I heard like you say, “Well we're going to do all 
these monitoring, we're going to do all that, while we're working on it.” That just 
seems so dangerous. What if there's something slip through the crack and 
then…   
 
Because from my standpoint, is always to clean up, thorough clean up of 
everything, then you build on it. It will be safer to say, “Hey let's build on toxic 
land first and then increase, like put on these barriers and then let's hope that 
nothing happens…” I mean, what's going to happen to people living there? I 
mean, it’s going to be families. 
 
I mean just because it's low income people doesn't mean that their life doesn't 
matter, you know? I mean, I'm really concerned about this, because I feel like this 
is something that doesn't seem right. If you're going to do something right, you 
should do it from the start. 
 
If you don't know how much it's going to cost to do, then you wait and do more 
research, provide that before? Then you analyze to see if this plan is actually, 
you know, feasible to do. Sometimes the land might not be, or it will cost too 
much. Because I'm a taxpayer, I don't want my money to be wasted… you know, 
on doing something that's extra and not safe. I mean we built these affordable 
housing to help people, not to put them in like, some sort of “we don't know,” you 
know. I'm concerned about this because my mom, my dad passed away from 
cancer. 
 
And my mom she… a couple years ago, you know she has surgery. So, this is 
very you know, this is very real. Cancer is very real. You don't know yet. So, I 
mean, are you going to like you know… 
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I mean to me, the easiest thing is to clean this up and reuse this land. I don't 
understand why you have to like build on it first when there's so many issues. 
 
Response: In the Response Plan, TNDC proposes a measure that prevents 
vapor intrusion, which is the media where the contaminant concern lies. There 
are measures in place to prevent that from impacting the future residents there. 
 
Comment 37.3  Are they one hundred percent fool-proof though? That’s my 
question. 
 
Response: The measures are very effective remedies that are used throughout 
the state with concentrations much greater than what we find here and they are 
very effective in preventing vapor intrusion. 
 
Under the operations and maintenance plan for a vapor mitigation system as the 
one proposed in the Response Plan, it would undergo several rounds of 
monitoring, which may include sampling the sub-slab for soil vapor and doing 
indoor air sampling. It would undergo an engineering review at the DTSC and 
would undergo annual inspections. 
 
It's a very common remedial alternative that's selected as such sites where 
volatile organic compounds are contaminating the subsurface, because of the 
ubiquity of volatile organic compounds in the Bay Area. 
 
And, just to be clear that validation, that data collection, happens before 
occupancy is allowed in these buildings. Then, once the buildings are occupied, 
the monitoring continues over time. 
 
Comment 37.4  So, what happens if people start moving in, and then you 
monitor, and then there's something leak out? Then there will be additional costs, 
continue costs, right, to go into it, right? 
 
Then that's my question: wouldn’t it be more effective to, when you have nothing 
on the land right now, wouldn’t it be easier to just clean it up first? Versus where 
you have like buildings and people in it, then you're trying to clean up using 
jackhammer whatever. Wouldn't that be more disruptive and costly? 
 
Response: Theoretically if this system didn't work, people would not be able to 
occupy the property, because the air's sampled before occupancy. DTSC has the 
authority to allow building permits to close out. DTSC gives an approval for 
occupancy. And if the levels are not at the levels that we find adequate for people 
to be there, then there will be no occupancy.  
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Comment 37.5  Well, I see what you're saying, but do you see what I'm 
saying? We already spend like 100 million building this thing, but then there's no 
occupancy? 
 
If it's like the air? Does that even make sense? You know what I mean? That's 
what I'm trying to say. Like what if you built this thing and then the whatever 
measure you guys try to do does not work and there's, yeah. Just say, “Okay, 
people can live in it now.” You have the seven story building that taxpayers 
spend like what 100 million dollar in building this over the course of how many 
years and it's sitting there still. 
 
Response: Right. So, it's not like no one would be able to live here ever. Instead, 
there are more measures that would need to take place, these systems also 
have the capability of being active, which increases their effectiveness, and that 
can also lower levels in the air. But again, it is not like the building is just going to 
be abandoned if we determine the levels are not safe for occupancy after 
construction. We can take additional measures. And it's early to speak on that, 
but that would be the game plan if that were to happen. 
 
These systems can be upgraded. So once again, our processes are always data 
driven, so if we see problematic data, we usually have decision rules and 
response actions that can address and ameliorate the concentrations. 
 
So, with a vapor intrusion mitigation system DTSC can require the conversion of 
a system from a passive system, a passive ventilation system for vapor 
mitigation, to an active one, where you are actually running fans and actively 
ventilating the subsurface. 

 
38. Commenter: Anonymous Caller 

 
Comment 38.1  Previously, one of our community members asked if public 
comment would help inform DTSC of a potential remedy, if we are so allowed 
and if we wanted vapor extraction as the remedy, would that be considered? And 
I just want to go on record saying I want vapor extraction. 
 
Response: Thank you so much for your comment. 
 

39. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 39.1  If you discover a problem while monitoring how does it get 
fixed? 
 
Response: In the monitoring process, if we do see a level rise above that 
unacceptable risk level, if it starts to show concentrations, even outside of 
someone's home, of a risk level that may be potentially unacceptable or harmful, 
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then DTSC will take an imminent action to make sure that the receptors, people 
in the area, are safe. And that can be a variety of things: increasing ventilation, 
going on site… There are many different things that we could do, but I will let you 
know the DTSC, depending on what the levels were like and what the media was 
that was impacted, there would be an immediate action. It would not be a wait 
and see kind of situation. 
 

40. Commenter: Anonymous Attendee 
 
Comment 40.1 I totally agree with Jean! 
 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 
 

41. Commenter : ‘celestemarty’ 
 
Comment 41.1 Thank you for your time and expertise in answering our 
questions 

 
Response: Thank you for your comment. 
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Attachment 1 

DTSC Community Update and Public Notice



JULY 2021 

COMMUNITY UPDATE 
Department of Toxic Substances Control – Our mission is to protect the people, communities, and environment of California from 
harmful chemicals by cleaning up contaminated sites, enforcing hazardous waste laws, and compelling the development of safer products. 

Public Comment Period for 2550 Irving Street 
Draft Response Plan Available for Review 
 
The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) invites you to review and comment 
on the draft Response Plan for 2550 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA 94122 (Site). The Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) is proposing to build an affordable housing complex 
on the property. TNDC is responsible for addressing on-site contamination to support future property 
redevelopment. The draft Response Plan proposes the installation of a vapor intrusion mitigation 
system underneath the proposed building. This vapor mitigation system is a barrier that is installed as 
part of the building foundation to prevent tetrachloroethylene (PCE) found in soil vapor (spaces 
between soil particles) at the Site from entering the indoor air.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
July 12, 2021 TO August 13, 2021 

DTSC invites you to review and comment on the draft Response Plan for the 2550 Irving Street. All 
comments must be mailed or emailed by August 13, 2021 to:  
Arthur Machado 
DTSC Project Manager 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov  
 
REMOTE PUBLIC MEETING: DTSC will host a remote public meeting to provide information on the 
draft Response Plan, answer questions and receive public comments: 
Date: Thursday, July 22, 2021 
Time: 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. 
Link: https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving   
Phone Number: Call 1-669-900-9128 and enter Meeting ID 849 7778 3128# 
Contact Asha Setty, DTSC Public Participation Specialist, at (510) 540-3910, toll-free at (866) 495-
5651 or Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov for assistance. 
 
Site History and Environmental Investigations 
The 0.44-acre Site housed several businesses from 1895 to 1946, including a drugstore, two gas 
stations, and a dry cleaner. In 1966, the property was used as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The 
funeral business operated until 1985, when the building was modified for its current use as a bank. 

mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving
mailto:Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov


 

The property has been owned by The Police Credit Union since 1987. Environmental investigations 
conducted in 2019 and 2020 found PCE above environmental screening levels in soil vapor at the 
Site, at the adjacent parking lot, and along Irving Street. PCE was not detected above screening 
levels in soil or groundwater on-site. PCE is a volatile organic compound that is commonly used in 
dry-cleaning operations and in household products such as cleaning supplies, paints, adhesives and 
air fresheners. The California Air Resources Board is phasing PCE out of dry-cleaning operations by 
2023. Sampling results indicate that the indoor air of The Police Credit Union is acceptable for 
workers and customers. 
 
The levels of PCE at the Site are suitable for commercial/industrial use. Action is needed in order to 
ensure the Site is suitable for residential use. Environmental investigations for areas along Irving 
Street indicate that PCE in soil vapor is within the acceptable risk range for residential use. The 
Police Credit Union is responsible for monitoring off-site contamination. DTSC will prepare a separate 
mailer to update the community about this monitoring. In addition, DTSC will be providing oversight 
for the investigation of the former Albright Cleaners located across the street (2511 Irving Street) and 
will prepare an additional mailer for this process.  

Draft Response Plan 
The draft Response Plan evaluates engineering controls and recommends a preferred method to 
address on-Site contamination. The proposed remedy includes: 

• Incorporating a vapor intrusion mitigation system under the foundation of the future building.  
This system consists of an engineered barrier and piping that allows contaminants in soil vapor 
to be vented into the atmosphere above the building where they will naturally dissipate. 

• Installing plugs along underground utility corridors and sealing utility piping to prevent vapors 
from travelling into or off-site. 

• Collecting samples to confirm the vapor intrusion mitigation system is operating as designed 
prior to building occupancy.  

• Recording a land use covenant to allow residential use of the property with a vapor intrusion 
mitigation system.  

• Monitoring and maintaining the system to ensure it remains effective. 
 

If the draft Response Plan is approved, it is anticipated that the demolition of the existing building and 
construction of the new building would begin in 2023. A work notice would be mailed to the 
community prior to the start of work.  
 
Safety Measures  
The vapor intrusion mitigation system would be installed at the same time the building is constructed.  
To protect the health of the community during this work, the following engineering controls and safety  
measures would be used:  

• Active work areas would be fenced off and include Site signage with a phone number to report 
any concerns. 



 

• Dust monitoring would occur upwind and downwind of excavation areas and along the Site 
perimeter. 

• Various methods would be used to control dust including water, spray foam, and plastic 
sheeting. 

 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)  
DTSC will prepare a Notice of Exemption for this affordable housing project because it is exempt from 
CEQA under California Senate Bill 35. The Notice of Exemption would be filed with the State 
Clearinghouse after project approval. 
 
Next Steps  
DTSC will review and consider all public comments before making a decision on the draft Response 
Plan for the project. At the end of the public comment period, DTSC will evaluate all comments 
received and make any necessary changes to these documents. DTSC will send a Response to 
Comments document to all those who submit comments and provide their contact information.  
 
Information Repositories  
You can review a hard copy of the draft Response Plan at the following location:  

• DTSC Berkeley Office, located at 700 Heinz Avenue, Berkeley, CA 94710. Please call the 
office at (510) 540-2122 to make an appointment to view the documents. 

• To review the draft Response Plan and related documents online, please visit: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (type site code 60003063 and select from the drop-
down menu) 

• For air monitoring results and additional technical documents online, please visit: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (type site code 60003000 and select from the drop-
down menu) 

 
DTSC Contact Information  

• Arthur Machado, Project Manager at (415) 723-0792  or Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov  
• Asha Setty, Public Participation Specialist at (510) 540-3910, toll-free at (866) 495- 5651 or 

Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov 
• For Media Inquiries: Russ Edmondson, Public Information Officer, (916) 323-3372 or 

Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov


 

 
Figure 1: Site Location and Soil Vapor Sampling Locations 

 



清理項目 2021年 7月 

社區進展通報 
有毒物質控制局– 我們的使命是通過清潔受污染的場地、實施危險廢棄物相關法律、並强制製造化學屬性安全的

產品來保護加利福尼亞州人民、社區和環境免受有害化學物質的影響。 

歐文街 2550 號的公眾意見徵詢期 

應對計劃草案現可供審查 
 

加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)邀請您對加州舊金山歐文街2550號（郵編94122）（場地）的應對

計劃草案進行審查和評論。 田德隆鄰里開發公司(TNDC) 提議在該物業上建造一棟可負擔住房。 田德

隆鄰里開發公司(TNDC)  負責解決現場污染問題，以支持未來的物業重建。 響應計劃草案建議在擬建

建築物下方安裝蒸汽入侵緩解系統。 該蒸氣緩解系統是作為建築物地基的一部分所安裝的屏障，以防

止場地土壤蒸氣（土壤顆粒之間的空間）中發現的四氯乙烯 (PCE) 進入室內空氣。 

 

公眾評論期 

2021年7月12日至2021年8月13日 

加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)邀請您對歐文街 2550號的響應計劃草案進行審查和評論。 所有

評論必須在 2021 年 8月 13日之前郵寄或通過電子郵件發送至:  

Arthur Machado/阿瑟·查多 

DTSC Project Manager/DTSC 項目經理 

地址：700 Heinz Avenue 

Berkeley, CA 94710 

電郵：Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov  

 

遠程公開會議：加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)將舉辦遠程公開會議，以提供有關響應計劃草案

的信息、回答問題並接收公眾意見: 

日期: 2021年 7月 22日，星期四 

時間: 下午 6點半至晚上 8點半。 

鏈接: https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving 

電話號碼: 撥打 1-669-900-9128並輸入會議 ID 849 7778 3128# 

聯繫 加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)公共參與專家阿莎·塞蒂 （Asha Setty）, 電話 (510) 

540-3910, 免費電話 (866) 495-5651 或電郵 Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov 尋求幫助。 

 

 

 

mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving
mailto:Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov


 

 

 

場地歷史和環境調查 

從 1895 年到 1946 年，這個佔地 0.44 英畝的場地上設有多家企業，包括一家藥店、兩個加油站和一

家乾洗店。 1966 年，該物業被用作太平間和葬禮教堂。殯葬業務一直經營到 1985 年，當時該建築被

改建為目前的銀行。該物業自 1987 年以來一直歸警察信用合作社所有。 2019 年和 2020 年進行的環

境調查發現，現場、鄰近停車場和歐文街沿線的土壤蒸氣中的四氯乙烯（PCE ）高於環境篩檢標準。在

現場土壤或地下水中未檢測到高於篩檢標準的四氯乙烯（PCE ）。四氯乙烯（PCE ）是一種揮發性有機

化合物，常用於乾洗店運營和家用產品，如清潔用品、油漆、粘合劑和空氣清新劑。加州空氣資源委員

會將在 2023 年之前逐步淘汰乾洗業務。抽樣結果表明，警察信用合作社的室內空氣對工人和客戶來說

是可以接受的。 

 

現場的四氯乙烯（PCE ）水平適合商業/工業用途。需要採取行動以確保該場地適合住宅使用。歐文街

沿線地區的環境調查表明，土壤蒸氣中的四氯乙烯（PCE ）在住宅使用的可接受風險範圍內。警察信用

合作社負責監測場外污染。 加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)將準備一個單獨的郵寄傳單來向社區

更新有關此監控的信息。此外，加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)將對位於街對面（歐文街 2511 

號）的前奧爾布賴特乾洗店的調查進行監督，並將為此過程準備一份額外的郵寄傳單。 

應對計劃草案 

應對計劃草案對工程控制加以評估並推薦首選方法來解決現場污染。提議的整治措施包括： 

• 在未來建築的地基下加入蒸汽入侵緩解系統。該系統由工程屏障和管道組成，允許土壤蒸氣中的

污染物排放到建築物上方的大氣中，然後自然消散。 

• 沿地下公用設施走廊安裝塞子並密封公用設施管道，以防止蒸汽進入或離開現場。 

• 收集樣本以確認蒸氣入侵緩解系統在入住建築物之前按設計運行。 

• 登記土地使用契約，允許使用蒸汽入侵緩解系統將該物業用於住宅用途。 

• 監控和維護蒸汽入侵緩解系統以確保其保持有效。 

如果應對計劃草案獲得批准，預計2023 年將開始拆除現有建築和建造新建築。工作開始前將向社區郵

寄工程作業通知。 

 

安全措施  

蒸汽入侵緩解系統將在建造建築物的同時安裝。為了在這項工程中保護社區的健康，將使用以下工程控

制和安全措施： 

• 施工區將被圍起來，並包括帶有電話號碼的場地標牌，以便報告任何問題。 

• 將在開挖區域的上風向和下風向以及沿場地周邊進行粉塵監測。 

• 將使用各種方法來控制灰塵，包括噴水、噴泡沫和遮蓋塑料布。 

 

加州環境質量法案 (CEQA) 

加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)將為這個可負擔住房項目起草一份豁免通知，因為它根據加州參

議院第 35 號法案免於加州環境質量法案 (CEQA)。在項目批准後，豁免通知將提交給州規劃研究局。 



 

 

 

後續步驟  

加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC) 將在對項目的應對計劃草案做出決定之前審查和考慮所有公眾意

見。在公眾意見徵詢期結束時，加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC) 將評估收到的所有意見並對這些

文件進行必要的更改。 加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC) 將向所有提交評論並提供其聯繫信息的

人發送評論回复文件。 

 

資料庫  

您可以在以下地點查看響應計劃草案的紙質副本:  

• 加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)  伯克利市辦公室，地址為 700 Heinz Avenue, 

Berkeley, CA 94710。請致電 (510) 540-2122 與該辦公室預約查看文件。 

• 欲在線查看響應計劃草案和相關文件，請訪問： 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (輸入場地代碼 60003063  

並從下拉菜單中選擇) 

• 有關在線空氣監測結果和其他技術文件，請訪問：

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (輸入場地代碼 60003000  

並從下拉菜單中選擇) 

 

加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)   聯係方式  

 

• 項 目 經 理 阿 瑟 · 查 多 （ Arthur Machado ） ， 電 話  (415) 723-0792  或 電 郵 

Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov   

• 公共參與專家阿莎·塞蒂 （Asha Setty）, 電話 (510) 540-3910, 免費電話 (866) 495-5651 

或電郵 Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov  

• 媒體諮詢：公共信息官拉斯·埃德蒙森（Russ Edmondson），電話 (916) 323-3372 或電郵 

Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov  

 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov


 

 

 
圖 1：場地位置和土壤蒸汽採樣位置 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



JULY 2021 

DTSC PUBLIC NOTICE 
Department of Toxic Substances Control – Our mission is to protect the people, communities, and environment of California from harmful chemicals 
by cleaning up contaminated sites, enforcing hazardous waste laws, and compelling the development of safer products. 

Public Comment Period for 2550 Irving Street, San Francisco 
Draft Response Plan Available for Review 
 

WHAT IS BEING PROPOSED? The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
invites you to review and comment on the proposed draft Response Plan for the 2550 Irving Street 
property in San Francisco, CA 94122 (Site). The Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation 
(TNDC) is proposing to build an affordable housing complex on the property. TNDC is responsible for 
addressing on-site contamination to support future property redevelopment. The draft Response Plan 
proposes the installation of a vapor intrusion mitigation system underneath the proposed building. 
This vapor mitigation system is an engineered barrier paired with a network of perforated piping. It 
would be installed as part of the building foundation to prevent tetrachloroethylene (PCE) found in soil 
vapor (spaces between soil particles) at the Site from entering the indoor air. Environmental 
investigations conducted in 2019 and 2020 found PCE above screening levels in soil vapor at the 
Site, at the adjacent parking lot, and along Irving Street. PCE was not detected above screening 
levels in soil or groundwater on-site. The draft Response Plan proposes the installation of a vapor 
intrusion mitigation system to support future property redevelopment. This system is a barrier that is 
installed as part of the building foundation to prevent PCE from entering indoor air. It would be 
monitored and maintained for a minimum of 30 years, and a land use covenant would restrict 
residential use of the property unless the vapor intrusion mitigation system is in place. 
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA): DTSC will prepare a Notice of Exemption 
for this affordable housing project because it is exempt from CEQA under California Senate Bill 35.  
 
HOW DO I PARTICIPATE? During the public comment period, from July 12, 2021 to August 13, 
2021, you can review the draft Response Plan. Please send comments no later than August 13, 
2021 to: Arthur Machado, Project Manager, DTSC Berkeley Office, 700 Heinz Avenue, Berkeley, CA 
94710 or at Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov. You are invited to attend a remote public meeting on 
July 22, 2021 from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. at https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving  or call 1-669-900-
9128 and Meeting ID 849 7778 3128#. 
 
WHERE DO I GET MORE INFORMATION? To review the draft Response Plan and related 
documents, please visit: https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (site codes 60003063 and 
60003000). You may also contact DTSC staff for more information: Arthur Machado, Project Manager 
at (415) 723-0792 or Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov; Asha Setty, Public Participation Specialist at 
(510) 540-3910, toll-free at (866) 495-5651 or Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov; For Media Inquiries: Russ 
Edmondson, Public Information Officer, (916) 323-3372 or Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov

 

mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov


 2021年 7月 

有毒物質控制局通告 
有毒物質控制局– 我們的使命是通過清潔受污染的場地、實施危險廢棄物相關法律、並强制製造化學屬性安全的

產品來保護加利福尼亞州人民、社區和環境免受有害化學物質的影響。 

舊金山歐文街 2550 號公眾意見徵詢期 
應對計劃草案現供審查 
 

有何建議？加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制部 (DTSC) 邀請您審查和評論針對加利福尼亞州舊金山歐文街2550

號（郵編94122）（場地）的應對計劃草案進行審查和評論。 田德隆鄰里開發公司(TNDC) 提議在該物

業上建造一棟可負擔住房。 田德隆鄰里開發公司(TNDC) 負責解決現場污染問題，以支持未來的物業重

建。響應計劃草案提議在擬建建築物下方安裝蒸汽入侵緩解系統。這種蒸汽緩解系統是一種工程屏障，與

穿孔管道網絡配對。它將作為建築物基礎的一部分安裝，以防止場地土壤蒸氣（土壤顆粒之間的空間）中

發現的四氯乙烯 (PCE) 進入室內空氣。2019 年和 2020 年進行的環境調查發現，場地、鄰近停車場和歐

文街沿線的土壤蒸氣中四氯乙烯 (PCE)  高於環境篩檢標準。在現場土壤或地下水中未檢測到高於篩檢標

準的四氯乙烯 (PCE)。響應計劃草案建議安裝蒸汽入侵緩解系統，以支持未來的物業重建。該系統是作為

建築物基礎的一部分安裝的屏障，以防止四氯乙烯 (PCE)  進入室內空氣。它將受到至少 30 年的監控和

維護，除非安裝了蒸汽入侵緩解系統，否則土地使用契約將限制該物業的住宅用途。 

 

加州環境質量法案 (CEQA): 加利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC)將為這個可負擔住房項目起草一份豁

免通知，因為它根據加州參議院第 35 號法案免於加州環境質量法案 (CEQA)。 

 

我如何參與？在 2021 年 7月 12 日至 2021 年 8月 13日的公眾意見徵詢期內，您可以審核響應計劃草案。

請在 2021 年 8 月 13 日之前將評論發送至：: Arthur Machado, Project Manager, DTSC Berkeley 

Office, 700 Heinz Avenue, Berkeley, CA 94710 或電郵 Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov. 您受邀參加 

2021 年 7 月 22 日下午 6:30 到晚上 8:30舉行的遠程公開會議。鏈接 

https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving 或致電 1-669-900-9128 ，會議 ID 849 7778 3128#。 

 

我從哪裡獲得更多信息？ 欲在線查看響應計劃草案和相關文件，請訪問: 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ (場地代碼 60003063 和 60003000)。 您也可以聯繫加

利福尼亞州有毒物質控制局 (DTSC) 工作人員了解更多信息：項目經理阿瑟·查多（Arthur 

Machado），電話 (415) 723-0792  或電郵 Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov；公共參與專家阿莎·塞蒂 

（Asha Setty）, 電話 (510) 540-3910, 免費電話 (866) 495-5651 或電郵 

Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov; 媒體諮詢：公共信息官拉斯·埃德蒙森（Russ Edmondson），電話 (916) 

323-3372 或電郵 Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov. 

 

mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
https://tinyurl.com/2550Irving
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
mailto:Arthur.Machado@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Asha.Setty@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Russ.Edmondson@dtsc.ca.gov
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July 26, 2021 
 
Arthur Machado  
DTSC Project Manager 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
 
 
Re:  Draft Response Plan for 2550 Irving St. 
 
  
Dear Mr. Machado, 
 
Thank you for providing a notice of availability of the draft response plan for the above site.  I 
live in the vicinity of 2550 Irving Street and am submitting these comments on the draft 
response plan for this site. 
 
I have several concerns about the proposed plan: 
 

1. It does not propose any actual removal of PCE found in soil vapor at the site above 
acceptable levels for a residential use and fails to convincingly justify the alternative 
selected.   

2. It does not take environmental justice considerations into account even though the site 
is proposed for families seeking affordable housing and will undoubtedly serve minority 
populations. 

3. It does not discuss all proposed potential remedial options for the site. 
4. It does not provide a serious proposal for how it will assure that 

engineered/institutional controls will be maintained and complied with for the life of 
the project. 

 
Response Plan Choice Not Adequately Supported. 
 
The proposed plan relies entirely on engineering  and institutional controls. Why is no real 
consideration given to removal of PCE in soil vapor from the site?  The stated justification of 
cost and possible recontamination of the site by offsite sources seems inadequate.  While 
removal is more expensive, no suggestion is made that it is infeasible.  The statement that 
offsite sources will possibly recontaminate the site is not explored in any detail.  Further, the 
likelihood of recontamination seems contradicted by DTSC’s own notice of public comment on 
the plan.  DTSC’s notice states that PCE levels immediately offsite on Irving Street are within 
acceptable levels for residential use and will be monitored by the Police Credit Union.  This 
information suggests that a concern may be offsite migration from the site to Irving Street 
rather than the other way around.  While elevated levels of PCE in soil vapor appear to be likely 
associated with the Albright Cleaners site on the other side of Irving Street, the DTSC notice 
states that DTSC will be providing oversight for the investigation of that site.  Given the 



available information, no facts support the conclusion that offsite sources will likely 
recontaminate the site.  The draft plan needs to provide more analysis of the feasibility of 
simply removing soil from the site that is causing the onsite – and possibly offsite - problem.  A 
further justification needs to be provided as to why recontamination of the site is likely if site 
soil is removed. 
 
Environmental Justice Considerations Overlooked. 
 
The draft response plan does not discuss environmental justice considerations.  While the 
immediate neighbors have a voice, it is not clear whether the proposed future low-income 
occupants of the site have a voice too.  I understand that the housing will be designed for 
families.  The vast majority of persons with the lowest incomes in San Francisco are nonwhite.1 
It is reasonable to presume that the housing at this site will largely serve a minority population 
with children.  If this was a market rate development, would the developer choose to leave all 
of the contamination at the site with no effort made to clean it up?  How does the proposed 
plan compare to response plans at market rate housing sites?  Some discussion is needed in the 
plan to demonstrate that the draft plan for this site favorably compares to other housing sites 
with comparable problems.  This affordable housing site should not be treated to a less 
rigorous cleanup than market rate housing sites.  
 
Incomplete Remedial Options Considered.  
 
The response plan only considers soil removal and engineered/institutional solutions.  Why is 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) not analyzed as an option?  Is it infeasible for some reason at this 
site?  We don’t know whether SVE is feasible because the response plan does not mention this 
possible remedial technique.  The plan should be revised to evaluation SVE as a remedial 
option. 
 
Long-Term Use of Engineering/Institutional Controls Needs Further Analysis. 
 
The response plan relies on an installed vapor intrusion mitigation system operating effectively 
for the life of the project.  To be effective, it has to be inspected and maintained adequately.  
The response plan does not discuss how long the building is expected to remain at the site but 
residential buildings in the immediately adjacent blocks such as on my block are over 100 years 
old.  The cost estimate for the proposed plan only assumes the filing of 24 annual reports of 
how the system is operating.  Will the soil vapor go away after 24 years or will the building be 
removed?  Alternatively, is longer term inspection, maintenance and reporting going to be 
needed?  Does the proposed cost estimate truly include all of the costs associated with 
inspection, maintenance and reporting for the life of the building at this site? Affordable 
housing in San Francisco has a history of failed maintenance.  Is it realistic to expect that the 
engineered controls will truly be maintained for the life of the project and funds will be 
available to pay for the costs of doing so? The long-term maintenance of the engineered 

 
1 San Francisco Housing Needs and Trends Report, San Francisco Planning Department, 2018. 



solution and the feasibility of assured funding the required institutional controls should be 
more thoroughly discussed in the plan.   
 
Thank you for providing an opportunity to submit comments on the draft response plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett











Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett



Aerielle Brackett

Aerielle Brackett



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CENTER FOR PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL OVERSIGHT 

A project of the Pacific Studies Center 
P.O. Box 998, Mountain View, CA 94042 

Voice/Fax: 650-961-8918  <lsiegel@cpeo.org>  http://www.cpeo.org 
 

 
August 12, 2021 

 
Arthur Machado 
DTSC Project Manager 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
 
Dear Arthur: 
 

Thank for you the opportunity to comment on the Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation’s draft Response Plan for 2550 Irving Street, San Francisco. I 
have more than an idle interest in this area. I have had family on Irving Street for five 
decades. 

 
As you know, I have provided pro bono technical assistance to the Mid-Sunset 

Neighborhood Association in the development of their comments on the draft Response 
Plan as well as other aspects of the PCE plume investigation. I associate myself with 
those comments. 

 
As you might not know, I have developed a reputation in my part of the Bay Area 

as a persistent and effective advocate for affordable housing development, as a 
community activist, an environmental advocate, and a four-year member of the Mountain 
View City Council.  

 
As a member of Santa Clara County’s Housing Bond (2016 Measure A) Oversight 

Committee, I am fully aware of the challenges facing affordable housing developers as 
they struggle to win planning approval and obtain financing for their sorely needed 
projects. However, I believe it essential not to compromise the health and safety of future 
occupants of these buildings as developers and governments design these projects. It is 
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possible to cost-effectively address the contamination at 2550 Irving and protect the 
neighbors, without taking any environmental shortcuts. 

 
Furthermore, in my position at the Center for Public Environmental Oversight I 

have participated in two Interstate Technology Regulatory Council vapor intrusion work 
teams and innumerable EPA workshops. I have participated in the development and/or 
provided comment on virtually all of California’s vapor intrusion guidance documents.  

 
In general, they are valuable, robust documents, and it’s my hope that the 

Supplemental Guidance, which adjusts default attenuation factors to match empirical 
data, will be finalized soon. But I have seen the continuing pressure from some 
development interests to weaken the requirements for both investigation and remediation. 
Please do not bend the rules under such pressure.  

 
The science for addressing vapor intrusion had advanced since 2002, when we 

started on this journey, and today we know how to protect the public, enable development, 
and save money. Please listen to the neighbors, in the Mid-Sunset and elsewhere, 
because your primary job is to protect them. 

 
Sincerely,  

 
Lenny Siegel  
Executive Director 

 



August 12, 2021 
 
Arthur Machado, DTSC Project Manager 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA. 94710 
 
RE: Path Forward's May 21, 2021 Draft Response Plan for 2550 Irving Street, SF, Project 
 
Dear Mr. Machado, 
 
As for the attenuation factor of 0.03 for soil vapor to indoor air what is the scientific basis for that? I 
ask because the previous factor was about 100 times lower. Also, it has been stated that if the 
concentration levels of the soil vapor samples are 100 times the SL it would be of concern to DTSC. 
But, why not if it is 10 times?  In addition, how does the Sls take that into account vulnerable 
populations? Finally, it is not clear to me if future monitoring will continue to include vinyl chloride, 
which is a known human carcinogen per the National Toxicology Program whereas perc is a probable 
human carcinogen per EPA. 
 
I believe part of the Plan calls for venting the perc at the rooftops of the proposed building. Wouldn't it 
be more preventative if the perc was captured with activated carbon; otherwise, the vented perc may 
attached to airborne particles which may settle and result in exposures to residents. 
 
The Albrite Cleaners operated for 20 years until around 1950, but the perc is still there; if removal is 
not done then it may be decades before the perc dissipates on its own, if you will. Therefore, I wonder 
if it would make some sense to look at other technologies. One is to perhaps build a barrier around the 
perc source down to the groundwater table so that, if you will, the perc will be funneled through the 
project site. Or, do this in combination or alone using soil vapor extraction technologies? This could 
shorten decades of sampling and monitoring and possibly onsite and offsite remediation. Also, from my 
research I have found that bioventing has been used in these cases. Finally, I came across a case study 
which I have attached via email involving PersulfOx, an activated persulfate, which was mixed in-situ 
with contaminated soils at an old dry cleaning facility at a Chicago suburb. Cabeno Environmental 
worked with RENENESIS (they have a couple of offices in CA) to do the clean up. They claimed that 
their technology was about 50% of the cost of other technologies. 
 
The subject Plan's proposed responses may also harm the property values etc of nearby buildings and 
housing. I wonder if sellers of these properties will have to put covenants in their sales agreements 
besides informing potential buyers of their perc situation. I believe they will have to declare in the 
Natural Hazardous Disclosure (NHD) when they list their properties for sale that their property and/or 
nearby properties are contaminated.  Also, will there be a reserve fund if it proves necessary for 
neighbors to do some sort of remediation as a result of perc intrusion? 
 
In conclusion, I urge that other cleanup technologies such as the above be evaluated. The lowest cost 
clean up technology could very well be overall more cost effective in the long run and this might 
eliminate the potential need to develop an Offsite Response Plan, if you will, as apparently the 
developers will have to do. Also, I don't know if Path Forward's preference for Alternative #2 (VIMS) 
incorporated treatment/permit state fees as well. 
 
Just for the record my family and I reside in the Parkside area about eight blocks from the project site. 
 



Sincerely, 
 
 
 
IrvingStProjectDraftResponsePlanCommentsToDTSCAugust2021 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Mr. Arthur Machado 
DTSC Project Manager 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 
          August 12, 2021 
Dear Mr. Machado: 
 
The Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA) calls on the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) to reject the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation's (TNDC) draft 
Response Plan as faulty and inadequate in large part because it fails to address our community's 
health and safety concerns. 

The MSNA is an organization of over 170 individuals and families many of whom live in the 
immediate vicinity to the 2500 block of Irving Street. This is the area where a series of 
environmental assessments have found tetrachloroethene (PCE) contamination in soil gas at 
levels that are an unreasonable risk to our health. Long-term residents have been unknowingly 
exposed to PCE for decades—likely at higher levels than exist today. They live in houses with old 
foundations that are particularly susceptible to the PCE vapor intrusion from the subsurface.   

PCE exposure is likely to increase the risk of Parkinson’s disease, birth defects, and multiple 
forms of cancer. The CDC reports, “Studies in humans suggest that exposure to 
tetrachloroethylene might lead to a higher risk of getting bladder cancer, multiple myeloma, or 
non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma.  In animals, tetrachloroethylene has been shown to cause cancers of 
the liver, kidney, and blood system.” 1  
 
Rather than accepting the TNDC draft Response Plan as is, we, the neighbors, want the PCE 
cleaned up. The need for the timely construction of affordable housing should not override the 
requirement that future residents not be at an unacceptable risk from the contamination. In fact, 
construction without remediation would be environmental injustice. 
 
Working with expert advisors2, MSNA has identified five major areas of concern that must be 
further investigated and resolved before an effective response plan can be evaluated. In the 
following comments we will also outline four different solutions requiring evaluation that will protect 
both the current community and the future residents of the 2550 Irving Street affordable housing 
building in ways the draft Response Plan's recommended “band aid” solution does not. These 
alternatives are more technically effective and would reduce risk for all affected parties. Some of 
these alternatives are less expensive than the alternatives evaluated in the draft Response Plan. 
 
The Irving Street PCE contamination is not isolated. It is part of at least two soil gas plumes related 
to historic dry cleaner operations and leaky city sewer lines that have been identified and are now 
co-mingled beneath Irving Street. The plumes have spread into the neighborhood in all directions 
– most concerningly to the north and south into single-family residential areas – and they are not 
stable based on the most recent data. The PCE plumes—which have not yet been fully mapped 

 
1 CDC:  PCE ToxFaq  
2 Don Moore, California professional geologist and principal of Environmental Risk Solutions. Lenny Siegel, 
former mayor of Mountain View, CA and Executive Director, Center for Public Environmental Oversight. 
Thomas Soper, AIA Architect, NCARB LEED. 

https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tfacts18.pdf
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to DTSC’s own residential screening levels—exist beneath numerous homes presenting a clear 
and unacceptable risk to their occupants. 
 
The MSNA’s major areas of concern are: 

1) Incomplete site modeling and community safety: 

Sewer line-related leaks and associated hotspots have not yet been identified. These are 
referenced in the draft Response Plan as potential PCE sources. Adequate 
characterization might need to wait until after demolition to complete this investigation. We 
argue that the long-term safety of the neighborhood depends on having confidence there 
is an accurate model of PCE sources, pathways, and receptors. The draft Response Plan 
does nothing to address the safety of the current community and will likely hinder efforts 
to do this by ignoring it now. 

2) Faulty risk assessment and incomplete data: 

Path Forward consistently downplays health risks to the future affordable housing 
residents and essentially ignores the risk to the surrounding community, some of whom 
have been exposed to PCE vapors for decades. Risk underestimation can be seen in Path 
Forward's use of a misleading attenuation factor as well as in their callous "acceptable 
risk" assumption that asks the future low-income residents to accept a 100 times greater 
cancer risk. Accepting more risk for low-income people is all too frequent a pattern. This 
assertion that future vapor intrusion risk will be acceptable is being used to justify TNDC 
proposing mitigation instead of permanent remediation, as called for in DTSC guidance 
documents. 

In addition, Path Forward seems unconcerned or unaware that new data will be 
forthcoming over the next year from an off-site PCE vapor intrusion investigation that will 
begin in September 2021. The Police Credit Union (TPCU) off-site investigation is directly 
related to remaining on-site sources; indoor air testing is planned but not yet conducted. 
This important data and vapor intrusion evaluation won't be fully available for another year. 
This is one of the reasons why coordination of multiple responsible parties (including the 
city) is important.  The California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) agreement 
calls for a health risk assessment (HRA) and allows for TNDC, TPCU and City of San 
Francisco (City) to come together and do the right thing under DTSC guidance and 
conduct an actual cleanup.  

3) The PCE soil gas plumes must be delineated to protect the community's health. 

To date, the full extent of the PCE plumes is unknown. The Irving Street PCE soil gas 
plumes need further delineation in all directions to DTSC’s own stated residential 
screening levels. There should be a unified conceptual site model that shows the sources, 
pathways and receptors for the combined sites. 

4) Insufficient and unfunded cost estimates for the Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System 
and O&M Plan. 

It is difficult to discern how both the VIMS and the ongoing 30-year O&M plan are going 
to be financed. While the draft Response Plan includes an O&M plan, it is important to 



 

 

3 

note there is insufficient detail in the Plan to know how this will be funded and monitored 
over time. The same is true for the VIMS—the Plan contains no cost detail for VIMS 
installation. There is no contingency cost estimate in the event the VIMS system needs to 
be converted to an active system. One of the weaknesses of this part of the draft 
Response Plan is that there are no financial bonds or assurances in place—especially for 
the on-going yearly costs. 

5) The draft Response Plan ignores the most applicable cleanup alternatives. 
 
For a site like 2550 Irving Street, with the known amount of contamination and potential 
risk, DTSC's Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion states 
that “remediation should be the preferred response action to reduce VI risk by permanent 
reduction of contaminants. Mitigation is considered an interim response action until VFCs 
in soil, soil gas, or groundwater are confirmed to be at acceptable levels." 3 The Path 
Forward remedial alternative evaluation is an incomplete and faulty analysis because they 
omitted the clear presumptive remedy (Soil Vapor Extraction or SVE.4   
 
Additionally Path Forward rejected a soil removal alternative on the basis of expense, but 
entirely missed how it could be a cost effective and better alternative than mitigation. 
Removing contaminated soil for an underground parking garage/foundation could solve 
many of the ongoing contentious issues around this building, e.g., neighborhood traffic 
congestion, pedestrian safety, residential parking, and negative effects of a grade-level 
foundation on the neighbor's brittle 100-year old foundations.   
  
The MSNA has identified the following alternatives that require consideration by Path 
Forward and TNDC that are actual cleanup solutions to remediate the PCE and address 
the concerns of the existing community:  

• Soil Vapor Extraction before demolition 
• Soil Vapor Extraction after demolition 
• Excavation targeted to remove hot spot source material 
• Excavation full soil removal with potential parking component  

The attached Draft Response Plan Addendum dated August 3, 2021, prepared by 
Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS), signed and stamped by a California 
Professional Geologist, highlights the faulty alternative evaluation by Path Forward and 
omission of the SVE technology. The Addendum is supported by cost detail from RMD 
Environmental Solutions, which is prepared to implement the SVE technology at a lower 
cost than the TNDC mitigation approach with its potential future hidden contingency costs 
and unfunded O&M costs as highlighted above. The ERS Addendum also calls into 
question Path Forward’s evaluation of the soil excavation alternative, thus supporting the 
MSNA’s position on inadequate alternative evaluation.  
 
Our experts have also prepared the attached technical comments that support and add 
detail to the MSNA’s statements and positions outline above.   

 
3  DTSC, (2020) Draft "Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion", p.28 (or p.40 in 

PDF) 
4  DTSC, "Remediation of Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds in Vadose Zone Soil"  

https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2018/11/cVOC_040110.pdf
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While our comments in this document have been focused on the narrow scope of the 
TNDC/Path Forward Draft Response Plan, they also demonstrate the need for a more holistic 
way to address the problem of the carcinogenic PCE contamination in our neighborhood. We 
ask DTSC to coordinate TNDC's investigation and remediation with any investigation and 
remediation conducted by the other responsible parties including TPCU and the City. The 
CLRRA agreement may have some protections, but the individual goals of the responsible 
parties cannot allow community concerns to slip through the cracks— like the PCE vapors 
may be slipping up through the cracks of our 100-year old foundations and into our homes. 
That would include full delineation of the soil gas plume, identification of all sources of PCE, 
and implementation of an SVE or soil removal alternative.  To be clear, the only responsible 
party for the PCE contamination north of Irving Street at this time is TPCU – this is the case 
until the property is transferred.  The MSNA insists that the property transaction be put on 
hold until TPCU and TNDC come together and prepare an actual cleanup plan that is 
acceptable to all parties.  DTSC has the power to do that and it is written into the Board of 
Supervisors' loan agreement as an amendment that Supervisor Mar made to that agreement.   
 
The MSNA is deeply appreciative of this comment period at a time when we know there is 
intense pressure by the City, its agencies and the developer to rush past these environmental 
issues so that financing for this project can speed ahead. This was recently highlighted by 
the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development's (MOHCD's) Amy Chan in her 
answer to Supervisor Mar when he asked at a San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
meeting why it was necessary to approve the TNDC predevelopment loan before the DTSC 
comment period is complete. In response, Ms. Chan said they wanted to act quickly because 
there was a purchasing agreement deadline in August, the BOS was soon going on vacation, 
and MOHCD didn't feel they needed to wait for the DTSC comment period because:  
 
“We don't believe that there would be any new information coming from DTSC. As 
Jacob [Noonan of MOHCD] has mentioned the Draft Response Plan has already been 
reviewed and preliminarily approved. And there won't be any new information coming 
from that process, which will conclude in mid-August.”5 
 
Ms. Chan is wrong to assume this and we would expect you to concur. A draft plan is a draft 
plan. The comment period is a chance to evaluate new information. We ask DTSC to see the 
long-range picture, use a wider focus and to look carefully at the faults and omissions in 
TNDC's Draft Response Plan. The MSNA’s concerns are justified and must be addressed 
before any approval to this plan is given. Our community's concerns have been ignored by 
this faulty plan that should be designed to protect all people who live in the neighborhood now 
and in the future. We thank you for your consideration and look forward to engaging with you 
in a discussion around these issues.  
  

 
5 BOS Budget and Finance Committee, July 14, 2021 (time: 02:12:05 -02:12:38) 

https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=7&clip_id=38959
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Please contact us with any questions:  geokimm@sbcglobal.net /pbholzman@gmail.com 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Flo Kimmerling 
President, Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association 
 
 
 
 
 
Paul Holzman 
Environmental Liaison, Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association 
 
 
 
Cc:  
 Gordon Mar, District 4 Supervisor 
 London Breed, Mayor of San Francisco 
 Andrea Bruss, Deputy Chief of Staff, Mayor's Office 

Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM, Environmental Risk Solutions 
 Lenny Siegel, Executive Director, Center for Public Environmental Oversight 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. MSNA Expert Technical Comments, August 12, 2021 
2. Draft Response Plan Addendum, Environmental Risk Solutions, August 3, 2021  

 

Aerielle Brackett
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MSNA EXPERT TECHNICAL COMMENTS (August 12, 2021) 

 
The Draft Response Plan for the 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Project, dated  
May 11, 2021, is deficient. This property is one of the sources of the PCE vapor plume that 
needs further characterization to DTSC’s own stated risk levels. The response should be 
integrated with other responses for the same co-mingled PCE soil gas plume and not 
separated by different responsible parties and property boundaries. Subsurface remediation, 
not just the “band-aid” of mitigation, should be evaluated and implemented in accordance with 
DTSC’s own guidance to eliminate future health risk and liability for all parties involved and 
affected. 
 
1. INCOMPLETE SITE MODELING AND LONG-TERM COMMUNITY HEALTH & SAFETY 
 
The conceptual site model provided in the Draft Response Plan1 is incomplete because it 
excludes critical information not considered within the scope of TNDC's agreement with 
DTSC.  Not enough is known about PCE contamination in the vicinity of Irving Street and 26th 
and 27th Avenues to move safely forward with remediation, let alone redevelopment.  
 
To determine the best way to protect both current neighborhood residents and future 
occupants of the proposed TNDC project, it is essential to know where the PCE was released, 
how it is moving through the environment, and who has been, is, and may be exposed. The 
Draft Response Plan proposes a temporary, limited solution to a problem whose nature and 
extent has not yet been fully investigated. It is like placing a band-aid on a cancer.  
 
The Draft Response Plan speculates that the PCE soil gas contamination, “is suspected to 
have leaked from on-site and/or off-site sanitary sewer lines.”2 This is likely, but to our 
knowledge, no one has sought to identify those leaks. If the presence of the building prevents 
such an investigation now, then it should be completed after demolition and should be 
anticipated in any response plan. 
 
Meanwhile, AllWest Environmental, in its Soil Gas Investigation Report dated November 17, 
2020 and prepared for The Police Credit Union (TPCU), argues, “the former Albrite Cleaners 
at 2511 Irving was likely the primary release source, likely via the main and lateral sewer 
lines.”3 Again, no one has identified the location of those leaks. Furthermore, the conclusion 
that Albrite is primarily responsible for contamination north of Irving Street—a conclusion that 
serves TPCU's interests—is inadequately justified. 
 
There is another possibility: PCE or PCE-containing waste may have been dumped directly 
on the ground or on the floors of the former dry-cleaning operations. For example, in AllWest’s 
Soil Gas Report 4, both SVP-20 and SVP-25 show substantially higher concentrations of PCE 
in soil gas at a depth of five feet, as compared to 15 feet. That differential is typical of sites 
where the volatile compound was released at the surface. 

 
1 Path Forward ( May 11, 2021) Draft Response Plan, Figure 3 
2 Path Forward ( May 11, 2021) Draft Response Plan, p.9 
3 AllWest Environmental (Nov. 17, 2020) Soil Vapor Investigation Report p.2 
4 AllWest Environmental (Nov. 17, 2020) Soil Vapor Investigation Report, Figure 2 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement_documents?global_id=60003063&document_folder=+4489225089
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement_documents?global_id=60003063&document_folder=+4489225089
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=60003000&doc_id=60483047
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=60003000&doc_id=60483047


2 

A comprehensive investigation of the entire co-mingled PCE soil gas plume, including the 
inspection of past and present sewer lines and sampling on the Albrite property, is necessary 
to determine the sources, pathways, and receptors—that is, to complete the conceptual site 
model. 

This is important for at least three reasons: 1) Remedies that extract contamination may not 
be successful if contamination moves into the areas where the contamination is removed, so 
it is important to know all the sources. 2) Providing long-term protection to nearby residences 
depends upon knowing whether the contamination has spread directly through the vadose 
zone or has been transported via off-site sewer lines. 3) Further investigation should help 
assess the responsibility of TPCU and Albrite for the presence of PCE in the immediate 
environment. 

Under its CLRRA Agreement, TNDC is not alone in their responsibility for completing the 
investigation. But its planned construction activities could interfere with investigations carried 
out by other responsible parties. DTSC should arrange a cooperative, comprehensive 
investigation, even if that delays redevelopment. 

2. FAULTY RISK ASSESSMENT AND INCOMPLETE DATA

While the Draft Response Plan focuses on the 2550 Irving project site itself, neighbors of the 
site have been at risk of exposure for decades.  Nearly every home is built on foundations 
that are particularly susceptible to the intrusion of PCE vapors from the subsurface. However, 
thus far no one has taken the time to measure indoor air or delineate the PCE soil gas plume. 

PCE exposure is likely to dramatically increase the risk of Parkinson’s disease, birth defects, 
and multiple forms of cancer.  The CDC reports, “Studies in humans suggest that exposure 
to tetrachloroethylene might lead to a higher risk of getting bladder cancer, multiple myeloma, 
or non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma.  In animals, tetrachloroethylene has been shown to cause 
cancers of the liver, kidney, and blood system.”5 

Yet TNDC’s consultants consistently downplay the risk of exposure. This is disrespectful to 
the neighborhood and the future low-income residents. DTSC should not accept these 
assertions because they will affect both investigations and remedies at and around the site. 
In particular, the claim that future vapor intrusion risk will be acceptable appears to justify the 
failure to propose a permanent remedy, as called for in DTSC guidance documents: 
“Remediation should be the preferred response action to reduce VI risk by permanent 
reduction of contaminants. Mitigation is considered an interim response action until VFCs 
in soil, soil gas, or groundwater are confirmed to be at acceptable levels (DTSC, 2011b).”6 
VFC stands for vapor-forming chemicals. 

The Draft Response Plan posits a range of acceptable excess lifetime cancer risk up to 100 
in a million (10-4 or one in ten thousand). While there may be extreme cases where such a 
range may be used, it is unacceptable to this neighborhood and any other residential 
community. It appears that TNDC is arguing that low-income people, the future residents of 

5 PCE ToxFaq 
6 DTSC, (2020) Draft Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion p.28 (or p.40 in PDF) 

https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tfacts18.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
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the proposed affordable housing, must accept cancer risks higher than other receptors would. 
This is a clear example of environmental injustice. 

Even DTSC seems to have accepted a 100-times-higher cancer risk for the future low-income 
residents at 2550 as well as for the current Sunset neighbors. We believe this is a critically 
important oversight that needs to be corrected not only because all city agencies are looking 
to DTSC for guidance on this, but TNDC has used it to justify their faulty response plan.  In a 
letter dated July 2, 2021 to San Francisco Supervisor Gordon Mar, the DTSC Manager for 
this project states that "the levels of PCE found in soil vapor at the 2550 Irving Street were at 
or below state and federal concentration for unacceptable risks, which is 1,500 ug/m3. The 
levels of PCE for indoor air in a commercial setting at the 2550 Irving Street are also below 
the state and federal concentrations for unacceptable risks, which is 200 ug/m3." 7 
 
As a threshold for acceptable risk, we've been unable to find this standard (10-4) in any DTSC 
publications. Instead, in a guidance document developed with public input, DTSC has 
determined "acceptable risk" "to be at or less than a 1 x 10-6 risk level or a hazard index (HI) 
of 1.”8  Again, this suggests the all-too-common pattern of accepting greater risk for low-
income people. 
Although still a draft document, the (2020) Draft Supplemental Guidance for Screening and 
Evaluating Vapor Intrusion uses the same standard (seen in the chart below) as the Vapor 
Intrusion Mitigation Advisory. 9 

 

 
7 DTSC, Arthur Machado,  Letter to Supervisor Gordon Mar, July 2, 2021  
8 DTSC, Vapor Intrusion Mitigation Advisory, p.6 and p.19  
9 DTSC, (2020) Draft Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion p.28 (or 40 in PDF) 

https://eaf3e000-4bfb-459d-b854-ee76966de172.filesusr.com/ugd/8cd582_d23ad54b292e4c57937798df99154394.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2016/01/VIMA_Final_Oct_20111.pdf
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
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Attenuation Factors  

Path Forward is off the mark in suggesting that 0.0005 is an appropriate attenuation factor10 
for projecting future risk at the site. The empirical attenuation factor for the current building 
can be calculated as 0.013 in the western portion: In August, 2019, AllWest Environmental 
measured PCE in the indoor air behind the bank teller counter (VP-1) at 3.85 µg/m3. In May, 
2020, the PCE soil gas concentration, at a depth of five feet, was 290 µg/m3 at the same 
location (SVP-13A). The actual ratio could have been higher, closer to EPA’s default 
attenuation factor of .03, because across the country measured vapor intrusion is low in the 
summer months. 

This may prove significant as DTSC determines which off-site homes should be sampled. 
Like communities across the United States, the MSNA takes the position that the best way to 
determine indoor air contamination is to measure it, not model it. There are numerous ways 
that background sources—false positives—can be eliminated. Moreover, it should be noted 
that the soil gas sampling points associated with nearby residences are further from the PCE 
sources than the homes themselves, so soil gas levels directly under the homes could be 
higher than those measured at the sidewalks. 

Furthermore, the Draft Response Plan asserts, “For a new commercial/residential building 
that is plumbed and ventilated to building codes, the previous DTSC-recommended 
attenuation factor of 0.0005 is likely more representative than the current value of 0.03.”11 If 
there are no vapor barrier leaks or perforations created during construction, it’s possible that 
a new building may better attenuate intrusion than an old building. However, the building will 
not be new forever. Ground movement or minor building modifications could create pathways 
that would lead to vapor intrusion. The PCE in the subsurface has been there for decades. 
Thus, in the absence of active remediation, it is unlikely to disappear. 

Finally, the use of an inter-floor transfer factor to predict reduced contamination 
concentrations, and thus risk, in residential portions of the building, is unjustified for two 
reasons.  

1. The architect's floor plan of the building's street-level shows a residential unit on the 
ground floor. The developer is also considering putting in a day-care center on the 
ground floor. Knowing how the developer intends to use the ground floor is critical to 
achieving a successful response lan for the residents.  

2. The two planned elevators can act as pumps, moving air and associated 
contamination from the ground floor to the upper floors. This can occur even if the 
elevator base is sealed. 

  

 
10 The attenuation factor is the ratio of the indoor air concentration for a substance compared to its concentration in 
underlying soil gas. 
11 Path Forward, (May 11, 2021)  Draft Response Plan, p.9 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement_documents?global_id=60003063&document_folder=+4489225089
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3. THE SOIL GAS PLUME MUST BE FULLY DELINEATED TO PROTECT THE 
COMMUNITY'S HEALTH 

 
The full extent of PCE contamination originating on the 2500 block of Irving Street must be 
adequately delineated to protect public health. As at many other sites, this task is complicated 
by the division of responsibility among multiple responsible parties. DTSC should create a 
plan that coordinates the activities of those parties to ensure that the co-mingled soil gas 
plume is delineated in every direction to DTSC screening levels. 
 
While groundwater contamination moves with the groundwater, flowing “downhill” 
underground, soil gas contamination emanates radially from the source and along preferential 
pathways. Yet, thus far, the only soil gas sampling conducted in the surrounding residential 
neighborhood has been carried out to the immediate north of known source areas. Not only 
should soil gas sampling be conducted in every direction from the former dry cleaners, but it 
should be continued outwardly (distally) until PCE soil gas measurements consistently fall 
below the soil gas screening level of 15 µg/m3, based on one in a million (10-6) excess lifetime 
cancer risk.  The attached PCE soil vapor plume maps at 5- and 15-foot depths prepared by 
Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS) support the MSNA’s position that these plumes 
require further delineation in all directions.  A DTSC response to the MSNA dated July 14, 

2021 states that their 15 ug/m3 screening level “informs DTSC of a starting point for risk 
assessment.”  Based on this response there is no current starting point for evaluating risk 
since the lowest 5-foot PCE concentrations based on the most recent data is 70 ug/m3 – 
nearly 5-times above the screening level. 
 
Past sampling demonstrates that elevated levels of PCE in shallow soil gas may extend 
significantly beyond historic sampling locations. The northernmost readings are actually 
higher than those just to the south. Figure 3 in Allwest Environmental’s First 2021 Semi-
Annual Soil Vapor Monitoring Report dated June 10, 2021 shows that at five feet below 
ground surface, SVP-28A has had higher readings (94 µg/m3 and 120 µg/m3 on March 2, 
2021 and September 2, 2020) than SVP-29A (70 µg/m3 and 73 µg/m3 on the same dates), 
and that SVP-31A has had higher readings (130 µg/m3 and 150 µg/m3 on March 3, 2021 and 
September 3, 2020) than SVP-32A (91 µg/m3 and 59 µg/m3 on the same dates).  
 
These data bring into question AllWest’s conclusion in its Soil Gas Investigation Report dated 
November 17, 2020, which states, “The overall declining PCE concentration gradient north 
from Area D to Areas E and F indicate the lateral extent of the PCE plume likely does not 
significantly extend past soil vapor probes SVP-28A/B and SVP-31A/B.”12 As one moves 
northward, the increase could indicate a larger soil gas plume, or it may indicate preferential 
pathways. That same Figure 2 shows sewer lines flowing north on both 26th and 27th Avenues. 
 
DTSC has stated that TNDC is not responsible for offsite investigation, remediation, or 
mitigation, yet its excavation and construction activities could uncover sources and pathways 
that impact off-site receptors. If our soil vapor extraction alternative is utilized at the site, it 
could move or even remove soil gas contamination from nearby properties. Therefore, the 
TNDC response must be coordinated with activities conducted by the other parties. As we 

 
12 AllWest Environmental, (Nov. 17, 2020), Soil Vapor Investigation Report p.2  

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/final_documents2?global_id=60003000&doc_id=60483047
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suggested above, not only have likely receptors of PCE contamination not been identified, 
but the sources and pathways have not been pinpointed. 
 
 
4. INSUFFICIENT CONSIDERATION OF LONG-TERM CONTINGENCIES, COSTS,  

AND LIABILITIES 
 
The proposed Vapor Intrusion Mitigation System (VIMS) would consist of a vapor membrane 
and a passive venting system. DTSC has consistently determined that vapor membranes are 
a necessary but insufficient component of mitigation in new construction because there is no 
data to determine their longevity.  
 
The proposed passive venting system, with the option to upgrade to active subsurface 
depressurization, is a standard approach in new construction. However, the Draft Response 
Plan offers no criteria or procedures for determining if and when such an upgrade is 
necessary. 
 
The Plan should provide such criteria and procedures, as well as a contingency cost estimate 
for the operation, maintenance, and management of active mitigation for the life of the 
building. 
 
Furthermore, there should be a financial assurance to cover long-term management of the 
VIMS—operation, maintenance, and monitoring—for the life of building, covering both 
passive-only and active scenarios. All too often at vapor intrusion sites, long-term 
management is ignored because no provision has been made to pay for it. 
 
Finally, while it is difficult to quantify, the mitigation-only approach exposes the parties 
involved to long-term liabilities if the PCE soil vapors remain unaddressed.    
 
 
5. VIABLE RESPONSE PLAN ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED BY PATH 

FORWARD: SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION AND OTHER EXCAVATION APPROACHES 

The MSNA technical experts have identified the following viable remedial alternatives to clean 
up TPCU property and also reduce PCE concentrations in off-site areas. DTSC should direct 
TNDC and its consultant Path Forward, to evaluate each of these solutions:  

• Soil Vapor Extraction before demolition 
• Soil Vapor Extraction after demolition 
• Excavation targeted to remove hot spot source material 
• Excavation of full soil removal with potential parking component 

 
 
TNDC and Path Forward's Draft Response Plan is a band-aid on a much larger problem.  The 
risk for the future residents is already high enough that TNDC and Path Forward must look 
toward full and permanent remediation of this property. DTSC must keep the pressure on 
them to come up with a solution that does that. As mentioned above, DTSC's Supplemental 
Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion (with a reference to the Mitigation 
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Advisory), states, “Remediation should be the preferred response action to reduce VI risk by 
permanent reduction of contaminants. Mitigation is considered an interim response action 
until VFCs in soil, soil gas, or groundwater are confirmed to be at acceptable levels (DTSC, 
2011b).” 13 
 
Soil vapor extraction (SVE) is a glaring omission in the Path Forward alternative evaluation 
particularly based on the favorable subsurface geology. SVE is particularly effective when the 
soil consists of course-grained sand, which is present beneath the property. The SVE 
technology is also supported by environmental regulatory guidance documents including the 
following: 
 

1. Proven Technologies and Remedies Guidance, Remediation of Chlorinated 
Volatile Organic Compounds in Vadose Zone Soil, DTSC, April 2010 

2. Engineering Issue: Soil Vapor Extraction Technology, US EPA, February 2018 
 
ERS, one of MSNA’s technical experts, prepared a Draft Response Plan Addendum.  
Included as an attachment, it highlights Path Forward’s omission of the SVE technology. The 
Addendum is supported by cost detail from RMD Environmental Solutions, Inc. (RMD), a dry 
cleaner contamination expert that has implemented the SVE technology at numerous sites in 
California.  The SVE technology is the obvious choice for this site based on discussions with 
multiple experts and ERS and RMD are prepared to implement this Addendum for responsible 
parties, TPCU and/or TNDC.         
 
The TNDC Draft Response Plan also fails to properly evaluate all potential excavation 
alternatives, such as permanent excavation and “hot spot” source area excavation to remove 
the high concentration source material. Not only is excavation one of DTSC’s presumptive 
remedies for addressing chlorinated VOCs in the vadose zone, but one could also argue that 
it is an opportunity to create underground parking that would be of financial value, as well as 
practical value to future residents and the neighborhood.14  Unfortunately, Path Forward 
seems to have biased its analysis against excavation of any type. 
 
This neighborhood already suffers from insufficient street parking and congestion. Though 
the project is exempt from parking requirements, it is reasonable to assume that some of the 
300 plus residents will need vehicles, either because they have children or to carry out their 
employment. Underground parking could add at least 30 more spaces to the 11 already 
planned for the development, serving the residents and reducing the impact on the 
neighborhood. Underground parking is common in similar developments in the Sunset.  
 
If underground parking were incorporated into the building design, the net cost of permanent 
excavation would be substantially less than the $4,088,000 projected in the Draft Response 
Plan. The floor or land value of underground parking should be subtracted from the out-of-
pocket cost of the excavation alternative to determine the net cost. Furthermore, while there 
are costs associated with the construction of an underground parking garage, permanent 
excavation would eliminate the estimated $539,000 backfill cost. 
 

 
13 DTSC, (2020)  Draft Supplemental Guidance for Screening and Evaluating Vapor Intrusion, p.28 (or p.40 in PDF) 
14 MSNA's consultant, Thomas Soper, AIA, is submitting his own letter to DTSC detailing this solution. 

https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2020/02/Public-Draft-Supplemental-VI-Guidance_2020-02-14.pdf
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Appendix C of the Draft Response Plan includes estimates totaling over $1.5 million for the 
disposal of excavated soil at Class 2 and “Non-RCRA” landfills. That number is 
unsubstantiated and should be justified, given the non-detect sampling results for PCE in soil, 
at all depths, shown in Table A-1 of Path Forward’s February 2, 2021 Site Assessment Plan 
and Report of Findings. 
 
Path Forward suggests that excavation and backfill could lead to soil recontamination due to 
off-site soil vapor.15 With permanent excavation, there would be no soil to re-contaminate. 
The risk that PCE vapors could migrate into the garage if the garage walls are not properly 
sealed is minimal.  With the ventilation normally required for underground parking—to 
address fuel and exhaust fumes—there would be a system in place to remove the 
contamination and prevent migration into living and working spaces. 
 
The Draft Response Plan16 correctly warns that excavation would increase dust and truck 
traffic, to say nothing of noise. To us, this is disingenuous. The project, no matter what the 
response plan or ultimate design, will be disruptive to the neighborhood.  
 
Finally, by permanently removing much of the contamination from one of its source areas, 
excavation would benefit neighboring residents and businesses currently and historically at 
risk from vapor intrusion. To be truly permanent, however, off-site remediation—the 
responsibility of other parties—may be necessary. 

 
15 Path Forward ( May 11, 2021) Draft Response Plan, p.15 
16 Path Forward ( May 11, 2021) Draft Response Plan, p.16 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement_documents?global_id=60003063&document_folder=+4489225089
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/community_involvement_documents?global_id=60003063&document_folder=+4489225089
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

Draft Response Plan Addendum 

Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. 
August 3, 2021 

 



 
 
August 3, 2021 
 
 
Arthur Machado 
Engineering Geologist, Project Manager 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA  94710 
 
RE:  DRAFT RESPONSE PLAN ADDENDUM, 2550 IRVING STREET AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
AND THE POLICE CREDIT UNION DTSC SITES 
 
Dear Arthur: 
 
On behalf of the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (MSNA), Environmental Risk Solutions, Inc. (ERS) 
evaluated the Path Forward draft Response Plan for the 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing 
Development and determined that the alternatives evaluation is flawed as it failed to evaluate the most 
appropriate remedial technology, soil vapor extraction (SVE) based on site-specific conditions.     
 

1. SVE will be highly effective based on the underlying geology consisting of coarse-grained sand 
with a radius of influence (ROI) expected in the 30- to 50-foot or more range.   
 

2. SVE is a proven technology that can be implemented immediately with the existing building in 
place based on the high expected ROI as reflected on the attached Figure 1.  SVE would be most 
easily implemented after demolition subject to project schedule considerations.    
 

3. SVE is one of the two recommended remedial technologies included in DTSC’s Proven 
Technologies and Remedies Guidance, Remediation of Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compounds 
in Vadose Zone Soil (April 2010).  The other DTSC recommended technology is soil excavation. 
          

4. SVE has a number of benefits over the mitigation-only approach recommended by Path 
Forward.  These include: (1) actual cleanup with mass removal, (2) lower expected remedial 
cost, (3) enables cleanup to extend into off-site areas, (4) achieves regulatory closure and 
eliminates or significantly reduces vapor mitigation requirements and (5) reduces or eliminates 
long-term risk and liability associated with vapor intrusion both on-site and off-site. 
 

ERS believes the addition of SVE is a technically justifiable alternative evaluation.  It is unclear why Path 
Forward did not consider SVE as a potential response action when SVE has been the industry default 
remedy for VOCs in soils for more than 20 years (Engineering Issue:  Soil Vapor Extraction Technology 
(EPA, February 2018)).  We also offer an alternative evaluation of soil excavation with the revised rating 
and opinion that targeted “hotspot” excavation would likely be on the order of $1 to $2 million or less 
based on soil data with no detections above DTSC screening levels.  The Path Forward mitigation-only 
approach misses the most fundamental concept of cleanup which is source removal.  ERS presents a 
revised Table B below from the draft Response Plan for DTSC review and consideration that shows SVE is 
likely the most appropriate alternative and that soil excavation warrants additional consideration and 
evaluation.  
 



 
        

 
Revised Table B – Summary of Response Actions Alternatives Evaluation 

 
Alternative Effectiveness Implement-

ability 
Cost Overall 

Rating 
Estimated 

Cost 
1. No Action 0 0 5 5 $0 
2. Soil Excavation 5 4 2 11 $1,500,000 
3. VIMS, LUC and O&M 4 5 3 12 $799,000 
4. SVE and SMP 5 5 4 14 $496,000 

Note:  yellow highlights are revisions to Path Forward Table B 
 
ERS is well qualified to conduct this evaluation with 30-years of consulting experience and current 
involvement in more than 20 chlorinated VOC sites under DTSC and Water Board oversight with half of 
them being former dry cleaners.  To verify this evaluation, ERS conferred with a number of industry 
experts including a human health risk assessment expert and a principal remediation design engineer 
from RMD Environmental Solutions, Inc. (RMD).  RMD’s principals each have over 20 years of experience 
in environmental consulting, including remediation of dry cleaner sites.      
 
To support the response action alternative evaluation, RMD (www.rmdes.net) prepared the attached 
order of magnitude cost estimate for the design, operation and reporting for an SVE treatment system 
for 18 months.  The SVE system would consist of approximately nine 20-foot SVE wells screened from 10 
to 20 feet with both above and below-ground piping conveyed to an existing fenced compound where 
the SVE treatment unit can be located as shown on the attached Figure 1.  Based on the high 
permeability of the underlying sand deposits, PCE reductions at vapor probes are expected to be 
observed within a week or two of SVE start up and overall timeframe for cleanup is likely to be less than 
18 months.  The RMD estimated SVE cost is $456,000.      
 
ERS and RMD recommend that the SVE approach be coupled with a Soil Management Plan (SMP) to be 
implemented during redevelopment based on the potential for residual PCE impacted soil in the vicinity 
of former sewer lines and / or spill “hot spots”.  Soil data suggest this potential is low but an SMP is 
appropriate and the estimated cost of SMP preparation, field oversight and small soil disposal 
contingency is $40,000.     
 
These estimates support the Revised Table B SVE-SMP cost estimate of $496,000.  ERS recommends that 
DTSC facilitate discussions with the responsible parties and stakeholders including The Police Credit 
Union (TPCU), Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC), City of San Francisco and 
MSNA to consider the SVE approach and revisit soil excavation based on the potential benefits for all 
parties involved and affected.  With vapor intrusion risk to nearby homes still under assessment and 
uncertainty regarding residual source material, the TPCU property should not be conveyed to TNDC until 
an integrated response plan is put forward that includes source removal and remediation of both on- 
and off-site areas.          
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rmdes.net/


 
 
 
Please contact me with any questions at 415-310-0656 or dmoore@cleanfinancials.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
      

 
Donald W. Moore, PG, ARM 
Principal 
 
Cc: Flo Kimmerling, MSNA 
 Paul Holzman, MSNA 
 Gordon Mar, District 4 Supervisor 
 Lenny Siegel, Center for Public Environmental Oversight 
 Kirsten Duey, RMD 

Ivy Inouye, RMD 
  
Attachments 
• Table 1 – SVE Cost Estimate 
• Figure 1 – Conceptual SVE-SMP Removal Action Workplan 
 
 

mailto:dmoore@cleanfinancials.com
Aerielle Brackett
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Order of Magnitude Estimate 
SVE System Install & 18 Month Operation 
August 2, 2021

Task Consulting Labor Key Assumptions/Notes

SVE Engineering Design $30,000 $0 No additional data collected needed

SVE Well Install (pre-field & field) $10,000 Permit Allowance $3,300 Assumes 3 days drilling
Utility Locating Subcontractor $1,500
Drilling Subcontractor/Materials $16,500
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil) $1,000
Misc Field Equipment $1,500
IDW Allowance $2,000

SVE System Installation & Startup $20,000 SVE System Rental, 18 Months $63,000 Assumes 10 Days Install & Startup
Permitting Allowance (BAAQMD and City) $10,000
Construction Contractor/Power $70,000
Waste Disposal Allowance $15,000
Misc Field Equipment $5,000

SVE System Installation Report $30,000 $0

O&M - Weeks 1 & 2 $14,000 Misc Field Equipment $3,500 Assumes daily PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $1,060 3 samples per week

O&M - Weeks 3 - 26 $11,000 Misc Field Equipment $2,750 Assumes biweekly PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $6,300 6 samples per month

O&M - Months 7 - 18 $11,000 Misc Field Equipment $2,750 Assumes monthly PID Monitoring
Laboratory Subcontractor (Soil Vapor) $5,800 3 samples per month

Power Allowance - 18 months $27,000

Carbon Changeout Allowance $20,000

Data Evaluation/Quarterly Report (6 total) $54,000

Subtotal $180,000 $257,960
PM/Misc Technical (10% $18,000
Total Order of Magnitude Estimate $455,960

Expenses
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12 August 2021 
 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94710 

 
Re: 2550 Irving Street Toxic Remediation- Public Comments 

Dear Mr. Machado: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment as both a neighbor and a practicing architect for 
over 40 years. Very briefly, my professional experience has included most building types, 
including several types of residential buildingsand scales up to one million square feet and up 
to 30 stories at national, international and statewide sites. These sites have involved a variety 
of subsurface conditions. 

 
The following are my observations, concerns, and recommendations for remediation of soils 
contamination at this particular site and with this particular building type. Considering the 
impact on 100% affordable housing residents, and in particular, families with children requires 
closer attention to "environmental justice". 

 

This project is controversial in many ways, and a positive outcome for the future residents as 
well as the community depends upon thoughtful and comprehensive toxic remediation, and 
this should be the imperative. However under SB 35, without the normal rigors of CEQA, most 
due process has been bypassed. Therefore, I hope you will accept my comments in this light 
and will calibrate your criteria to focus on broad-based public health and welfare. 

 
Putting teams of design professionals together to collaborate on complicated projects is critical 
at the onset and this is one of my specialties. Protecting health, safety, and welfare is also part 
of an architect's standard of care and is a condition of licensin.gThe State relies on the 
architectural profession to overall, be objective and exercise professional judgment, particularly 
when cost is at competing odds with public health and welfare. 

 
The manner in which the 2550 Irving Street project team has been assembled and structured 
to "divide and conquer" rather than conduct community outreach has been seriously 
detrimental and inconsistent with this standard. 2550 Irving is in contrast to similarly 
contaminated parcels within the Sunset District, such as 3601 Lawton Street, which is an 
example whose proposed response plan has been handled with common sense and a 
thorough emphasis on public health and welfare. This has not been the case with 2550 Irving 
Street and is of significant concern. 



■ 
 

 

Excavation 
TNDC's Draft Response Plan hastily mischaracterized the excavation option as bad. It argues 
that digging down 15 feet and then replacing the contaminated soil with good soil does not 
ensure that new soil does not become re-contaminated from adjacent contaminated soil. This 
however is telling. The backfill decoy highlights the problem of the vicinity being contaminated, 
blurring a focus on a holistic solution, which is to simultaneously address the adjacent 
contaminated soil. 

 
Also, placing an unreasonably high $4 million price tag on the excavation option unsupported 
by budget estimates appears to be part of the decoy to make their vapor barrier option under 
the CLRRA seem more reasonable to DTSC; this however ignores closer scrutiny that the 
vapor barrier option is inherently a solution overly dependent on perfect workmanship. A vapor 
barrier would be penetrated by literally hundreds of pipes and conduits, all creating pathways 
for vapors from contaminated, compacted soil below to enter into the new building. It is likely 
that the same deficiency caused the Police Credit Union to evacuate 75% of its population on 
or about March 2019. On top of this, the vapor barrier is an expedient way to save costs 
allowing the deleterious effects to pass onto working class neighbors. Temporarily inert plumes 
are not forever inert and there are utilities as pathways to consider. 

 
Excavation is considered one of DTSC's presumptive remedies for addressing chlorinated 
VOCs in the vadose zone and I would recommend not varying from this tried and trusted 
remedy. Excavation has the added financial and practical benefit to future residents and 
neighbors of simultaneously creating underground parking. Unfortunately, Path Forward 
seems to have biased its analysis against excavation of any type. TNDC's plan further 
obfuscates the presumptive remedy by dividing remediation into three separate projects, when 
in reality one comprehensive solution is needed including the context of the site's foundation 
system. 

 
 

Multiple and reliable benefits of underground parking with excavation 
This neighborhood already suffers from substantial traffic gridlock with crammed street parking 
interrupted by curb cuts in front of largely multi-family structures, which is compounded by 
prohibited parking times for street cleaning 4 times a month. Public transit, while it flanks Irving 
Street, is substandard and is getting worse. 

 
In the "Blueprint for the Sunset" a needs assessment document authored by the former District 
Supervisor's Office and assisted by the Planning Department in 2014, a plan was made for 
SFMTA to have long overdue improvements in place by 2019. Recently, SFMTA pushed back 
this projection and is now estimating to be ready to begin a study, two years from today. And 
yet, besides forcing new residents to be dependent on already substandard public transit, it is 
entirely reasonable to assume many new residents in this 100-unit family building will need 

1 cars to get to their places of employment outside the bounds of public transit. 
 
 

Thomas Soper AIA Architect  

   -     
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In contrast, the disparity in the City's policy is demonstrated in two other new affordable 
housing projects in the vicinity: one with 43 and the other 135 apartment units in the Outer 
Sunset. Each have been recently approved by the City for 24 and 48 underground parking 
spaces respectively, but in significantly much less congested areas. Why the lack of parity for 
these new families? 

 

Closer to 2550 Irving Street, there is also underground parking for a circa 1980 four-story 
housing structure, one block to the east. For other nearby larger pre-war apartment buildings, 
there is on-site parking. But these buildings do not generate the exponential volume of traffic 
compared to the 2550 Irving Street building, which is 3.3 times more massive. Finally, for a 
new market rate, 8-unit, 4 story apartment building project proposed by the Police Credit Union 
directly across the street from 2550 Irving Street at 2513 Irving Street, onsite parking for 9 
spaces is planned. What is environmentally just about this disparity? 

 
 

Flawed and inconsistent City policy and the need for practicality 
Though the "Blueprint for the Sunset" in 2014 asked the public to seek alternate means of 
transport across the district, new bike paths, added approximately five years ago, have not 
shown a reduction of gridlock, but rather have increased traffic congestion particularly during 
COVID. Nevertheless, the City still maintains that the 2550 Irving Street project is exempt from 
parking requirements. Allowing only 11 surface onsite spaces at this time is ignoring the fact 
that a building for 100 families is a much more traffic-intensive project as compared to the 
previously mentioned affordability  projects. Where is the environmental justice in this position? 

 
 

In consideration of the need for services such as deliveries to families, multiple destinations for 
families, pickup and drop off for families, family gatherings, existing substandard public transit, 
trash removal for 100 families at least twice a week and many other family-related activities, it 
is additionally reasonable to assume, as mentioned before, that some residents will need 
vehicles. Many of these above mentioned circumstances of congestion are substantially 
mitigated by underground parking with a dual purpose of a reliable, long-term contamination 
remediation scenario through excavation. 

 
Underground parking at 2550 Irving Street could provide 40 spaces conservatively, serving the 
diversity of the families and reducing the expected severe negative traffic impacts. In contrast, 
the present design for onsite at grade parking for 11 spaces is constrained by parcel 
dimensions. The minimum parking dimensions also do not allow the spaces at grade to be 
located farther away from gridlock at 26th Avenue and Irving Street, as argued by the project 
architect. But if all the parking is underground, the extremely valuable grade level real estate 
can be put to higher priority, better uses for the families that will live there. 

 
rn 

1 
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Comprehensive plan to improve outcome for residents 
On page 15 of the draft Response Plan and as mentioned before, Path Forward suggests that 
excavation and backfill could lead to soil recontamination due to the presence of offsite soil 
vapor. But this would not be an issue with permanent excavation and basement walls with 
requisite waterproofing. Further, these basement walls would also have much, much fewer 
pipe penetrations with greater, reliable workmanship. Additionally, as a backup system to any 
vapor intrusion, the code required ventilation of the basement is another layer of added 
protection. Lastly, all of the pipe penetrations coming through the first floor slab are no longer 
in contact with contaminated soil. The underground parking would vastly outperform all other 
options and be a long lasting reliable solution. 

 
Finally, an excavation with conventional lagging and basement wall solution needs to be 
understood simultaneously and contrasted with the probable grade foundation systems that 
TNDC is faced with choosing from: a drilled pier system or a very robust, thick mat slab 
system at grade. Both of these grade systems already require some excavation, adding 
another trade's means and method involvement and expense. This is not efficient construction 
planning. Further, the drilled pier system, which requires slightly less excavation, still is going 
to unpredictably test the 100-year-old, brittle, unreinforced foundations of adjacent residential 
neighbors (which I have personally visited) to the North, East and West of the site through its 
inherent unavoidable ground tremors. Permanent excavation would reallocate the estimated 
$539,000 backfill cost to the cost of the basement walls and avoid all the unforeseen costs of a 
slab-on-grade system, and simultaneously solve the contamination issue in a more observable 
way. It creates a permanent, reliable, coordinated and comprehensive design solution for 
these new families and a grateful community. 

 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can clarify anything else. 

 

Thomas Soper, AIA, NCARB, LEED AP 
Architect 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

To:  Office of Planning and Research  
State Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044, 1400 Tenth Street, Room 212 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044  

From: Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 
Berkeley, CA 94710 

Project Title: Response Plan, 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Development 

Project Location: San Francisco, California 

County: San Francisco 

Project Applicant: Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation  

Approval Action Under Consideration by DTSC:  Response Plan 

Statutory Authority:  California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.82 

Project Description:  The project involves the installation of a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) comprised of a 
chemically rated vapor barrier liner and perforated sub-slab soil vapor collection piping within the 2550 Irving Street 
Affordable Housing project (Site).  The Response Plan summarizes the evaluation of remedial alternatives and proposed 
response actions to protect human health and the environment. This alternative would additionally provide institutional 
controls to ensure long-term protection from residual soil gas impacts through a Land Use Covenant (LUC) and includes a 
VIMS Operations and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan), California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA)-type Site 
O&M Agreement, Financial Assurance, and voluntary/prudential 5-Year Reviews.  The anticipated start date for this 
project has not been determined but is expected to begin sometime in early 2023 to 2024.   

Background:  The Site occupies approximately 19,125 square feet located at 2520 and 2550 Irving Street in San 
Francisco, California. The Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) assigned to the Site is 1724-038, which includes the 
addresses 2520 and 2550 Irving Street. According to the San Francisco Property Information Map (PIM) the Site is zoned 
under the Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District. The Site is currently improved with a 18,561 square foot two-
story commercial building, constructed in 1966, that is currently used as a bank (The Police Credit Union). 

According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA; Path Forward 2020), the Site was vacant land as 
early as 1895 and remained vacant until at least 1915. By 1928, two structures had been developed in the central portion. 
The 1928 Sanborn map depicts these as a drugstore and a cleaning business. By 1940, a gas station had been added to 
the southeast corner of the Site, and by 1946, a second gas station had been added to the western end of the Site. By 
1950, the central buildings on the Site were occupied by an undertaker, and in 1966, this business redeveloped the entire 
property with the current building and open areas for use as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The funeral business 
continued in the building until 1985, when the building was modified for its current use. The Site has been utilized as a 
bank since 1987. 

Various subsurface investigations were conducted at the Site in 2019 and 2020 and were memorialized in the Site 
Assessment Plan (SAP) and Report of Findings (ROF) (Path Forward 2021).  These efforts concluded that 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) in soil vapor is the main contaminant of concern (COC) on the Site. The source of the Site COC 
is likely associated with the historical cleaning business that operated from the 1920s through 1940s. Based on the SAP 
and ROF, the Response Plan was developed to address the soil vapor with elevated concentrations of PCE above health 
goals, and (as a contingency) breakdown products of PCE that may form in the future. 

The Response Plan will be implemented by Path Forward with DTSC oversight. Project activities required to protect 
human health and the environment are being completed under a CLRRA Agreement with DTSC.   

The San Francisco (City) Planning Department has determined that this project meets the criterion under Senate Bill No. 
35 (SB35) and the City, in its role as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency, will make a SB35 
Determination for development of the Site.   

Project Activities:  Based on the comparative analysis presented in the Response Plan, Alternative 3 was selected as 
the proposed response action for the Site. Alternative 3 is comprised of: 

• Installation of the VIMS; 

• Operations and Maintenance; and 
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• Land Use Covenant 

A VIMS would be incorporated into the design of the proposed building. The VIMS would consist of a sub-slab venting 
system and a sub-slab vapor-barrier membrane. The sub-slab venting system would consist of a gravel layer with 
horizontal perforated piping to collect impacted soil gas from beneath the building slab and route it to the edge of the 
building, then route soil gas upwards through a vertical riser pipe that would run along the inner or outer building wall, for 
discharge above the roofline. The sub-slab venting system could also include inlets near the building exterior to dilute the 
sub-slab soil gas with ambient air. The sub-slab vapor-barrier membrane would be installed above the venting system and 
will provide a physical barrier to air flow into the building.  

The ongoing effectiveness of the VIMS to prevent vapor intrusion at levels of concern at the buildings would be evaluated 
in accordance with the Site VIMS O&M Plan.  

As mentioned above, this alternative would provide institutional controls to ensure long-term protection from residual soil 
gas impacts through a LUC that would prohibit residential use of the property unless engineering controls (i.e., the VIMS) 
are in place.  The VIMS would be maintained, and accessible parts inspected regularly (e.g., annually) in accordance with 
the LUC (to be developed), the Site O&M Agreement, the VIMS O&M Plan, voluntary/prudential 5-Year Reviews, and a 
Financial Assurance instrument. 

By virtue of the Site’s location and historical uses, the project is required to comply with San Francisco Health Code 
Article 22A, known as the Maher Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance defines a process for characterization and mitigation 
of soil and groundwater contamination, for the protection of public health and safety during and after Site redevelopment. 
The City of San Francisco has deferred the oversight of mitigation measures for the contaminants onsite to the DTSC. 
Historical investigations and DTSC oversight related to historical Site use would likely satisfy the Maher requirements and 
further testing and mitigation beyond the DTSC requirements discussed in the Response Plan is unlikely to be required by 
the SFDPH.  While the Site is exempt from San Francisco Health Code Article 22B, the San Francisco Dust Ordinance, 
due to parcel size being less than one acre, as a conservative measure the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development 
Corporation (TNDC) will prepare a Site Management Plan which will include dust control and monitoring measures during 
construction activities.  It is expected that the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), who oversees 
activities related to the Maher Ordinance, will indicate that the Site characterization and mitigation process conducted by 
TNDC and The Police Credit Union under DTSC oversight will effectively meet the requirements of the Maher Ordinance.  

In the event biological, cultural, or historical resources are discovered during project activities, work will be suspended 
while a qualified biologist or cultural or historical resource specialist assesses the area and arrangements are made to 
protect or preserve any resources that are discovered.  If human remains are discovered, no further disturbance will occur 
in the location where the remains are found and the County Coroner will be notified pursuant to the Health and Safety 
Code, Chapter 2, Section 7050.5. 

Name of Public Agency Approving Project:  Department of Toxic Substances Control  

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation  

Exempt Status: Categorical Exemption: [CCR Title 14, Sec. 15330] 

Minor Actions Take to Prevent, Minimize, Mitigate or Eliminate the Release or Threat of Release of a Hazardous Waste or 
Hazardous Substance. 

Reasons Why Project is Exempt:  
1. The project is a minor action designed to prevent, minimize, stabilize, mitigate or eliminate the release or threat of 

release of hazardous waste or hazardous substances. 

2. The project is a response action that will not exceed $1 million in cost.  

3. The project does not involve the onsite use of a hazardous waste incinerator or thermal treatment unit or the 
relocation of residences or businesses and does not involve the potential release into the air of volatile organic 
compounds as defined in Health and Safety Code Section 25123.  No County or Bay Area Air Quality permits are 
anticipated to be required for the operation of the VIMS. 

4. The project will be consistent with applicable state and local environmental permitting requirements.  A grading 
permit from the City of San Francisco will be obtained if one is needed apart from the site development permit. No 
County or Bay Area Air Quality permits are anticipated for the mitigation.  

5. The exceptions pursuant to Cal. Code Rags., title 14, § 15300.2 have been addressed as follows: 
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a. Cumulative Impact. The project will not result in cumulative impacts because it is designed to be a short-
term, final remedy that would not lead to a succession of projects of the same type in the same place over 
time.  

b. Significant Effect.  The environmental safeguards and monitoring procedures that are enforceable and 
made a condition of project approval will prevent unusual circumstances from occurring so that there is no 
possibility that the project will have a significant effect on the environment. 

c. Scenic Highways. The project will not damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, because it is not located within view of a highway 
officially designated as a state scenic highway.  

d. Hazardous Waste Sites. The project is not located on a site which is included on any list compiled 
pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.  

e. Historical Resources. The project is not expected to cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource because none are anticipated. Outreach to Native American tribes is 
being conducted by the City in their role as the CEQA Lead Agency for the development.  

The administrative record for this project is available to the public by appointment at the following location: 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 
Berkeley, CA 94710 

Additional project information is available on EnviroStor: 
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=60003063 

Contact Person 
Arthur Machado 

Contact Title 
Engineering Geologist 

Phone Number 
(415) 723-0792 

Approver’s Signature: 

 
 

Date:  

Click or tap to enter a date. 

Approver’s Name 
Juliet C. Pettijohn  

Approver’s Title 
Branch Chief 

Approver’s Phone Number 
(510) 540-3843

TO BE COMPLETED BY OPR ONLY 

Date Received for Filing and Posting at OPR: 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_report.asp?global_id=60003063
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PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION 

This Dust and Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Control Plan for the property located at 2550 
Irving Street in San Francisco, California has been prepared by a California Professional 
Geologist and/or California Professional Engineer. This document is based on information 
available to Path Forward Partners, Inc. and current laws, policies, and regulations as of the 
date of this document. The opinions expressed in this document are based upon the 
information available to Path Forward Partners, Inc. and are given in response to a limited 
assignment and should be considered and implemented only in light of that assignment. The 
services provided by Path Forward Partners, Inc. in completing this project were consistent with 
normal standards of the profession. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.  
 
 

  
Collin Quesenberry, G.I.T.  
Staff Geologist  

  
Gregory S. Noblet, P.E. 
Principal Engineer  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Path Forward Partners, Inc. has prepared this Dust and Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) 
Control Plan (DCP) on behalf of Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) for 
the property located at 2550 Irving Street in San Francisco, California (the Site; Figure 1). The 
Site is being redeveloped by TNDC with a new seven-story mixed-use building. The Site is 
enrolled in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Maher Program. Though the 
Site is under 0.5 acres (approximately 0.43 acres) and thus a DCP is not statutorily required, this 
DCP has been created to assuage anticipated neighborhood concerns related to dust and VOCs. 

2.0 DUST CONTROL MEASURES 

The project will implement (1) the general dust control measures specified in 
Section 106A.3.2.6.3 of the San Francisco Building Code and (2) Site-specific enhanced dust 
control measures that are as-effective as those specified in Section 1242 of the  San Francisco 
Health Code Article 22B (Dust Ordinance). These dust control measures (other than dust 
monitoring) will be implemented by the general contractor at the direction of the project 
proponent.  

2.1 General Measures 

In accordance with Section 106A.3.2.6.3 of the San Francisco Building Code, the project will 
implement the following general dust control measures: 

• A person or persons responsible for monitoring compliance with dust control 
requirements will be available on-Site or by telephone or other means during all times 
that Site construction activities may be in progress, including holidays and weekends. 
The name and telephone number of the compliance monitor will be provided to SFDPH 
prior to commencement of work.  

• All active construction areas will be sufficiently watered to prevent dust from becoming 
airborne. Watering frequency will be increased as necessary when wind speeds exceed 
15 miles per hour.  

• As much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off) will be provided in 
any area of land clearing, earth movement, excavation, drilling, and other dust 
generating activity.  

• Trackout onto public streets and sidewalks will be removed using wet power vacuum 
sweepers as needed. 

• Inactive (no disturbance for more than 7 days) stockpiles containing greater than 10 
cubic yards or 500 square feet of material will be covered with a 10-mil (0.01-inch) 
polyethylene tarpaulin or will be stabilized by equivalent techniques.  
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• Dust enclosures, curtains, or dust collectors will be used as necessary to control dust in 
the excavation area.  

2.2 Enhanced Site-Specific Measures 

In accordance with Section 1242 of the Dust Ordinance, the project will implement the 
following enhanced Site-specific dust control measures: 

• Areas around soil improvement operations, visibly dry disturbed soil surface areas, and 
visibly dry disturbed unpaved driveways will be wetted down at least three times per 
shift per day.  

• A “hotline” will be established for community members to call and report visible dust 
problems. The hotline phone number will be clearly posted around the Site perimeter.  

• The amount of excavated material or waste materials stored at the Site will be 
minimized.  

• Unpaved roads, parking areas, and staging areas will be either paved, watered three 
times daily, or treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers.  

• Haul trucks will be loaded so the material does not extend above the walls or back of 
the truck bed. Soil, sand, and other loose materials will be tightly covered with 
tarpaulins or other effective covers before leaving the loading area. Loaded materials 
will be wetted, if needed, prior to covering.  

• On-Site vehicle traffic will be limited to 15 miles per hour.  

• Trucks and equipment leaving the Site will be cleaned with wheel washers or by 
brushing before reentering public streets.  

• If significant trackout onto public streets is observed, it will be removed using wet 
power vacuum, as needed. 

• An independent (of the general contractor) third party will be retained by the project 
proponent to conduct dust monitoring at the project boundary (see Section 3.0).  

If visible dust is observed crossing the Site boundary or if dust monitoring results exceed the 
short-term action level (see Section 3.3), additional dust mitigation measures will be 
implemented. The specific measures taken will depend on the source and nature of the 
exceedance – a typical mitigation measure would be application of additional water. If visible 
dust or high dust concentrations associated with Site activities persist, then dust-generating 
activities would be halted until fenceline conditions are acceptable.  

3.0 DUST AND VOC MONITORING PROGRAM 

Dust and VOC monitoring will be conducted by an independent (from the general contractor) 
third party retained by the project proponent to confirm the effectiveness of dust control 
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measures. The monitoring program will include real-time measurements of respirable 
particulate matter (PM₁₀) and total VOC concentrations at the project fenceline and comparison 
of the monitoring results to preestablished action levels. If Site-related monitoring results 
exceed action levels, then appropriate additional dust and VOC control measures would be 
implemented to reduce emissions and fenceline concentrations of construction dust or VOCs.  

3.1 Monitoring Locations 

The Site vicinity is depicted in Figure 2. Adjacent land uses consist of mixed commercial and 
residential development to the south and west, and residences to the north, south, east, and 
west. The prevailing wind direction in the area is from the west/northwest, as demonstrated by 
the wind rose from the nearby San Francisco Airport (ARB 2003) (see Figure 4), thus the 
prevailing downwind direction is east/southeast, i.e., the 26th Avenue side of the Site.  

Typical upwind and downwind monitoring locations are shown in Figure 3. Monitoring locations 
will be adjusted in the field based on Site conditions including current wind direction; conflicts 
with construction activities, equipment, or materials staging; and obstructions to air flow such 
as buildings, trees, and fences. The monitoring locations will be sited, laterally and vertically, to 
provide the most representative characterization of the air blowing across the Site boundary.  

3.2 Monitoring Equipment 

Dust monitoring will be performed with a pDR-1000AN, TSI DustTrak, or comparable 
instrument. Monitoring instruments will be calibrated (zeroed) and operated in accordance 
with manufacturer instructions.  

VOC monitoring will be performed with a parts per billion as volume (ppbv) photoionization 
detector (PID), such as a ppbRAE 3000 or comparable instrument.  

3.3 Monitoring Procedure 

Paired upwind and downwind measurements will be taken on an approximately hourly basis, 
for each of dust and total VOCs. Prior to each set of measurements, the field person will 
determine the current wind direction and select appropriate upwind and downwind locations. 
Upwind and downwind measurements will be taken in succession with a single instrument, or 
concurrently with multiple instruments. Each measurement will comprise a time-weighted 
average over a period of approximately 10 to 15 minutes. The upwind measurements will be 
subtracted from the downwind measurements to calculate the net dust and total VOC 
concentrations associated with Site emissions, for comparison to short-term action levels (see 
Section 3.4).  
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3.4 Action Levels 

Dust and total VOC action levels are established to provide real-time feedback to earthwork 
personnel regarding the need for additional dust or VOC mitigation measures. It is emphasized 
that an exceedance of a dust or VOC action level would not be indicative of unacceptable health 
risks to offsite populations. The action levels are very conservative, in that 1) the action levels 
do not account for the dispersion that occurs as chemicals are transported downwind from the 
point of measurement at the project fenceline to the locations of actual offsite receptors; 2) the 
VOC action level assumes the VOC mixture is comprised entirely of tetrachloroethene (PCE).  

3.4.1 Dust Action Levels 

Dust action levels are based on the California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for PM₁₀, 
which is 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m³) averaged over 24 hours. Construction dust 
emissions are expected to occur over approximately 8 hours each workday. Therefore an 8-
hour action level of 150 µg/m³ (=50×24/8) is protective of the CAAQS. A short-term (e.g., 15-
minute) action level is also established at 150 µg/m³, so that timely feedback can be relayed to 
the general contractor to increase dust control measures (e.g., apply more water) to ultimately 
keep the 8-hour concentration below 150 µg/m³.  

 

Summary of Dust Action Levels and Response Actions  

Averaging Period Value  Response 

Short-term 
(approximately 15 
minutes)  

150 µg/m³ Notify general contractor to increase dust control 
measures (e.g., apply more water) 

8 hours (or workday) 150 µg/m³ Notify general contractor to increase dust control 
measures and consider implementing additional dust 
control measures not already in place 

Note: Action levels are applicable to Site-related (less background) fenceline measurements. 

The PM₁₀ monitoring instruments cannot distinguish construction dust from other particulate 
matter such as diesel exhaust, fine water droplets (fog/mist), regional haze, smoke from 
wildfires, etc. The field person will note any suspected confounding sources. If a nominal 
exceedance of the dust action level is determined to be caused by other than Site construction 
dust, then additional Site dust control measures would not be warranted.  

3.4.2 Total VOC Action Levels 

The total VOC action level is based on the acute (1-hour) reference exposure level (REL) for the 
primary VOC of concern at the Site, PCE, which is 2.9 parts per million by volume (ppmv) 
(OEHHA 2019). A 1-hour VOC action level is established at the equivalent concentration of 
5.2 ppmv as isobutene, which assumes an isobutene-to-PCE conversion factor of 0.57 (RAE 
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Systems 2018). A short-term (e.g., 15-minute) action level is also established at 5.2 ppmv as 
isobutene, so that timely feedback can be relayed to the general contractor to increase VOC 
control measures (e.g., apply more water) to ultimately keep the 1-hour concentration below 
5.2 ppmv as isobutene. 

 

Summary of Total VOC Action Levels and Response Actions  

Averaging Period Value  Response 

Short-term 
(approximately 15 
minutes)  

5.2 ppmv isobutene Notify general contractor to increase VOC control 
measures (e.g., apply more water) 

1 hour  5.2 ppmv isobutene Notify general contractor to increase VOC control 
measures and consider implementing additional VOC 
control measures not already in place 

Note: Action levels are applicable to Site-related (less background) fenceline measurements. 

3.5 Monitoring Frequency and Duration 

Monitoring will be performed daily for 2 weeks (or for at least 10 active workdays) at the 
beginning of each significant discrete dust-generating activity, including clearing and grubbing, 
grading, and excavation. Monitoring will be conducted throughout the construction workday, 
typically between 7 AM and 4 PM. Monitoring will not be conducted during or following 
significant rainfall events if the ground is sufficiently wetted. If monitoring results from the first 
10 days are below primary action levels (i.e., 8-hour action level for dust and 1-hour action level 
for total VOCs), then monitoring will be discontinued for the remainder of the dust generating 
activity.  

3.6 Recordkeeping and Reporting 

Relevant information will be recorded daily in field notes, including weather conditions, 
instrument calibrations, on-Site dust generating activities, measurement locations, 
measurement intervals (start and stop times), measured upwind and downwind dust and total 
VOC concentrations, calculated net dust and total VOC concentrations, and action level 
exceedances (if any) and response actions taken.  

4.0 REFERENCES 

Air Resources Board (ARB). 2003. Meteorological Wind Roses, Data for the ISCST3 Air Quality 
Model. July 8.  

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 2019. OEHHA Acute, 8-hour and 
Chronic Reference Exposure Level (REL) Summary. November 4.  
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EXHIBIT 9 
SFDPH SFHC Article 22A – Site Management Plan 

Approval dated February 2, 2022 



City and County of San Francisco London Breed, Mayor 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Grant Colfax, MD, Director of Health 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH Patrick Fosdahl, MS, REHS 
 Environmental Health Director 

CONTAMINATED SITES ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION PROGRAM 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone 415-252-3800 | Fax 415-252-3910 

 
February 2, 2022 
 
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation 
Attn: Jackson Rabinowitsh 
201 Eddy Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 
Subject: SFHC Article 22A – Site Management Plan Approval  
  2550 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA 94122 
  EHB-SAM Case Number: 2043 
 
 
Dear Jackson Rabinowitsh: 
 
In accordance with San Francisco Health Code (SFHC) Article 22A and San Francisco Building 
Code Section 106.3.2.4, the San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health 
Branch, Contaminated Sites Assessment and Mitigation Program (EHB-SAM) has received and 
reviewed the following documents related to the property located at 2550 Irving Street, San 
Francisco, California (the Site): 

 PathForward, 2021a. Final Response Plan, 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing Project, 
San Francisco, California. 2 September. 

 PathForward, 2021b. Site Management Plan, 2550 Irving Street Affordable Housing 
Project, San Francisco, California. 24 November. 

The project at 2550 Irving Street is under the oversight of the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), through a California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) 
Agreement dated February 1, 2021. In an email dated September 8, 2021, the DTSC notified the 
EHB-SAM that they had approved the Final Response Plan for the Site. The EHB-SAM defers 
environmental cleanup authority to the DTSC, a state agency, and will review all submitted items 
that are specifically applicable to SFHC Article 22A.  
 
SITE BACKGROUND AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Site is located on the north side of Irving Street, between 26th Avenue and 27th Avenue, and 
is approximately 0.44 acres in size. The property is identified by the San Francisco County 
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 1724-038 and is currently occupied by a two-story commercial 
building used as a bank, with an adjacent parking lot. Groundwater was measured at the Site at a 
static depth of approximately 78 feet below ground surface (bgs).  
 
The proposed development at the Site includes demolition of the existing Site structures and 
construction of a new seven-story affordable housing building with ground-floor residential 
amenities, commercial spaces, and potentially a daycare facility. Development activities include 
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excavation and off-site disposal of approximately 4,000 cubic yards, related to construction of the 
new building’s foundation elements and potential car stacker pits.  
 
HISTORICAL SITE USE, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESPONSE PLAN 
 
Based on a review of available historical documents, the Site was originally an undeveloped and 
vacant lot from the mid-1890s until at least 1915. Two structures were constructed in the central 
area of the Site by the late 1920s, used as a drugstore and cleaning business. By the 1940s, two 
gasoline stations were constructed at the Site – one in the southeast corner and one along the 
western edge of the property. In 1966, the entire property was redeveloped with the current two-
story building, originally used as a mortuary and funeral chapel. The current building was used as 
a bank since 1987.   
 
Several environmental investigations were conducted in 2019, under the oversight of the DTSC. 
These investigations determined that elevated volatile organic compounds (VOCs), specifically 
tetrachloroethene (PCE), were impacting on-site soil gas. The September 2021 Response Plan was 
developed to describe the environmental impacts to the Site and identify/evaluate the most 
appropriate response action. Based on the evaluation criteria, Alternative 3 – Vapor Intrusion 
Mitigation System (VIMS), Land Use Covenant, and Operations and Maintenance, was selected 
as the recommended response action alternative for the Site. The Response Plan includes 
specifications for the VIMS; details for long-term operation and maintenance; and post-
construction certification and monitoring. The DTSC approved the Response Plan in a letter dated 
September 2, 2021.   
 
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
To comply with the provisions of SFHC Article 22A, a Site Management Plan (SMP) was 
developed and submitted to the EHB-SAM. The SMP describes recommended measures to 
mitigate potential risks to the environment, construction workers, and the public associated with 
exposure to hazardous substances in soil, soil vapor, and groundwater that may be encountered 
during soil disturbing activities. Mitigative measures described within the SMP include entry/exit 
restrictions; soil and stockpile management protocols; soil import criteria; dust generation and odor 
controls; groundwater management; contingency procedures when encountering unexpected 
conditions; and general worker health and safety procedures. If an unknown environmental 
condition is encountered during development activities, the EHB-SAM will be notified. 
 
EHB-SAM REVIEW 
 
Based on a review of the documents submitted to-date, the Site Management Plan is approved. 
Following completion of development activities, a Final Report and Certification shall be 
submitted to the EHB-SAM for review and approval.  
 
If you have any questions or comments, please contact Ryan Casey at ryan.casey@sfdph.org or 
(415) 252-3992.  
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Sincerely, 
 

 
Ryan Casey, P.E. (CA) 
Engineer 
 
CC: David Grunat and Gregory Noblet (Path Forward) 

Arthur Machado (DTSC) 
Beronica Slattengren (EHB-SAM) 
Jeanie Poling (SFCPC) 
Carrie Pei and Gary Ho (SFDBI) 



EXHIBIT 10 
DTSC Response to MSNA Letter of March 10, 2022 and 

Inquiry of April 14, 2022 dated April 26, 2022 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F6621212184%
2FDTSC%20response%20to%20Email%20from%20Don%20Moore-ERS%20to%20Whit%20Smith-DTSC%20-%
20April%202022%20-%20final.pdf

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F6621212184%2FDTSC%20response%20to%20Email%20from%20Don%20Moore-ERS%20to%20Whit%20Smith-DTSC%20-%20April%202022%20-%20final.pdf


EXHIBIT 11 
DTSC Albrite Cleaners Cortese Letter  

dated April 15, 2022 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F1817852199%
2FFormer%20Albrite%20Cleaners%20Cortese%20Response%20Letter.pdf

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/getfile?filename=/public%2Fdeliverable_documents%2F1817852199%2FFormer%20Albrite%20Cleaners%20Cortese%20Response%20Letter.pdf


EXHIBIT 12 
Email from Ryan Casey  

Re: APPEAL FILED NO. 22-092 @  
2550 IRVING STREET dated December 12, 2022 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Casey, Ryan (DPH)
To: David A. Grunat
Cc: Slattengren, Beronica (DPH); Jackson Rabinowitsh
Subject: FW: APPEAL FILED NO. 22-092 @ 2550 IRVING STREET
Date: Monday, December 12, 2022 1:22:28 PM
Attachments: APPEAL FILED NO. 22-092 @ 2550 IRVING STREET.pdf

Special Instructions for Parties (revised 3-2-22).pdf

Good Afternoon David,
 
Please see my responses below, in red.
 
Thanks,
 
Ryan Casey, P.E. (CA) | Engineer | SFDPH | Office: 415-252-3992

 

From: David A. Grunat <David@Pathfw.net> 
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 12:55 PM
To: Casey, Ryan (DPH) <ryan.casey@sfdph.org>; Slattengren, Beronica (DPH)
<beronica.slattengren@sfdph.org>
Cc: Jackson Rabinowitsh <jrabinowitsh@tndc.org>
Subject: APPEAL FILED NO. 22-092 @ 2550 IRVING STREET
 

 

Ryan,

I have two questions that I was hoping you could respond to regarding the attached appeal:
 

Can you please provide why “NA” was listed on the Demolition Permit #202206277192? Our
program may review demolition permits for projects over half an acre in size to verify
compliance with SFHC Article 22B. The “NA” comment means that a DPH review of this
specific demolition permit is “not applicable”.
Can you confirm that SFDPH has reviewed and confirmed the necessary documents applicable
for Article 22A for the proposed Site redevelopment are complete and in compliance with
Article 22A as noted on Permit #202205053630? I can confirm that our program has reviewed
and approved permit no. 202205053630. The proposed project is in compliance with SFHC
Article 22A.

 
Best,
 
David A. Grunat, P.G., C.H.G.
Partner/Principal Geologist
Path Forward Partners, Inc.

mailto:ryan.casey@sfdph.org
mailto:David@Pathfw.net
mailto:beronica.slattengren@sfdph.org
mailto:jrabinowitsh@tndc.org
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December 5, 2022 
 
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, Permit Holder(s) 
c/o Katie Lamont, Agent for Permit Holder(s) 
201 Eddy Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
klamont@tndc.org  
 
 Appeal No.: 22-092 
 Appeal Title:  Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Assn., Inc vs. DBI, PDA 
 Subject Property:  2550 Irving Street 
 Permit Type: Demolition Permit 
 Permit No.: 2022/06/27/7192 
 
Dear Katie Lamont: 
 
This is to notify you that an appeal has been filed with this office protesting the ISSUANCE of the above-
referenced permit. Pursuant to Article I, §8 of the San Francisco Business & Tax Regulations Code, 
the permit is hereby SUSPENDED until the Board of Appeals decides this matter and releases a notice 
of decision and order. 
 
We are enclosing a copy of the Preliminary Statement of Appeal for your information. 
 
The hearing regarding this matter has been scheduled for February 8, 2023, at 5:00 p.m., and will be 
held in Room 416 of San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place.  The parties may 
also attend remotely via the Zoom video platform. 
 
If you have any further questions, you may email this office at boardofappeals@sfgov.org or call (628) 
652-1150. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
BOARD STAFF 
 
 
cc:   Matthew Greene, Acting Chief Building Inspector 
Department of Building Inspection 
matthew.greene@sfgov.org  
 
 
Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc, Appellant(s) 
c/o Flo Enoch Wang, Esq.  
Fife Law, LLP  
300 Montgomery Street Ste. 610  
San Francisco, CA 94104  
enochwang@fifelawllp.com   
 
 



mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org

http://www.sfgov.org/boa

mailto:klamont@tndc.org

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org

mailto:matthew.greene@sfgov.org





      Date Filed: December 5, 2022 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 


PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 22-092     
 
I / We, Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of 


Demolition Permit No. 2022/06/27/7192  by the Department of Building Inspection which was issued or 


became effective on: November 18, 2022, to: Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, for the 


property located at: 2550 Irving Street.  
 


BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
The Appellants may, but are not required to, submit a one page (double-spaced) supplementary statement with this Preliminary 
Statement of Appeal. No exhibits or other submissions are allowed at this time. 
 
Appellants’ Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. on January 19, 2023, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, corey.teague@sfgov.org, 
tina.tam@sfgov.org, jrabinowitsh@tndc.org and klamont@tndc.org. 
 
Respondent’s and Other Parties’ Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on February 2, 2023, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org, 
corey.teague@sfgov.org, tina.tam@sfgov.org, geokimm@sbcglobal.net, enochwang@fifelawllp.com, and 
pbholzman@gmail.com. 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be provided before the 
hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of the hearing 
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
 
See attachment to the preliminary Statement of Appeal. 


  
 


Signature: Via Email 
 
Print Name: Patrick Doolittle, agent for appellant(s) 
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Preliminary Statement of Appeal (filed 12/5/22) 


Permit Application No. 202206277192 
Issued: November 18, 2022 
Property Address: 2550 Irving Street, San Francisco CA 94122 


I represent Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, Inc. (MSNA) in this appeal. Attached is an 


email from MSNA president Flo Kimmerling authorizing me to file this appeal. The permit 


appealed from is the demolition permit issued November 18, 2022 for permit holder and owner 


Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC). The primary basis for the appeal 


is that the approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) was issued in 


error. “N/A” was checked by the SFDPH in response as to whether there are health and safety 


concerns at the property. It is unclear whether the application was reviewed by SFDPH’s 


Environmental Health Division as it should have been. Testing has revealed significant PCE 


contamination beneath the 2550 Irving Street block that has spread onto neighboring properties. 


Unacceptable levels of PCE have been found this year in six homes adjacent to the property, and 


they may be present in other nearby homes that have not yet been sampled. The application 


information submitted by the permit holder regarding the contamination was missing or 


otherwise incomplete and outdated. SFDPH has acknowledged that DTSC is the responsible 


agency. MSNA and its environmental consultants met with DTSC on September 23, 2022. 


DTSC is currently investigating and its investigation has not been concluded. The permit 


holder’s site management plan should have but did not include forensic and soil sampling, and 


the demolition permit did not identify contamination sources on the property. Without required 


forensic control conditions imposed during demolition, there is a substantial likelihood 


demolition will destroy critical evidence of PCE contamination in and around contaminated 


piping in the subsurface. 
Enoch Wang, Esq. 
Fife Law, LLP  
300 Montgomery Ave., Ste. 610 
San Francisco, CA 94104  
(415) 837-3100
enochwang@fifelawllp.com


Flo Kimmerling 
(MSNA) 
geokimm@sbcglobal.net 


Paul Holzman (MSNA) 
pbholzman@gmail.com 







12/1/22, 12:00 PM Department of Building Inspection


https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails


Permit Details Report
Report Date: 12/1/2022 10:55:17 AM


Application Number: 202206277192
Form Number: 6
Address(es): 1724 / 038 / 0 2550 IRVING ST
Description: DEMOLISH A 2 STORY, 2 BASEMENT, OFFICE BUILDING.
Cost: $200,000.00
Occupancy Code:
Building Use: -


Disposition / Stage:
Action Date Stage Comments
6/27/2022 TRIAGE
6/27/2022 FILING
6/27/2022 FILED
10/28/2022 PLANCHECK  
10/28/2022 APPROVED
11/18/2022 ISSUED


Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: 1010621
Name: MIGUEL GUZMAN
Company Name: GUZMAN CONSTRUCTION GROUP INC.


Address: 2270 PALOU AV * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94124-
0000


Phone:


Addenda Details:
Description:


Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold


Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description


1 CPB 6/27/22 6/27/22 6/27/22 WONG ALBERT MOD


2 CP-ZOC 6/28/22 8/17/22 8/17/22 LAUSH
MAGGIE


8/17/22: Approved - demo of existing 2-story
commercial structure and surface parking lot;
reference new construction permit, BPA
202205053630 - Maggie.Laush@sfgov.org


3 BLDG 8/18/22 9/23/22 9/26/22 WONG IRENE 9/26/22:Approved. Route to PPC.


4 DPW-
BSM 9/27/22 9/28/22 9/28/22 LIONGSON


KATHLEEN


Approved. 9/28/22. Pre-construction site
meeting required by BSM Street Inspection.
Call (628) 271-2000 or dpw-
bsminspects@sfdpw.org to schedule. - KVL


5 HEALTH 9/29/22 10/12/22 10/12/22 CASEY RYAN NA


6 CP-ZOC 10/13/22 10/14/22 10/14/22 LAUSH
MAGGIE


10/14/22: Missing stamp added per 8/17
approval - ML.


7 PPC 10/17/22 10/17/22 10/17/22 EAKIN
MIGUEL


10/17/22: TO CPB;me 10/13/22: TO
PLANNING to stamp second set of paper
plans;me 9/29/22: To Health; ST 09/27/22:
TO BSM;me 08/18/22: TO BLDG;me
06/28/22: TO PLANNING;me


8 CPB 10/17/22 10/28/22 11/18/22 WONG ALBERT


11/18/22: ISSUED; 11/8/22: ASBESTOS
REMOVAL PERMIT PA#202211045956;
INVOICED; 10/28/22: ASBESTOS PRESENT
REQ SEPARATE ASBESTOS REMOVAL
PERMIT VIA OVER THE COUNTER;
10/20/22: EMAILED GC AND APPLICANT;
PENDING CONTRACTOR STATEMENT,
MMRP, J#, RACM SURVEY REPORT;


This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450. 


Appointments:
Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots


Inspections:
Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status


Special Inspections:



http://www.sfgov.org/

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44

http://www.sfgov.org/
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SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR PARTIES 


 
 


APPROVED PLANS 


City & County of San Francisco 
BOARD OF APPEALS 


 


 
Permit holders whose building permits have been appealed are strongly encouraged to submit electronic copies 
of the City-approved plans for the subject project no later than one Thursday prior to the scheduled hearing. If 
plans are not submitted and the Board needs the plans to make its decision, the resolution of the appeal may 
be delayed. Hard copies of the City-approved plans do NOT need to be submitted. 


An electronic copy should be sent to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org. 
 


WRITTEN & ORAL ARGUMENTS 


Parties are strongly encouraged, but not required, to submit a written statement (called a “brief”) to the 
Board describing the dispute at issue, outlining their arguments and what action they’d like the Board 
to take. At the hearing, parties are given time to present their arguments orally to the Board. 


 
Please consider the following information and instructions for written and oral arguments, and written 
submittals: 


Keep in mind the correct standard of review the Board will use in deciding the case. 
• For most appeals, the Board applies de novo review, which means it hears the case anew 


and does not need to defer to the findings of fact or determinations made by the 
underlying decision-maker. 


• Decisions by the Zoning Administrator (ZA), other than Variance decisions, require that the 
Board defer to the ZA unless the Board finds that the ZA erred or abused his or her 
discretion. Variance decisions are decided under the de novo standard described above. 


• In deciding a case, the Board may only uphold, overturn or place conditions on a 
departmental decision; it cannot remand (send back) a decision to the underlying 
department for further review or action. 


• Jurisdiction Requests: To grant late jurisdiction, the Board must find that the City 
intentionally or inadvertently caused the requestor to be late in filing the appeal. If a 
Jurisdiction Request is granted, the requestor will have five calendar days from the 
date of the Board’s decision to file an appeal. 


• Rehearing Requests: The Board may grant a rehearing in extraordinary cases to prevent 
manifest injustice, or where new or different facts or circumstances have arisen that if 
known at the time of the original hearing could have affected the outcome of the hearing. 
The written request should state the nature and character of the new facts or 
circumstances, the names of the witnesses and/or a description of the documents to be 
produced, and why the evidence was not produced at the original hearing. 


 
 


49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475• San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 628-652-1150 • Email: boardofappeals@sfgov.org 


www.sfgov.org/boa 



mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org

http://www.sfgov.org/boa
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Consider the votes needed. 
• Appeals: In most cases, an appellant must get four out of the five Board members to vote 


to overturn or modify a departmental decision. That means it takes the vote of two Board 
members for the underlying departmental decision to remain unchanged. Appeals of 
certain Planning Commission actions only require three votes to overturn or modify the 
determination eg. Section 328 Home-SF Project, Section 329 Large Project Authorization, 
and Section 320-325 Office Allocation determinations. Please check with Board staff if you 
have questions. 


• Jurisdiction Requests and Rehearing Requests: Four out of five votes are needed to grant 
a Jurisdiction Request or Rehearing Request. 


 
Explain what action you’d like the Board to take. The type of action requested will depend 
upon the nature of the appeal and the party submitting the brief. Some examples include: 


• Protest Appeals – when someone objects to a permit or other entitlement issued to 
someone else: 


o An appellant in a protest appeal typically requests either that the entitlement be denied, or 
new conditions be placed on the entitlement so that the project is changed in some way 
(example: new construction be set back further from the appellant’s property line). 


o A permit holder in this type of case typically requests that the Board uphold the 
entitlement as is, with no new conditions. 


• Appeals of a Denial, Revocation, Condition, Suspension or Penalty: 


o An appellant who appeals the denial or revocation of his or her own permit typically asks 
the Board to overturn the denial or revocation. 


o An appeal of conditions placed on a permit seeks to eliminate or modify the conditions. 


o An appeal of a permit suspension or penalty seeks to eliminate or reduce the length of 
the suspension or the amount of the penalty. Note that in many cases, there is a statutory 
limit that prevents the Board from completely eliminating a penalty. 


 


Follow the Board’s formatting requirements for written submittals. The Rules of the 
Board of Appeals set out very specific requirements with respect to the length of briefs for 
different types of cases and how they need to look on the page. Briefs that don’t meet these 
requirements may be rejected. 


• All briefs, whether handwritten or typewritten, must be double-spaced. Typewritten 
submittals shall be in a font size no smaller than twelve (12) point. 


• Length: 
o Appeal briefs must not exceed twelve double-spaced pages in length and may include an 


unlimited number of exhibits. 


o Briefs associated with Jurisdiction Requests and Rehearing Requests must not exceed 
six double-spaced pages in length and may include an unlimited number of exhibits. 


o At the time an appeal is filed, an appellant may submit a supplementary statement that must 
not exceed one double-spaced page in length. No exhibits are allowed at that time. 


• Exhibits may include photographs, maps, plans, drawings, letters of support or opposition, 
or any other information or material relevant to the appeal. 


• Exhibits may not include additional pages of argument. 


• Board members are given an electronic copy of the determination being appealed, the  







Page 3 Instructions for Parties (3-22)  


• Preliminary Statement of Appeal, and the appellant’s initial statement; these documents do 
not need to be included as exhibits. 


 
• Typewritten briefs must be in a font size no smaller than 12 point. 


• Double-sided printing is encouraged, especially for long documents.  


• The parties do not need to submit hard copies of their briefs. 


• Late or overlong submittals will be rejected. Please contact the Board at least 24 hours in 
advance of your deadline if you wish to request permission to file a late or longer brief. 


• Where exhibits exceed ten pages in length, the Board encourages the submitting party to 
separate exhibits with tabs and provide a table of contents. 


 
Meet all deadlines and delivery requirements. When an appeal is filed, Board staff will set a 
briefing schedule, and notify the parties both verbally and in writing, as to when their brief is due. 


• Appeals 


o Appellant’s Brief is due no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing. The deadline for 
submission is 4:30 p.m. 


o Respondent’s and Other Parties’ Briefs are due no later than one Thursday prior to the hearing. The 
deadline for submission is 4:30 p.m. 


o Electronic copies of the brief with exhibits must be sent via email to the Board office by 
4:30 p.m. on or before the date it is due to boardofappeals@sfgov.org. 


o Additional copies must be delivered to the other parties on the same day via e-mail. 
 


o If you do not receive a brief from the other party on the due date, please contact the 
Board Office to get a copy of the brief via e-mail. 


o All briefs and written public comment submitted to the Board are considered public 
documents and will be posted on the Board’s website. 


o If the hearing date is changed, the briefing schedule may also change. Notice will be sent out 
by Board staff with any revised briefing schedule. 


• Jurisdiction Requests and Rehearing Requests 


o Requestor’s Brief is due at the time the request is filed. Requestors do not need to submit 
hard copies of their briefs. The Board will distribute copies to the other parties via e-mail. 


o Respondent’s Brief is due ten days after the request is filed. Electronic copies of the 
brief with exhibits must be emailed to the Board office by 4:30 p.m. on or before the 
date it is due. An additional electronic copy must be delivered to the other parties on the 
same day. If a deadline falls on a weekend or City holiday, it will move to the next 
business day unless otherwise specified by Board staff. 



mailto:30p.m.onorbeforethedateitisduetoboardofappeals@sfgov.org
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HEARINGS 


 


• Hearings are conducted in Room 416 of San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. 
The parties and their representatives may also attend remotely via the Zoom video platform. 


• All parties or their representatives must be present on the scheduled date of the hearing. 
 


• Parties to an appeal shall have seven minutes for presentation and three minutes for 
rebuttal. Parties to a Jurisdiction Request or Rehearing Request shall have three minutes for 
presentation and no rebuttal. 


• Appellants or Requestors speak first, then the determination (permit) holder, then the 
respondent City Department(s) and then public comment. On appeals, the Board will then hear 
rebuttal testimony from the parties in the same order. 


• Members of the public who are not affiliated with a party may speak once for up to three minutes. 


• If you are not familiar with the Board’s public hearing procedures, it is recommended that you 
watch a Board meeting before your scheduled hearing date to prepare for your presentation. 
You may watch meetings on SFGovTV (San Francisco cable Channels 26 and 78), or on- 
demand on the internet at: www.sfgovtv.org. 


• Additional written arguments may not be submitted at the hearing without Board approval. 


• Computer-assisted presentations are permitted at the hearing. However, parties should 
have an alternate means of presentation prepared in case the equipment is not working. 
Parties may request assistance from the Board of Appeals staff to present their materials 
if they prefer. Parties are encouraged to send any materials to Board staff in advance of 
the hearing date in order to ensure a smoother meeting process. 


 
RESCHEDULING OF APPEALS 


If an appeal is rescheduled prior to hearing, written notification will be mailed to all parties 
involved. However, if the Board continues an appeal at a public hearing, no written notification 
will be mailed out. 


 
 


REHEARING REQUESTS 


• If the Board does not rule in your favor, you may request a rehearing. 


• A Rehearing Request must be filed within ten calendar days from the date of the Board's 
decision, and may be filed only by the parties to an appeal. 


• Only one Rehearing Request may be filed per appeal. 


• If the Rehearing Request period ends on a weekend or City holiday, the last day to file the 
request is the next business day. 


• See page 1 of this document for the standard of review applied to Rehearing Requests, or 
see Rules of the Board, Article V.9.



http://www.sfgovtv.org/
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CONTACT WITH BOARD MEMBERS 


The Board of Appeals functions as a quasi-judicial body. In an effort to further the Board’s mission 
to create a forum where appeals are heard and decided in a manner that is fair for all involved, all 
evidence to be considered on each appeal should be provided as part of the public record through 
the briefs and other documents submitted to the Board as described above, and through oral 
testimony at public hearings. Parties to appeals, their representatives, and members of the public 
should not contact Board members on matters that are pending before the Board. 


 
MORE INFORMATION 


More information about the Board of Appeals, including copies of the Rules of the Board, related 
Charter and Code provisions, and other resource materials are available at the Board office and 
on the internet at www.sfgov.org/boa. 


 
 


The supporting documents for the meetings can be found at the following link: 
https://sfgov.org/bdappeal/meetings/10 


 


A video of the previous meetings, can be found at the following link: 


https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=6 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/boa
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P: 510.756.0741
C: 415.602.8500
F: 510.756.0747
www.pathfw.net 

 
 

https://www.pathfw.net/


EXHIBIT 13 
Housing Balance Report No. 14  

https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/documents/reports/HousingBalance14_PC_20210427.pdf

https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/documents/reports/HousingBalance14_PC_20210427.pdf


EXHIBIT 14

San Francisco Housing Element  
(2022 Update, Dec. 16, 2022)  

https://sfhousingelement.org/final-draft-housing-element-2022-update-clean

https://sfhousingelement.org/final-draft-housing-element-2022-update-clean
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Pamela Barrango
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support of Appeal no. 22-192, 2550 Irving St demolition permit # 2022/06/27/7192
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2023 4:47:58 PM

Please find my letter below in Support of the Appeal named above. 
Pamela Barrango 

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:pamelabarrango@barrango.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


























































































 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aeboken
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Amended Submission: Strongly Supporting Appeal no. 22-192 for 2550 Irving Street Demolition Permit #

2020/06/27/7192
Date: Sunday, February 5, 2023 1:09:08 PM

 

Please amend the final paragraph to read Board of Supervisors file #220772
resolution 317-22.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

-------- Original message --------
From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com>
Date: 2/1/23 12:30 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: boardofappeals@sfgov.org
Cc: Simon Timony <simon.timony@sfgov.org>, engardiostaff@sfgov.org
Subject: Strongly Supporting Appeal no. 22-192 for 2550 Irving Street Demolition Permit #
2020/06/27/7192

TO: Board of Appeals 

FROM: Eileen Boken, President 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)

RE: Strongly Supporting Appeal no. 22-192 for 2550 Irving Street Demolition Permit #
2020/06/27/7192

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is a 501(c)3 incorporated
in 1970.

SPEAK has a decades long record of advocacy for land use issues in District 4.

Therefore, SPEAK is strongly supporting the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association
and their appeal no. 22-192 which is scheduled to be heard at the Board of Appeals
on February 8, 2023.

SPEAK strongly supports this appeal based on issues of PCE contamination from two
(2) different dry cleaners formerly located on the 2500 block of Irving Street. 

These issues have already been documented in the appeal. 

mailto:aeboken@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


It's questionable that the previous owner of the property, the San Francisco Police
Credit Union, withdrew from its voluntary agreement with the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) without providing the rationale for this decision. 

Finally, the project sponsor, Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation
(TNDC), has yet to comply with the provisions of Board of Supervisors Resolution
220772 in addressing PCE contamination at the site. 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jean Barish
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal No. 22-192, 2550 Irving Street Demolition Permit # 2022/06/27/7192
Date: Monday, February 6, 2023 8:18:17 AM

 
I am writing to urge you not to permit the demolition of 2550 Irving Street by TNDC until
further action is taken to assure that there are no environmental hazards. There are
dangerous toxins in the soil on this site, most notably gaseous tetrachloroethylene (PCE).
Yet TNDC does not have a plan to keep this toxic gas from being released and entering the
air and adjoining homes during the demolition. This will expose families living in homes
near this project to toxic PCE’s, as well as poison the atmosphere. The PCE gas in these
homes is ABOVE the state risk screening level set by the Water Board and DTSC.  As Dr.
Samuel Goldman, a UCSF epidemiologist who studies PCE, says: "longer the exposure the
worse it is for you." For some in the area that is 20, 30 even 40 years.  The area must be
thoroughly cleaned up before demolition is permitted.  

Additionally, TNDC must preserve all evidence that could be used to identify the original
sources of the PCE.  Further, it does not appear that the demolition company hired to do
this work even knows that there are serious health hazards involved.  This demolition
should not be approved until all measures have been taken to protect the surrounding
community and the environment. 

Following are additional reasons to grant this Appeal stopping demolition:

The area around 2550 Irving St. —the demolition site—is currently an active
investigation site.  The investigation is incomplete and there are no plans to complete
it. Data shows that PCE from the Irving St. site has entered at least 4 houses.  These
are next to 2550 Irving.  There are likely more homes.   

Path Forward, TNDC’s environmental advisor, drafted an environmental response
plan for TNDC BEFORE all important data was collected including testing of
neighbors’ homes. This report is incomplete and does not qualify TNDC to proceed
with a demolition. 

The community’s concerns are spelled out in a Resolution the SF Board of
Supervisors passed in August, 2022. The Resolution states the 2550 Irving St. site
should not go forward until a remediation plan is developed to address the PCE
plume under Irving St and the area surrounding it on the South (2550 Irving) and to
the North (2511 Irving). The Resolution also includes a call for step-out sampling of
neighborhood homes to determine the extent of the PCE into the neighborhood   

The south side of Irving St., just across the street from the demolition site, is under a
California Imminent and Substantial Endangerment Order.  

In view of the environmental hazards of the demolition as currently scheduled, please grant
this Appeal denying the TNDC Demolition Permit until there is a thorough, competent
remediation plan in place. Lives are at risk. This demolition must not go forward until there
is assurance that everyone is protected. 

mailto:jeanbbarish@hotmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


Thank you for your consideration of this important issue.

Sincerely, 

Jean

Jean B Barish, Esq., MS, MA
jeanbbarish@hotmail.com



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mary OConnor
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support of Permit Appeal No: 22-192
Date: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 6:14:09 PM

 

To: The Board of Permit Appeals: boardofappeals@sfgov.org
City of San Francisco

Re: Support of Appeal no. 22-192, 2550 Irving Street demolition,
      permit # 2022/06/27/7192

Dear Board of Appeals:
I am writing in support of the Appeal noted above. I am a neighbor to the project noted above and a
substantial stakeholders in this matter.

I support limited affordable housing that addresses the shortage of below market rate housing as long
as there is a comprehensive clean-up of the 
known PCE contaminants and toxins in the entire area.

This Appeal is responding to the permit procedure of the Developer and Planning Department which has
side-stepped the necessary priority of public health. 
The PCE contamination engulfs the entire Irving Street block from 26th to 27th avenues. This
contamination is known to cause cancer and stretches to the North and 
South of the street and is below resident’s houses and commercial properties.
Presently, the Developer intends to allow the contamination to remain under the new residences to be
built and do nothing to clean-up the surrounding area.
We respectfully ask the Board of Appeals to deny the Demolition Permit until the Appellant is satisfied
with a comprehensive Site Management Plan (SMP). 

Respectfully Submitted,

Mary Ellen O'Connor
1462 - 26th Avenue
SF, CA  94122

mailto:meoconnor-sf@sbcglobal.net
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: milapek@aol.com
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: no 2550 Irving Street demolition,
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 8:47:47 AM

 

Dear Board of Appeals:
I am writing in support of the Appeal noted above. I am a neighbor to the project noted above and
a substantial stakeholders in this matter.
I support affordable housing that addresses the shortage of below market rate housing as long as
there is a comprehensive clean-up of the known PCE contaminants and toxins in the entire area.
This Appeal is responding to the permit procedure of the Developer and Planning Department
which has side-stepped the necessary priority of public health. The PCE contamination engulfs
the entire Irving Street block from 26th to 27th avenues. This contamination is known to cause
cancer and stretches to the North and South of the street and is below resident’s houses and
commercial properties.
Presently, the Developer intends to allow the contamination to remain under the new residences
to be built and do nothing to clean-up the surrounding area.
We respectfully ask the Board of Appeals to deny the Demolition Permit until the Appellant is
satisfied with a comprehensive Site Management Plan (SMP).
Respectfully Submitted,
Emiliya Pekker

mailto:milapek@aol.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Coorey Smith
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 10:28:44 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jepordizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

The 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access and opportunities for
working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a community with good
access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They will also help address
SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in our Westside
community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Coorey Smith 
corey@sfhac.org 
74 Delmar Street, None 
San Francisco, California 94103

mailto:corey@sfhac.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Brian Heung
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 10:41:00 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jepordizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

The 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access and opportunities for
working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a community with good
access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They will also help address
SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in our Westside
community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Brian Heung 
brian@heung.org

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:brian@heung.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Emanuel Evans
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 12:31:28 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Emanuel Evans 
political@eevans.co

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:political@eevans.co
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jake Price
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 12:48:03 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Jake Price 
jake@housingactioncoalition.org

San Francisco, California 94117

mailto:jake@housingactioncoalition.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Deborah Schneider
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 12:55:28 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Deborah Schneider 
deborah@housingactioncoalition.org

San Francisco, California 94127

mailto:deborah@housingactioncoalition.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alexei Lukban
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 12:58:36 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Alexei Lukban 
alexei.designconsultants@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94118

mailto:alexei.designconsultants@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org






































































































































































 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Terese Lawler
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Please DON"T DELAY the 2550 Irving Street project - we need it!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:08:55 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

Hello all -

As you know, the folks who don't want this project at 2550 Irving Street have been trying and
failing to stop it since it was first proposed.

They want the Sunset to remain as it was in the 1960s (I know what it was like then because
I've lived here since I was born here in 1956 - three generations in San Francisco)

But we can't remain in the past, we need more housing. Of all sorts - market rate, middle
income, and affordable.

The Westside of town needs to do its part and this 100% affordable housing project would
show that the Westside is ready and willing to do what needs to be done. 

This project is in a perfect location on good transit routes, by schools, parks, and the vibrant
neighborhood businesses. Having new hard-working families in the neighborhood will improve
the area, it's what we need.

Please reject this latest frivolous appeal, it is just another time-waster and we don't have time
TO waste.

Thank you.

Terese Lawler 
tlawler@jslg.org

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:tlawler@jslg.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Terra Crowl
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:13:26 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Terra Crowl 
terracrowlhsa@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:terracrowlhsa@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Renata Hurtado
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:14:35 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Renata Hurtado 
renatahurtado90@hotmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:renatahurtado90@hotmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: William Johnston
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:14:59 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

William Johnston 
conorj@otterbrands.com

San Francisco, California 94131

mailto:conorj@otterbrands.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alger Ciabattoni
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550. no part of the city should be exempt from building much needed housing,

and that goes for the Richmond, especially. Stop this frivolous opposition.
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:20:26 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Alger Ciabattoni 
algerciab34@gmail.com 
117 Vasquez AV 
San Francisco, California 94127

mailto:algerciab34@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: katherine fontaine
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:20:53 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

katherine fontaine 
kathfontaine@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:kathfontaine@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Julie Fong
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:24:45 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Julie Fong 
jules.sans.e@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:jules.sans.e@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Raul Maldonado
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:26:21 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Raul Maldonado 
rmaldonadocloud@gmail.com 
825 55TH ST 
Emeryville, California 94608

mailto:rmaldonadocloud@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Raul Maldonado
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:26:21 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Raul Maldonado 
rmaldonadocloud@gmail.com 
825 55TH ST 
Emeryville, California 94608

mailto:rmaldonadocloud@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jonathan Tyburski
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:27:27 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Jonathan Tyburski 
jtyburski@gmail.com 
1849 Page St, 204 
San Francisco, California 94117

mailto:jtyburski@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Brian Bice
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:36:07 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Brian Bice 
b.bice23@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:b.bice23@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Sasha Perigo
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: PLEASE SUPPORT 2550 Irving Street!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:44:14 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

I am writing to urge you to REJECT the appeal that jeopardizes the planned affordable
housing development at 2550 Irving St.

Though I now live in District 8, I lived in the Outer Sunset district for several years up until
2021. My drugstore was located just a block away from the planned development. I can say,
with full experience, that this is an excellent place for affordable housing.

This year, the state of California held cities to firmer standards than every before when it came
to affirmatively furthering fair housing in their Housing Element.

One way that San Francisco can affirmatively further fair housing is to support 100%
affordable housing development on the West side, as the majority of these projects thus far
have been built on the East side of the city. With rising housing prices and the continued
displacement of longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will
expand access and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable
homes in a community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial
district. They will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, and allow price-
burdened families to remain in our Westside community.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Sasha Perigo 
sasha.perigo@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94110

mailto:sasha.perigo@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Lin Chen
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:46:05 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Lin Chen 
chenlin@hawaii.edu

, 94122

mailto:chenlin@hawaii.edu
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bobak Esfandiari
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:56:42 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

There is a proper process for pursuing remediation of the soil at this site, and that process has
not even kicked off yet. The appeal is a frivolous attempt to deny the housing from moving
forward.

Deny the appeal. Send a signal that you do not tolerate this time wasting malarkey 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Bobak Esfandiari 
besfandiari@gmail.com 
825 La Playa St 
San Francisco, California 94121

mailto:besfandiari@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Howad Strassner
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:10:08 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Howad Strassner 
rutow@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:rutow@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Maggie Perkes
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:16:41 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Maggie Perkes 
maggie.perkes@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:maggie.perkes@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: John Espenhahn
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:25:03 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

John Espenhahn 
john@espenhahn.org

San Francisco, California 94117-2322

mailto:john@espenhahn.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Justin Mikecz
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:25:11 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Justin Mikecz 
justin@kermanmorris.com

San Francisco, California 94114

mailto:justin@kermanmorris.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Apoorv Narang
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:50:30 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Apoorv Narang 
apoorvnarang@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94115

mailto:apoorvnarang@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Maxwell Wallce
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:53:05 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Maxwell Wallce 
maxwallace415@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94131

mailto:maxwallace415@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Robert Mandanas
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support Affordable Housing - Reject Appeal for 2550 Irving St. in District 4
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 3:08:24 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

To whom it may concern:

I kindly request you to reject the appeal that jeopardizes the 100% affordable homes project at
2550 Irving Street.

Opposition to this project has sued and appealed every step of the way, losing every single
time. The most recent appeal is another meritless attempt to block much needed affordable
housing, and should be rejected.

District 4 is falling behind all others when it comes to building affordable housing- they've
shockingly only been able to add 17 new affordable homes over the last decade. Roadblocks
and slowdowns to building housing are extremely frustrating to watch, especially when the
outcomes affect longstanding families so deeply.

San Francisco's housing crisis is upon us.

100% affordable homes project at 2550 Irving St. will expand housing opportunities for
working families, creating safe and stable homes in a community with great access to schools,
parks, and commercial areas.

Thanks for reading.

- Bob Mandanas, D4 resident

Robert Mandanas 
mandanas.r@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:mandanas.r@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jeremy Conrad
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 3:12:39 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Jeremy Conrad 
conradj@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94127

mailto:conradj@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Kenneth Russell
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 3:20:24 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Kenneth Russell 
krlist+yimby@gmail.com 
8400 Oceanview Ter Apt 414 
San Francisco, California 94132

mailto:krlist+yimby@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Charles Koch
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 3:25:30 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Charles Koch 
charles.s.koch@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94117

mailto:charles.s.koch@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Winnie Tsang
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 3:54:56 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Winnie Tsang 
wiinnnie@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:wiinnnie@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Jeremy Rose
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 4:08:56 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Jeremy Rose 
nornagon@nornagon.net 
319 Precita Ave 
San Francisco, California 94110

mailto:nornagon@nornagon.net
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Angela Delk
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 4:17:04 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Angela Delk 
ald.delk@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:ald.delk@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Mike Skalnik
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 4:46:14 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Mike Skalnik 
mike@skalnik.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:mike@skalnik.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ryan VanZuylen
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 4:59:48 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Ryan VanZuylen 
ryanvz1984@gmail.com 
50 Laguna Street, Apt 409 
San Francisco, California 94102

mailto:ryanvz1984@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: john springer
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 5:26:09 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

john springer 
jmsdo@sbcglobal.net

San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:jmsdo@sbcglobal.net
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Larry Simi
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 5:52:14 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing in the Sunset. District 4, in fact, falls behind
every other district when it comes to building affordable housing.

The appeal before you is simply an attempt to block desperately needed affordable housing.
The 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access and opportunities for
working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a community with good
access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district.

Please reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street. Thank you.

Larry Simi 
larrysimi@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:larrysimi@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rafa Sonnenfeld
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: No. 22-092 at 2550 Irving Street
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 6:44:34 PM

 

Good Evening,

YIMBY Law supports the project at 2550 Irving Street and urges the Board to deny the
appeal.

The demolition permit for this project was submitted on November 11, 2022. Under the new law, AB 2234, codified
in Government Code Section 65913.3, the city has only 60 days to determine whether the permit application is
complete; violation of that deadline is a violation of the Housing Accountability Act. Those 60 days lapsed
on January 10th. The city has already determined that the applicant’s permit is complete, as the city already
approved the permit; additionally, even if the application were incomplete, the city has failed to notify the applicant
within the statutory deadline and it is thus complete as a matter of law. The appellant argues that the application is
incomplete, and also argues that the city has not completed adequate review of the applicant’s demolition permit.
Even if that were true, the city is required to make a determination on the application by the deadline; failure to
make the determination is a violation of the Housing Accountability Act. It is legally infeasible for the city to uphold
this appeal, as doing so will invite a violation of the HAA. 

YIMBY Law will not hesitate to take legal action to ensure that the Housing Accountability Act is enforced.

Sincerely,

Rafa Sonnenfeld he/him

Policy Director 
831-298-0030

mailto:rafa@yimbylaw.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.yimbylaw.org/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo1MGRmZjc5MTk1YmUwMmU5ZTE5YzZkMTUwOWZlNWMwNzo2OjQzY2Y6M2NjNTUyNjAxYTU2ZjM0NTUzYWI0MjBhNDFlNDg1NWM1ZjNhYTY2ZjJjN2JkM2ZjMmQ3OGQ1MmZkMzdlM2U5MzpoOlQ


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Steve Marzo
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 6:59:05 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Steve Marzo 
stevemarzo07@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94112

mailto:stevemarzo07@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Senta Tsantilis
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: 2550 Irving Street Demolition
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 5:03:35 PM

 

Re: Support of Appeal no. 22-192, 2550 Irving Street demolition,
      permit # 2022/06/27/7192

Dear Board of Appeals:

I am writing in support of the Appeal noted above. I am a neighbor to the project noted above
and a substantial stakeholders in this matter.

I support affordable housing that addresses the shortage of below market rate housing as long
as there is a comprehensive clean-up of the known PCE contaminants and toxins in the entire
area.

This Appeal is responding to the permit procedure of the Developer and Planning Department
which has side-stepped the necessary priority of public health. The PCE contamination engulfs
the entire Irving Street block from 26th to 27th avenues. This contamination is known to cause
cancer and stretches to the North and South of the street and is below resident’s houses and
commercial properties.

Presently, the Developer intends to allow the contamination to remain under the new residences
to be built and do nothing to clean-up the surrounding area.
We respectfully ask the Board of Appeals to deny the Demolition Permit until the Appellant is
satisfied with a comprehensive Site Management Plan (SMP).  

Thank you very much for your consideration.  

Respectfully,
Senta Tsantilis 

mailto:sptsantilis@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.google.com/maps/search/2550+Irving+Street?entry=gmail&source=g___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMWIyYWQ2MmM2N2ZjMzM2NzlkYWYxOWFmOGJhNTNlMjo2OjNiMTc6MzU2MjFkNDRhMDZlYzkzMjYwNzNlYjkxMTJkZTQ2NDJhYmZiYzdjYTk2ZTY3OWVlMTY3N2EyNmRiZTYzOGUxZDpoOlQ


 

San Francisco Latino & Black Builder’s Association, PO BOX 720130, San Francisco, California 94172   1
     

 

  

February 8, 2023 
 
 
SF BOARD OF APPEALS  
President Rich Swig  
Commissioners Jose Lopez, Alex Lemberg, John Trasvina 
 
RE: Item 7 - APPEAL NO 22-092 MID_SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INC. APPELLANT 
VS. DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION RESPONDENT PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
APPROVAL. 
 
POSITION:  DENY THE APPEAL AND APPROVE THE DEMOLITION PERMIT FOR 2550 IRVING 
STREET 
 
The San Francisco Latino & Black Builder’s Association is here to support the Affordable Housing project 
located at 2550 Irving Street.  
 
We believe the proposed project will be a valuable asset to the Irving Street neighborhood, providing 
both community serving commercial space on the ground level and much needed housing on the upper 
levels.  The project will provide family-friendly housing for San Francisco’s essential workers. Workers 
whose household income is between $27,000 and $102,000 a year and work in fields such as healthcare, 
education, construction and retail. The sunset has the most number of school –age children in the city 
and is therefore also the best place for new family-friendly projects like the proposed. This project would 
add more union jobs and keep San Francisco Union workforce from sitting in the union halls and out of 
the food lines as we enter the recession.  
 
The San Francisco Latino & Black Builder’s Association was established as a small business stakeholder 
group as part of the City & County of San Francisco Economic Recovery Task Force.  The members of 
the SFLBBA are comprised of small and micro business professionals and contractors in the various aspects 
of the construction field. The members of the SFLBBA are Architects, Engineers, Construction Managers, 
Vertical Contractors, Horizontal Contractors, Tenant Improvement Contractors, and Specialty 
Contractors. A majority of the SFLBBA Contractors are Micro businesses that live and work in this city 
which 98% are union contractors that came up from the union trades. Per our organization study in 
September of 2021, these micro businesses hire local union workers. Fifty percent of our businesses 
provide over $7 million of annual salaries to the local union workforce. 

 
Publicly funded projects sponsored by local institutions are a vital source of opportunity and income for 
our membership. These projects provide opportunity for small local firms to gain experience and expertise 
needed to evolve into more robust and healthy businesses enterprises. 
 
Many residents forget that San Francisco land use history is tarnished by the practices of deed 
restrictions and redlining which not allow black and brown people to own any property on the West side 
of San Francisco.  We believe this project will provide a valuable housing opportunity for a more diverse 
San Francisco. 
 
This affordable housing can keep more union workers housed in San Francisco. We recommend approval 
of demolition permit for this project. 
With respect, 
Anne Cervantes, AIA 
Founder San Francisco Latino Black Builders Association 
 
cc.  Miguel Galarza, CO CHAIR SFLBBA leadership  
     Nicole Burgess, SFLBBA leadership 
     Nick Colina, SFLBBA leadership 
     Alfonso Fillon, SFLBBA leadership 
     Tricia Gregory, SFLBBA leadership 
     Tana Harris, SFLBBA leadership 
     LaSonia Mansfield, SFLBBA leadership 
     Oronde Sterling, SFLBBA leadership     



 

San Francisco Latino & Black Builder’s Association, PO BOX 720130, San Francisco, California 94172   2
     

 

  
 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Alexander Gray
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 7:46:27 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Alexander Gray 
Brentwoodgray@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94127

mailto:Brentwoodgray@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Ross Bernet
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 9:26:39 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Ross Bernet 
tumbles.sundaes_0j@icloud.com

Berkeley, California 94702

mailto:tumbles.sundaes_0j@icloud.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Rafa Sonnenfeld
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: No. 22-092 at 2550 Irving Street
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 10:08:20 PM

 

YIMBY Law supports the project at 2550 Irving Street and urges the Board to deny the appeal. I also want to
explain why a denial or a continuance is also illegal.

As noted by the applicant’s attorney, Issuance of permits for sb 35 projects such as demolition, shall implement the
approved development, and review of the permit application shall not inhibit, chill, or preclude the development.
The demolition permit application for this project was submitted several months ago.

 Under a new law, AB 2234, the city has only 15 days to determine whether the permit
application is complete; violation of that deadline is a violation of the Housing Accountability
Act. The city has already determined that the applicant’s permit application is complete, as the
city already approved the permit; additionally, even if the application were incomplete, the
city has failed to notify the applicant within the statutory deadline and it is thus complete as a
matter of law.The appellant argues that the application is incomplete, and also argues that the
city has not completed adequate review of the applicant’s demolition permit. Even if that were
true, the city is required to make a determination on the application within 60 business days of
the complete permit application; failure to make the determination within that time limit is a
violation of the Housing Accountability Act. It is legally infeasible for the city to uphold or
continue this appeal, as doing so will invite a violation of the HAA by the city and county of
San Francisco. 

Further, if the local agency makes written findings the project might have a specific, adverse impact on public
health or safety, those findings must be made within those time limits I’ve already mentioned: 60 business days from
the complete permit application.

YIMBY Law will not hesitate to file suit to ensure that SB-35 and the Housing Accountability Act is enforced. 

Rafa Sonnenfeld he/him

Policy Director 

mailto:rafa@yimbylaw.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.yimbylaw.org/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzplMzk2NWM3ZTY5MDEyZjY4NTUzZDUyNzA4N2JkMGI5Zjo2OmEzNTA6ODZkZTYyNDk5NTQ2Y2ZkMTY3Y2ZjNzYxNDNhMjI0NTlmZmQ5MGUxMGI0NWJiN2NjMTcyZTFlOTRlNWIxMmU5ZDpoOlQ


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Maria Tamayo
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 7:10:49 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Maria Tamayo 
mariatamayo@mail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:mariatamayo@mail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Rachel Bordoli
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 8:43:05 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Rachel Bordoli 
rachelbordoli@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:rachelbordoli@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Aaron Baucom
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 11:45:46 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Aaron Baucom 
aaronbaucom@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:aaronbaucom@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Adam Michels
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Last night"s hearing on 2550 Irving
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 12:20:55 PM

 

Dear Director Rosenberg and Commissioners,

I am one of the neighbors who spoke during public comment last night. 

Even though we did not yet get the result we were asking for, I really appreciate the through and
probing questions last night regarding the demolition permit at 2550 Irving Street. I felt as if the
Commissioners were experiencing the same frustration the neighbors have felt for two years. I could
see the commissioners struggling first hand with the fact that nobody wants to take responsibility for
cleaning up the whole neighborhood, there is little or no sense of urgency to address this health
issues,  and there seems to be a complete disagreement among experts as to what constitutes an
acceptable risk to human health. 

One glaring question is why did DTSC investigate one of the potential sources (Albright Cleaners)  but
not the other (Miracle Cleaners)? Why do the neighbors have to beg the developer to do what DTSC
should be doing? If DTSC did its job, the construction project could proceed on schedule and the
neighborhood would feel protected. The state of California is rushing to get housing built, but its own
scientists can't be bothered to finish investigation a contaminated site or to even show up to a hearing.
Jackson Rabinowitsh, from TNDC, did what he always does. He sounded as if he was willing to
compromise if the ask was well-defined, and once it was well-defined, he backed out, because he has
no desire to protect the neighborhood or to work with the neighbors. He says there is no risk to human
health, which is clearly untrue. He has never compromised on any element of this project with the
neighbors. Only when he was threatened with another filed appeal to your board, did he reach out to a
neighbor to do vibration testing on her house. 

If there were no risk (or a very low risk) to human health posed by the PCEs in the soil,  then the
developer would not be putting a $750,000 vapor barrier under the new building. The problem is that
this is a form of mitigation, not remediation, and it does absolutely nothing to protect the neighbors who
live next to the new building. It is not a holistic approach to the problem. DTSC never even considered
soil vapor extraction, simply because TNDC did not ask them to consider this method. This was a huge
mistake on the part of DTSC, and perhaps it led to the firing of the previous DTSC project manager,
Arthur Machado.

The head of the DTSC, has said that the neighbors' health needs to be protected to the greatest extent
possible, so I request that you please extend an invitation to Meredith Williams, the head of the
DTSC to attend the meeting on February 22nd. This is extremely important, because so far DTSC
has taken no steps to protect the health of the neighbors. Testing for PCEs does nothing to help our
health if there is no remediation that follows the testing.  I am afraid that the local DTSC people do not
have a clear answer as to what an acceptable risk is. They seem to have total discretion ( and no clear
guidelines) when it comes to the decision to take action to remediate. After they do testing, they decide
not to take action at those levels. I have lived in my home for over 20 years, and it is the long-term
exposure to PCEs that is putting me and my neighbors at risk. With all respect to the Board of Appeals,
which is the best deliberative board I have witnessed, I believe you should allow geologist Don Moore
question Meredith Williams directly, because he knows exactly what questions to ask regarding PCE
levels, remediation, and best practices. 

I believe from my conversations with experts in the field that Meredith Williams has actually said that

mailto:adamgmichels@yahoo.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


the level of PCEs in my home is at an actionable level, where she believes remediation should take
place. Why DTSC hasn't taken any action is unclear to me.

Thank you for considering my request.

Sincerely,

Adam Michels
1275 26th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bryne Ulmschneider
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 2:41:02 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Bryne Ulmschneider 
bryne.ulms@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94127

mailto:bryne.ulms@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Luke Bornheimer
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 5:51:07 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Luke Bornheimer 
lukebornheimer@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94114

mailto:LukeBornheimer@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Steven Shoemaker
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 11:28:41 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Steven Shoemaker 
steven.benton.shoemaker@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94118

mailto:steven.benton.shoemaker@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Michelle Lipkins
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Friday, February 10, 2023 5:19:12 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Michelle Lipkins 
shellysheil2000@yahoo.com

San Francisco, California 94110

mailto:shellysheil2000@yahoo.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Andrea Reeder
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Saturday, February 11, 2023 6:25:15 AM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

Andrea Reeder 
andreajreeder@gmail.com

San Francisco, California 94121

mailto:andreajreeder@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
To: Longaway, Alec (BOA)
Subject: FW: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2023 1:33:59 PM

Julie Rosenberg
Executive Director
San Francisco Board of Appeals
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 628-652-1151
Email: julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
From: Gineton Alencar <info@email.actionnetwork.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 10:12 PM
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB) <boardofappeals@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is
why I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project
at 2550 Irving Street.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new
affordable homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block
desperately needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued
displacement of longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will
expand access and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable
homes in a community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial
district. They will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families
to remain in our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable
neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org


Street. Thank you.

Gineton Alencar 
gineton2@gmail.com 
2596 35th Ave., Apt. 1 
San Francisco, California 94116

mailto:gineton2@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: aeboken
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Strongly Supporting Appeal no. 22-192 for 2550 Irving Street Demolition Permit # 2020/06/27/7192
Date: Thursday, February 16, 2023 12:14:11 AM

 

TO: Board of Appeals members 

Sunset-Parkside  Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is once again strongly
supporting Appeal #22-192 for 2550 Irving Street Demolition Permit 2020/06/27/7192.

It's SPEAK's understanding that the previous owner of the 2550 Irving Street
property, the San Francisco Police Credit Union, contracted for contamination testing
on the site prior to negotiations for the sale to Tenderloin Neighborhood Development
Corporation (TNDC).

As a result of this testing, it's SPEAK's understanding that the San Francisco Police
Credit Union entered into a voluntary cleanup agreement with the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and subsequently withdrew from
that voluntary cleanup agreement. 

It's SPEAK's understanding that an amendment to the purchase agreement for the
2550 Irving Street property included the term "AS IS" all in caps.

Based on these events, SPEAK strongly urges the Board of Appeals to require a
representative from the San Francisco Police Credit Union, who has knowledge of
these events, be present and available to testify at the February 22, 2023 meeting of
the Board of Appeals. 

Eileen Boken, 
President 

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

mailto:aeboken@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


RE: 2550 Irving Demolition Permit – February 22 Hearing 
 

I’m a low-income senior who is pro-affordable housing and would love 
to rent an apartment in the future after the 2550 apartments are built 
as long as there is soil vapor extraction to clean up the toxic PCE 
chemicals. I don’t think it’s fair to put up a barrier that will only last 20 
years when the site can be cleaned up. 

 I listened to the February 8 hearing on zoom and I heard the 
gentleman from one of the unions who stated that he survived cancer 
twice and has over the years lived near 5 dry cleaners. I thought this 
was a powerful argument for continued testing and clean-up of the site 
even though he said he would live near 26th & Irving without removing 
the PCE’s. 

Second the Board of Appeals was concerned with the fact that SB35 
mandated what they could do.  Our country has a history of laws that 
are unfair.  In my life time there were laws preventing inter-racial 
marriage.  There were clauses in deeds that stated the property 
couldn’t be sold to African Americans.  Gavin Newsom rightfully 
allowed gay marriages in San Francisco regardless of the laws at the 
time. These are just a few examples of laws that were wrong – they 
restricted individual rights.  

It is also wrong to have different levels of acceptance for toxic 
chemicals based on who will live there.  All residents deserve the same 
level of protection. It isn’t right to allow the state to say the standards 
should be lowered for low-income housing regarding toxin exposure. 

Please deny the demolition permit until TNDC agrees to more testing 
and remediation with soil vapor extraction.  

 

Deborah Murphy 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: PAUL FOPPE
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Support 100% Affordable Homes at 2550 Irving Street in The Sunset!
Date: Thursday, February 16, 2023 4:58:23 PM

 

Members of the Board of Appeals,

San Francisco's housing shortage and affordability crisis is more acute than ever, which is why
I am urging you to reject this frivolous appeal that jeopardizes a 100% affordable project at
2550 Irving Street, especially as someone who lives with his family in a rental apartment a few
blocks away on Judah.

Our city urgently needs more affordable housing on the Westside generally and in District 4
specifically. District 4, in fact, falls behind every other district when it comes to building
affordable housing. As unbelievable as it sounds, District 4 has added only 17 new affordable
homes over the last decade!

Opponents to this project have sued and appealed every step of the way, losing each time.
This most recent appeal is yet another meritless and transparent attempt to block desperately
needed affordable housing. With rising housing prices and the continued displacement of
longstanding families, the 100% affordable homes at 2550 Irving Street will expand access
and opportunities for working families and renters by creating safe and stable homes in a
community with good access to schools, parks, and the Irving Street commercial district. They
will also help address SF's staggering housing inequality, allow diverse families to remain in
our Westside community, and support the urgent needs of our most vulnerable neighbors.

Again, I'm urging you to reject this attempt to block 100% affordable homes to 2550 Irving
Street. Thank you.

PAUL FOPPE 
hugfoppe@gmail.com 
2935 Judah St 
San Francisco, California 94122

mailto:hugfoppe@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
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