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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project is to demolish (i) the existing one-story, 8-foot tall buildings (four interconnected
buildings in the shape of a rectangle), 78 parking spaces in the surface parking lot, and two tennis courts,
all at the Underhill site on the Upper Campus. The ROTC program is currently located within the existing
one-story, 8-foot tall buildings and the outdoor unenclosed waste facility is nearby. In the same general
location, the proposal is to construct two new buildings, for use as the new student residence hall.
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility would be located
on the Upper Campus, while the proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be sited on the
Lower Campus.
Each of the four project components are discussed below.
Upper Campus (a.k.a. Lone Mountain) Renovations:
(i) The new Student Residence Hall would be located east of the Lone Mountain Main Building and
north of Lone Mountain Drive. The proposed student residence hall project would demolish the
existing one-story, 8-foot tall buildings, located on the Underhill site of the Upper Campus (a.k.a.
the site of the existing non-historic Underhill Building), and construct two new student housing
buildings (East Building and West Building), two to four stories, up to 40 feet tall with 155
dwelling units providing a total of 606 beds (600 beds for students and six beds for resident
ministers and resident staff), as well as community common spaces for students and academic
program space for approximately two classrooms. The student residence hall buildings would
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total approximately 308,200 square feet, including the approximately 74,000 square-foot belowground garage. The below-ground garage would contain 171 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and
156 vehicle parking spaces, resulting in an increase of 78 net new vehicle parking spaces. The
buildings would front on Turk Street with vehicular and pedestrian access provided primarily
via Lone Mountain Drive, a private road near the Underhill site accessible from Turk Street.
The new student residence hall would serve the existing student population and would not
increase the student population. In total, the proposed project would result in an increase of the
on-campus student residential population from approximately 2,138 existing on-campus students
to approximately 2,738 proposed on-campus students.
The project sponsor filed a subdivision application (Case No. 2015-000058SUB) proposing to
subdivide the Underhill site from the rest of the Upper Campus to create a single parcel for the
new student residence hall. The subdivision application is not subject to a Conditional Use
authorization.
(ii) The proposed renovations to the Dining Commons facility would include the existing
approximately 11,000 square-foot café (Wolf and Kettle Café) within the Lone Mountain Main
Building and a new structure on the lawn area adjacent to the café. The new freestanding
structure at approximately 4,000 square-foot would create the dining commons. The proposed
dining commons would offer a variety of dining options for the student residence hall residents
and the Upper Campus community.
(iii) The Recycling and Waste Facility would be relocated west of the existing Lone Mountain North
Residence Hall on the Upper Campus in an approximately 1,600 square-foot enclosed facility
accessed by Lo Schiavo Drive, a private road on the Upper Campus accessible from Parker
Avenue and Anza Street.
Lower Campus Renovations:
(iv) The ROTC program, currently housed in the Underhill Building, would be relocated to the Koret
Health and Recreation Center building on the portion of the Lower Campus that is bordered by
Stanyan Street to the west, and the Negoesco Field (a soccer field) to the east. The new one- to
two-story approximately 4,000 square-foot ROTC addition would front Negoesco Field, with
pedestrian access from Parker Avenue.
The project would require a Conditional Use authorization from the Commission for the four project
components and a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the student residence hall that would include
PUD modifications to provisions related to dwelling unit density, rear yard, off-street freight loading,
and lateral height measurement.
The proposal requires a Conditional Use authorization and Section 311-neighborhood notification, which
was conducted in conjunction with the Conditional Use authorization process.
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A subdivision application (Case No. 2015-000058SUB) has been filed proposing to subdivide the
Underhill site separate from the rest of the Upper Campus to create a single parcel for the new student
residence hall. The subdivision application is not subject to a Conditional Use authorization.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE
The project site is located at 2500-2698 Turk Street and 222 Stanyan Street, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block
1107 and Lot 001B in Assessor’s Block 1144, within the University of San Francisco’s (USF) Hilltop
Campus. The USF Hilltop Campus is in the eastern portion of the Inner Richmond District, three blocks
north of the Panhandle. The area is bounded by Masonic, Golden Gate, and Parker Avenues and Turk
Street.
The University’s primary campus is the 52-acre Hilltop Campus, located one block east of Golden Gate
Park and three blocks north of the Panhandle. The USF Hilltop Campus comprises two primary
components: (1) an Upper Campus (also known as Lone Mountain) and (2) a Lower Campus. The Upper
Campus (Lot 8 in Assessor’s Block 1107) is located north of Turk Street and south of Anza Street, between
Parker and Masonic Avenues. The Lower Campus is located north of Fulton Street and south of Golden
Gate Avenue, between Parker and Masonic Avenues. The Lower Campus also occupies a partial block
north of McAllister Street and south of Turk Street, between Stanyan Street and Parker Avenue (Lot 1B in
Assessor’s Block 1144), at the site of the Koret Health and Recreation Center and Negoesco Field.
The Upper Campus contains steep vegetated slopes on the west, north, and east sides of the property. The
site elevations vary from about 324 feet San Francisco Datum at the eastern boundary to 364 feet San
Francisco Datum at the northwest corner. The south side of the Upper Campus property, bordered by
Turk Street, is characterized by a gentle grassy slope. The Lower Campus is generally flat with elevations
at the Koret Health and Recreation Center ranging from 300 to 326 feet. Because the block is slightly
lower on the west side than the east side, the east entrance of the Koret Health and Recreation Center
leads to the second floor, and the emergency exit doors on the west side lead to the ground-floor level.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD
The project site is located in the eastern portion of the Inner Richmond District at the USF Hilltop
Campus, in a primarily residential area, in close proximity to the Panhandle. Two residential
neighborhoods are located near the USF Hilltop Campus: the University Terrace neighborhood that is
between the Upper and Lower campuses and the Ewing Terrace neighborhood immediately east, below a
hillside of the Upper Campus.
Land uses immediately surrounding the Upper Campus project site are primarily post-secondary
educational institutional buildings owned by USF and single or multi-family residential buildings. The
nearest student residences are downhill to the north at Loyola Village on Anza Street, and adjacent to the
Lone Mountain Main Building. The east side of the Upper Campus is bordered by Ewing Terrace. A
shopping center (City Center) anchored by Target is located at the corner of Geary Boulevard and
Masonic Avenue, to the northeast of the Upper Campus.
The Lower Campus is bordered by McAllister Street and Fulton Street to the south, Stanyan Street and
Parker Avenue to the west, Turk Street and Golden Gate Avenue to the north, and Masonic Avenue to the
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east. Land uses surrounding the Lower Campus project site include one- to three-story single-family
residential buildings to the south and west with post-secondary educational institutional buildings
owned by USF to the north and east.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
On March 7, 2018, the Finalized Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND) for the project was published.
The Planning Department found the FMND was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the
independent analysis and judgment of the Department, and that the summary of comments and
responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft MND, and approved the FMND for the project
in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31.
Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), setting forth
measures to reduce potential environmental effects. These mitigation measures reduce all potential
significant effects to less than significant levels and are set forth in entirety in the MMRP, attached to the
Draft Motion as EXHIBIT C.

HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED
PERIOD

REQUIRED
NOTICE DATE

ACTUAL
NOTICE DATE

ACTUAL
PERIOD

Classified News Ad

20 days

February 21, 2018

February 21, 2018

22 days

Posted Notice

20 days

February 23, 2018

February 23, 2018

20 days

Mailed Notice

20 days

February 23, 2018

February 23, 2018

20 days

TYPE

Section 311‐neighborhood notification was conducted in conjunction with the Conditional Use
authorization process.

PUBLIC COMMENT/COMMUNITY OUTREACH
For the last five years, beginning with the IMP (Institutional Master Plan) process, USF has been meeting
and coordinating with its neighbors and neighborhood organizations, including the Ewing Terrace
neighborhood immediately east of the new student residence hall and the University Terrace
neighborhood that is between the Upper and Lower Campuses. USF has responded to issues and
concerns raised by the Ewing Terrace neighborhood by reducing the height and massing of the new
student residence hall, increasing the building setback, and adding a landscaped buffer adjacent to Ewing
Terrace. Because of this community outreach effort by USF, very few comments were received by the
Department during the 20-day CU hearing noticing period. As of March 8, 2018, the Department has
received one e-mail requesting information about the project, one letter expressing both support and
concerns about the project, and one e-mail in support of the proposed project.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
The General Plan encourages the retention and enhancement of educational services in the City in order
to maximize the City’s social and cultural base.
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY TEAM REVIEW
The proposed plans for the new construction and additions were reviewed by the Department's
Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) and historic preservation staff. On balance, staff supports the
project’s massing and architecture.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use authorization under
Planning Code Sections 134, 155, 209.1, 260, 303 and 304 to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for
four project components, including (i) the construction of a new two- to four-story (up to 40-foot tall),
approximately 234,500 gross square-foot student residence hall, containing 155 dwelling units (totaling
606 beds), 156 off-street parking spaces in the below-ground garage; 194 bicycle parking spaces; USF
program space (anticipated to be used for two classrooms), and a natural gas powered microturbine
cogeneration facility in the below-ground garage; (ii) expansion and renovation of the existing dining hall
facilities on the Upper Campus; (iii) relocation and replacement of the recycling and waste facility to a
new location on the interior of the Upper Campus, and (iv) relocation of the Reserve Officer’s Training
Corps (ROTC) program from the existing one-story building at the Underhill site on the Upper Campus
to a one- to two-story addition to the Koret Health and Recreation Center. The proposal includes PUD
modifications to Planning Code provisions related to the rear yard (Section 134), off-street freight loading
(Section 155), dwelling unit density (Section 209.1), and a minor deviation from the provisions for
measurement of lateral height (Section 260). The project would also include a lot subdivision of Lot 008
on Block 1107 for the creation of a single parcel at the Underhill site for the new student residence hall
separate from the rest of the Upper Campus.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department finds that the project is, on balance, consistent with the Planning Code and the
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. The Department also finds the project to be necessary,
desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood in that:
•
•
•

The University of San Francisco is the City’s oldest University, founded more than 150 years ago;
The project will provide 155 new student housing units, totaling 606 beds, which would in turn
help relieve demand on the City’s rental housing stock;
The project will build on-campus student housing, renovate, and modernize existing facilities to
ensure its continual viability in the Jesuit Catholic tradition by offering students an integrated
and holistic education.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approval with Conditions
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Attachments:
Draft Motion (includes Conditions of Approval - EXHIBIT A)
Parcel Map
Zoning Map
Aerial Photos
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND)
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP - EXHIBIT C)
Project Sponsor Submittal, including:
- Transportation Demand Management Plan
- USF Letter
- Affidavit for First Source Hiring Program
- Reduced Plans (EXHIBIT B)
- Architectural Context Photos
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Attachment Checklist
Executive Summary

Project sponsor submittal

Draft Motion for Conditional Use
Authorization (includes EXHIBIT A)

Drawings: Existing Conditions (EXHIBIT B)

Parcel Map

Check for legibility

Zoning Map

Drawings: Proposed Project

Aerial Photos

Check for legibility

Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration (FMND)
Mitigation Monitoring &
Reporting Program (EXHIBIT C)

3-D Renderings (new
significant addition)

construction

or

Check for legibility
Architectural Context Photos
Transportation Demand Management Plan
USF Letter
Affidavit for First Source Hiring Program

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet

MW ______
Planner's Initials
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable)
 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415)

 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)

 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413)

 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)

 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412)

 Other: Transportation Sustainability Fee
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ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 134, 155, 209.1, 260, 303 AND 304
TO ALLOW POST-SECONDARY EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONAL USES AND A PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 606-BED STUDENT
RESIDENCE HALL, EXPANSION AND RENOVATION OF THE DINING HALL FACILITIES,
RELOCATION AND REPLACEMENT OF THE RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY, AND
RELOCATION OF THE RESERVE OFFICER’S TRAINING CORPS PROGRAM AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO (USF). THE PROPOSAL INCLUDES PUD MODIFICATIONS
TO PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS RELATED TO THE REAR YARD (SECTION 134), OFFSTREET FREIGHT LOADING (SECTION 155), DWELLING UNIT DENSITY (SECTION 209.1), AND
A MINOR DEVIATION FROM THE PROVISIONS FOR MEASUREMENT OF LATERAL HEIGHT
(SECTION 260). THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED IN AN RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, TWOFAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND AN 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING
FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE
On October 1, 2015, the University of San Francisco (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application
with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use (CU) Authorization under
Planning Code Sections 134, 155, 209.1, 260, 303 and 304 to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for

www.sfplanning.org

Draft Motion
March 15, 2018

CASE NO. 2015-000058CUAENVSUBTDM
2500-2698 Turk & 222 Stanyan Streets

four Project components, including (i) the construction of a new two- to four-story (up to 40-foot tall),
approximately 234,500 gross square-foot student residence hall, containing 155 dwelling units (totaling
606 beds), 156 off-street parking spaces in the below-ground garage; 194 bicycle parking spaces; USF
program space (anticipated to be used for two classrooms), and a natural gas powered microturbine
cogeneration facility in the below-ground garage; (ii) expansion and renovation of the existing dining hall
facilities on the Upper Campus; (iii) relocation and replacement of the recycling and waste facility to a
new location on the interior of the Upper Campus, and (iv) relocation of the Reserve Officer’s Training
Corps (ROTC) program from the existing one-story building at the Underhill site on the Upper Campus
to a one- to two-story addition to the Koret Health and Recreation Center. The proposal includes PUD
modifications to Planning Code provisions related to the rear yard (Section 134), off-street freight loading
(Section 155), dwelling unit density (Section 209.1), and a minor deviation from the provisions for
measurement of lateral height (Section 260). The Project would also include a lot subdivision of Lot 008
on Block 1107 for the creation of a single parcel at the Underhill site for the new student residence hall
separate from the rest of the Upper Campus. The Project site is located in an RH-2 (Residential, House,
Two-Family) Zoning District and an 40-X Height and Bulk District.
On December 6, 2016, the Project Sponsor, filed a subdivision application for Case No. 2015-000058SUB
proposing to subdivide the Underhill site separate from the rest of the Upper Campus to create a single
parcel for the new student residence hall. The subdivision application is not subject to a Conditional Use
Authorization.
On March 6, 2018, the Project Sponsor filed an application (Case No. 2015-000058TDM) with the
Department relating to the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan.
On March 15, 2018, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2015000058CUA.
On January 31, 2018, the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Project was
prepared and published for public review; and
The Draft IS/MND was available for public comment until February 20, 2018. No appeal of the Draft
IS/MND was filed with the Department. The Finalized Mitigated Negative Declaration was published on
March 7, 2018; and
On March 15, 2018, the Planning Department/Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND) and found that the contents of said report and the procedures
through which the FMND was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the California
Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title 14
California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code (“Chapter 31”); and
The Planning Department/Planning Commission found the FMND was adequate, accurate and objective,
reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the Department of City Planning and the Planning
Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the
2

Draft Motion
March 15, 2018

CASE NO. 2015-000058CUAENVSUBTDM
2500-2698 Turk & 222 Stanyan Streets

Draft IS/MND, and approved the FMND for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31.
The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No.
2015-000058ENV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.
Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), contained
in “EXHIBIT C,” which material was made available to the public and this Commission for this
Commission’s review, consideration and action.
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2015000058CUAENVSUBTDM, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on
the following findings:

FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:
1.

The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2.

Site Description and Present Use. The Project site is located at 2500 - 2698 Turk Street and 222
Stanyan Street, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 1107 and Lot 001B in Assessor’s Block 1144, within the
University of San Francisco’s (USF) Hilltop Campus. The USF Hilltop Campus is in the eastern
portion of the Inner Richmond District, three blocks north of the Panhandle. The area is bounded
by Masonic, Golden Gate, and Parker Avenues and Turk Street.
The University’s primary campus is the 52-acre Hilltop Campus, located one block east of Golden
Gate Park and three blocks north of the Panhandle. The USF Hilltop Campus comprises two
primary components: (1) an Upper Campus (also known as Lone Mountain) and (2) a Lower
Campus. The Upper Campus (Lot 8 in Assessor’s Block 1107) is located north of Turk Street and
south of Anza Street, between Parker and Masonic Avenues. The Lower Campus is located north
of Fulton Street and south of Golden Gate Avenue, between Parker and Masonic Avenues. The
Lower Campus also occupies a partial block north of McAllister Street and south of Turk Street,
between Stanyan Street and Parker Avenue (Lot 1B in Assessor’s Block 1144), at the site of the
Koret Health and Recreation Center and Negoesco Field.
The Upper Campus contains steep vegetated slopes on the west, north, and east sides of the
property. The site elevations vary from about 324 feet San Francisco Datum at the eastern
boundary to 364 feet San Francisco Datum at the northwest corner. The south side of the Upper
Campus property, bordered by Turk Street, is characterized by a gentle grassy slope. The Lower
Campus is generally flat with elevations at the Koret Health and Recreation Center ranging from
3
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300 to 326 feet. Because the block is slightly lower on the west side than the east side, the east
entrance of the Koret Health and Recreation Center leads to the second floor, and the emergency
exit doors on the west side lead to the ground-floor level.
The Project site is located within the RH-2 (residential house, two-family) District and the 40-X
Height and Bulk District.
3.

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site is located in the eastern portion of
the Inner Richmond District at the USF Hilltop Campus, in a primarily residential area, in close
proximity to the Panhandle. Two residential neighborhoods are located near the USF Hilltop
Campus: the University Terrace neighborhood that is between the Upper and Lower campuses
and the Ewing Terrace neighborhood immediately east, below a hillside of the Upper Campus.
Land uses immediately surrounding the Upper Campus Project site are primarily post-secondary
educational institutional buildings owned by USF and single or multi-family residential
buildings. The nearest student residences are downhill to the north at Loyola Village on Anza
Street, and adjacent to the Lone Mountain Main Building. The east side of the Upper Campus is
bordered by Ewing Terrace. A shopping center (City Center) anchored by Target is located at the
corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue, to the northeast of the Upper Campus.
The Lower Campus is bordered by McAllister Street and Fulton Street to the south, Stanyan
Street and Parker Avenue to the west, Turk Street and Golden Gate Avenue to the north, and
Masonic Avenue to the east. Land uses surrounding the Lower Campus Project site include oneto three-story single-family residential buildings to the south and west with post-secondary
educational institutional buildings owned by USF to the north and east.

4.

Project Description. The proposal is to demolish (i) the existing one-story, 8-foot tall buildings
(four interconnected buildings in the shape of a rectangle), 78 parking spaces in the surface
parking lot, and two tennis courts, all at the Underhill site on the Upper Campus. The ROTC
program is currently located within the existing one-story, 8-foot tall buildings and the outdoor
unenclosed waste facility is nearby. In the same general location, the proposal is to construct two
new buildings (East Building and West Building), for use as the new student residence hall.
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility would be
located on the Upper Campus, while the proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be
sited on the Lower Campus.
Each of the four Project components are discussed below.
Upper Campus (a.k.a. Lone Mountain) Renovations:
(i)

The new Student Residence Hall would be located east of the Lone Mountain Main
Building and north of Lone Mountain Drive. The proposed student residence hall Project
would demolish the existing one-story, 8-foot tall buildings, located on the Underhill site
of the Upper Campus (a.k.a. the site of the existing non-historic Underhill Building), and
4

Draft Motion
March 15, 2018

CASE NO. 2015-000058CUAENVSUBTDM
2500-2698 Turk & 222 Stanyan Streets

construct two new student housing buildings (East Building and West Building), two to
four stories, up to 40 feet tall with 155 dwelling units providing a total of 606 beds (600
beds for students and six beds for resident ministers and resident staff), as well as
community common spaces for students and academic program space for approximately
two classrooms. The student residence hall buildings would total approximately 308,200
square feet, including the approximately 74,000 square-foot below-ground garage. The
below-ground garage would contain 171 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 156 vehicle
parking spaces, resulting in an increase of 78 net new vehicle parking spaces. The
buildings would front on Turk Street with vehicular and pedestrian access provided
primarily via Lone Mountain Drive, a private road near the Underhill site accessible from
Turk Street.
The new student residence hall would serve the existing student population and would
not increase the student population. In total, the proposed Project would result in an
increase of the on-campus student residential population from approximately 2,138
existing on-campus students to approximately 2,738 proposed on-campus students.
The Project Sponsor filed a subdivision application (Case No. 2015-000058SUB)
proposing to subdivide the Underhill site separate from the rest of the Upper Campus to
create a single parcel for the new student residence hall. The subdivision application is
not subject to a Conditional Use authorization.
(ii)

The proposed renovations to the Dining Commons facility would include the existing
approximately 11,000 square-foot café (Wolf and Kettle Café) within the Lone Mountain
Main Building and a new structure on the lawn area adjacent to the café. The new
freestanding structure at approximately 4,000 square-foot would create the dining
commons. The proposed dining commons would offer a variety of dining options for the
student residence hall residents and the Upper Campus community.

(iii)

The Recycling and Waste Facility would be relocated west of the existing Lone
Mountain North Residence Hall on the Upper Campus in an approximately 1,600 squarefoot enclosed facility accessed by Lo Schiavo Drive, a private road on the Upper Campus
accessible from Parker Avenue and Anza Street.

Lower Campus Renovations:
(iv)

The ROTC program, currently housed in the Underhill Building, would be relocated to
the Koret Health and Recreation Center building on the portion of the Lower Campus
that is bordered by Stanyan Street to the west, and the Negoesco Field (a soccer field) to
the east. The new one- to two-story, approximately 4,000 square-foot, ROTC addition
would front Negoesco Field, with pedestrian access from Parker Avenue.

The Project would require a Conditional Use (CU) authorization from the Commission for the
four Project components and a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the student residence hall
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that would include PUD modifications to provisions related to dwelling unit density, rear yard,
off-street freight loading, and lateral height measurement.
The proposal requires a Conditional Use authorization and Section 311-neighborhood
notification, which was conducted in conjunction with the Conditional Use authorization process.
The Project Sponsor, on December 6, 2016, filed a subdivision application for Case No. 2015000058SUB proposing to subdivide the Underhill site separate from the rest of the Upper Campus
to create a single parcel for the new student residence hall. The subdivision application is not
subject to a Conditional Use authorization.
5.

Public Comment. For the last five years, beginning with the IMP (Institutional Master Plan)
process, USF has been meeting and coordinating with its neighbors and neighborhood
organizations, including the Ewing Terrace neighborhood immediately east of the new student
residence hall and the University Terrace neighborhood that is between the Upper and Lower
Campuses. USF has responded to issues and concerns raised by the Ewing Terrace neighborhood
by reducing the height and massing of the new student residence hall, increasing the building
setback, and adding a landscaped buffer adjacent to Ewing Terrace. Because of this community
outreach effort by USF, very few comments were received by the Department during the 20-day
CU hearing noticing period. As of March 8, 2018, the Department has received one e-mail
requesting information about the Project, one letter expressing both support and concerns about
the Project, and one e-mail in support of the proposed Project.

6.

First Source Hiring Program. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring
Program (Chapter 83 of the Administrative Code) for projects creating ten (10) or more new
residential units. The Project Sponsor will comply with the requirements of this Program. Prior to
the issuance of any Building Permit or a First Addendum to a Site Permit, the Project Sponsor
will have an approved and signed First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
from the First Source Hiring Administrator, which will be evidenced in writing. This MOU will
include Exhibit A, Construction First Source Hiring Agreement, and Exhibit B, End-Use First
Source Hiring Agreement. Before the Commission can act on the Project, the Project Sponsor
must complete the “Affidavit for First Source Hiring Program”.
The Project Sponsor has submitted a complete Affidavit for First Source Hiring Program, a copy of which
is attached to the Draft Motion.

7.

Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:
A. Use: Educational Institution and Residential Dwelling Unit Density. Planning Code
Section 209 sets forth the permitted uses in “R” Districts. Section 209.1 establishes that
student housing is principally permitted in all residential districts. Section 209.1 establishes
that post-secondary educational institutions are conditionally permitted uses in all residential
districts. Section 209.1 also permits a Planned Unit Development (Section 304) as a
Conditional Use in all residential districts. Section 304 (see below items 9 and 10 on pages 17
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through 21) permits the Commission to authorize, as a Conditional Use, a Planned Unit
Development (PUD). The applicant is requesting modification from Planning Code standards
under Section 304, the PUD process, for residential density requirements (Section 209.1).
The Project would maintain the existing post-secondary educational institution use and provide new
on-campus student housing. USF is the City’s oldest University, founded more than 150 years ago.
Within the RH-2 District, residential uses, including student housing, are principally permitted, while
institutional uses, such as USF, require a CU authorization from the Commission.
CU authorization for a PUD modification is required for the dwelling unit density proposed for the
student residence hall, which would exceed the conditionally permitted density of one dwelling unit
per 1,500 square feet of lot area under Section 209.1. Additional dwelling unit density may be
permitted by the Commission as a PUD modification under Section 304 if the proposed dwelling unit
density would be less than the density allowed in the next higher level residential district. In this case,
the applicable residential zoning district would be the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
District. In the RH-3 District, one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area is conditionally
permitted under Section 209.1. Accordingly, 155 dwelling units may be allowed through the PUD
process based on a proposed lot area of approximately 155,514 square feet (Case No. 2015-00058SUB).
This additional density would allow for the provision of much-needed student housing on the USF
campus, which would in turn help alleviate pressure on the City's housing stock. As such, the proposal
is seeking a PUD modification through the CU authorization process pursuant to Section 304 relating
to dwelling unit density. Findings under Section 304 are set forth below.
Post-secondary educational institutions and programs and services affiliated with the institutions,
such as the USF academic space within the new student residence hall, the dining commons addition,
the recycling and waste facility, and the ROTC program addition, taken together, also require CU
authorization from the Commission per Section 209.1.
B. Height and Bulk. Planning Code Section 250 established height and bulk districts. Planning
Code Sections 102 and 260 state that the data point used to calculate height is to be taken at
curb level and at every other cross-section of the building. Planning Code Section 304 allows
minor deviations from the provisions for measurement of height in Section 260 through the
PUD process. The applicant is requesting modification from Planning Code standards under
Section 304, the PUD process, for height measurement requirements (Section 260).
The Project site is located within a 40-X Height and Bulk District. This district allows a maximum
building height of 40 feet, as measured per Section 260, and has no bulk limit per Section 250. The
prescribed method of height measurement for an up-sloping lot is defined by Section 260. This
measurement is taken by averaging the ground elevations at either side of the building or building step
and using this average elevations at every other cross-section of the building and then taking points at
right angles to the centerline of the building for the measurement of height. The general method of
height measurement under Section 260 is not variable; however, PUD modification may be sought for
certain provisions under Section 260(a)(3), which applies when the ground slopes laterally on a lot
that also slopes upward from the street.
7
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The proposed student residence hall would be 40 feet tall as measured per Section 260, including a
minor deviation from the provisions for height measurement on lateral slopes. Section 260(a)(3) states
that in cases where the height limit is 65 feet or less and a street from which height measurements are
made slopes laterally along the lot, or the ground slopes laterally on a lot that also slopes upward from
the street, there shall be a maximum width for the portion of the building or structure that may be
measured from a single point at curb or ground level. Table 260 in Section 260(a)(3) states that, where
the average slope of ground from which height is measured, as applicable here, is more than 5% but
less than 15%, the maximum width for portion of building that may be measured from a single point is
65 feet. The proposed West Building of the residence hall has a width dimension of approximately 160
feet at an average slope of 11.8%. A portion of the West Building height measurement complies with
the 65-foot maximum lateral dimension; however, the remaining 95-foot portion of the building does
not meet the 65-foot requirement. If literal adherence were required, the West Building would need to
be redesigned, which would in turn reduce the number of student beds. As such, the proposal is seeking
a PUD modification through the CU authorization process pursuant to Section 304 relating to how
height is measured on a Project site where the ground slopes laterally on a lot that also slopes upward
from the street. Findings under Section 304 are set forth below.
The maximum building height of the 20-foot ornamental tower in the West Building would be
approximately 60 feet to the top of the roof, which is exempt from the measurement of building height
under Section 260.
The proposed dining commons would be at maximum 40 feet tall measured from the average slope of
the ground to the average height of the rise for a pitched roof. The proposed recycling and waste facility
would be approximately 37 feet tall measured from the average slope of the ground to the average
height of the rise for a pitched roof. The proposed ROTC program addition would be approximately 39
feet tall as measured from the ground level to the top of the flat roof of the Koret Health and Recreation
Center building.
C. Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 states that in RH-2 Zoning Districts the front
setback is not required to be greater than 15 feet.
The proposed student residence hall Project is set back approximately 200 to 250 feet from Turk Street.
The dining commons, the recycling and waste facility are both located internally within the Upper
Campus. The ROTC addition is situated in the existing Koret Health and Recreation Center building.
The Project therefore complies with Section 132.
D. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134(a)(2) requires that in RH-2 Districts a 45% rear yard be
provided. For the proposed student residence hall, an approximately 157-foot deep rear yard
from the rear lot line (of the proposed lot subdivision) would need to be provided. Planning
Code Section 304 allows modification from Code requirements through the PUD process. The
applicant is requesting modification from Planning Code standards under Section 304, the
PUD process, for rear yard requirements (Section 134).
The proposed student residence hall does not meet the 45% rear yard depth since the East and West
buildings’ setbacks are reduced to 10% and 19% respectively. The Project is required to provide a rear
8

Draft Motion
March 15, 2018

CASE NO. 2015-000058CUAENVSUBTDM
2500-2698 Turk & 222 Stanyan Streets

yard of approximately 70,000 square feet in area. The Project proposes to provide open spaces totaling
approximately 76,000 square feet. These open spaces would include interior courtyards (16,000 square
feet), the interior paseo (17,000 square feet), and other open space areas along the sides of the buildings,
including landscaped areas (43,000 square feet), for a total of approximately 76,000 square feet of open
space. While the student residence hall would not strictly comply with the applicable 45% lot depth
requirement, the Project is proposing more open space than would be provided by the 45% rear yard
requirement. As such, the proposal is seeking a PUD modification through the Conditional Use
authorization process pursuant to Section 304 relating to rear yard setback requirements. Findings
under Section 304 are set forth below.
E. Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires 166 square feet of common usable open
space or 125 square feet of private usable open space per dwelling unit.
The proposed student residence hall will provide common usable open space for 155 units through a
combination of courtyards and a shared paseo between the two residential buildings, totaling
approximately 26,400 square feet of Code-compliant common usable open space. The Code requires
approximately 25,800 square feet of common usable open space be provided.
F.

Better Streets Plan. Planning Code Section 138.1 establishes requirements for the
improvement of the public right-of-way associated with development projects, such that the
public right-of-way may be safe, accessible, convenient and attractive to pedestrian use and
travel by all modes of transportation.
The Project site is located within an established pedestrian network with continuous sidewalks, curbramps, and painted crosswalks at most area intersections. The Project proposes streetscape elements
along Turk Street as part of a streetscape plan designed by the Project’s landscape architect. Features
include street trees and a planted park strip, the details of which will be refined during the Site or
Building Permit process.

G. Street Trees. Planning Code Section 138.1 requires the installation of street trees in the case
of the construction of a new building. One 24‐inch box tree is required for every 20 feet of
property frontage along each street or alley, with any remaining fraction of ten feet or more
of frontage requiring an additional tree. The species and locations of trees installed in the
public right‐of‐way shall be subject to approval by the Department of Public Works (DPW).
The requirements of Section 138.1 may be waived or modified by the Zoning Administrator,
pursuant to Section 428, where DPW cannot grant approval due to practical difficulties.
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and the recycling and waste facility located on
the Upper Campus would include 456 feet of property frontage along Turk Street. A total of 23 street
trees would be required (one street tree for every 20 linear feet of frontage). Because there are three
existing street trees along Turk Street, 20 net new street trees would be required. The landscape
architect for the Project has determined that nine out of the 20 net new required street trees could be
located along Turk Street. Not all required trees can be accommodated due to tree spacing
requirements and existing utilities and street uses (water meters, Muni poles, street lights, crosswalks,
and a bus stop). Public Works Code section 806(d)(4), administered by the Bureau of Urban Forestry
9
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within the Department of Public Works, provides a waiver option for the street tree requirement under
these circumstances. If a waiver is obtained, USF would pay an in-lieu fee for the 11 street trees not
provided. The ROTC program relocation addition located at the Koret Health and Recreation Center
includes 35 feet of property frontage along Stanyan Street. There are two existing street trees on
Stanyan Street. Construction would not remove the existing street trees.
H. Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. Planning Code Section 139 establishes the Bird-Safe
Standards for new building construction to reduce bird mortality from circumstances that are
known to pose a high risk to birds and are considered to be "bird hazards." The two
circumstances regulated by this Section are (1) location-related hazards, where the siting of a
structure creates increased risk to birds, and (2) feature-related hazards, which may create
increased risk to birds regardless of where the structure is located. Location-related hazards
are created by structures that are located inside of, or within a clear flight path of less than
300 feet from an Urban Bird Refuge. The subject property is within 300 feet of the Panhandle
open space. The buildings must be treated according to the standards established in the code
provisions and the Department’s adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. Bird-Safe
Glazing Treatment is required such that the Bird Collision Zone – meaning the portion of
building façade beginning at grade and extending upwards for 60 feet or glass facades
directly adjacent to landscaped roofs two acres or larger and extending upwards 60 feet from
the level of the subject roof – facing the Urban Bird Refuge consists of no more than 10%
untreated glazing.
The proposed student residence hall is exempt from the standards for bird-safe buildings because it is
less than 45 feet in height and has an exposed façade of less than 50% glass (40% is proposed).
Treatments of glass facades would apply to non-residential buildings, such as the dining commons
addition and the ROTC addition.
I.

Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that all dwelling-unit face a
public street or side yard at least 25 feet in width, a required rear yard, or an open area of 25
feet in width.
The proposed student residence hall Project meets this requirement.

J.

Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 requires one off-street parking space for each
dwelling unit, and one space for each two classrooms proposed for a post-secondary
educational institution. Planning Code Section 150 allows replacing vehicle parking spaces
with bicycle parking spaces.
The required off-street parking for the Project would be 155 spaces for the new dwelling units and one
space for the proposed two classrooms in the new student residence hall.
Section 150(e) allows off-street parking spaces be replaced by bicycle parking spaces. For the dwelling
units occupied by students, the proposal is to replace the required 155 vehicle parking spaces with 171
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for the students. USF provides all full-time undergraduates a MUNI
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pass every year. For this reason, USF's parking policy prohibits students living in campus residence
halls from bringing vehicles to campus.
Because the proposed student residence hall would remove 78 existing surface parking spaces, the
proposal is to provide 156 off-street parking spaces located in two garages in the new student residence
hall, for a total of approximately 78 net new parking spaces. These parking spaces in the student
residence hall's underground garage would only be available to faculty and staff in order to minimize
the demand for on-campus and neighborhood parking.
K. Off-Street Freight Loading. Planning Code Section 152 requires two freight loading space
for the residential and institutional uses where the occupied floor area of structure or use is
over 200,001 square feet but less than 500,000 square feet in newly constructed structures. The
Project is seeking a PUD modification pursuant to Section 304; findings for which are set
forth below.
The institutional components of the Project (dining commons, ROTC, recycling and waste facility,
and the USF program space (two classrooms) in the new student residence hall) would total
approximately 9,250 net new square feet of occupied floor area. The new student residence hall would
total approximately 232,600 square feet, not including the USF program space. Taken together, the
Project would total approximately 242,000 square feet, requiring that two off-street freight loading
spaces be provided.
The two required off-street freight loading spaces would be provided; however, Section 155(a) requires
that off-street freight loading spaces be on the same lot as the use served. The proposed two loading
spaces would technically be on a separate lot once a new lot is created for the student residence hall.
The loading spaces would be provided on the north side of Lone Mountain Drive, interior to the Upper
Campus and within close proximity to the garage entrances and paseo walkway at the proposed
student residence hall. As such, the proposal is seeking a PUD modification through the CU
authorization process pursuant to Section 304 relating to off-street freight loading requirements.
Findings under Section 304 are set forth below.
L. Handicapped Parking. Planning Code Section 155(i) requires one handicapped parking
space for each 25 off-street parking spaces provided.
The Project proposes a total of 156 off-street parking spaces. The required handicapped parking would
be six spaces. Six spaces are proposed for the Project.
M. Bicycle Parking - Class 1. Planning Section 155.2 requires one Class 1 space for every
Dwelling Unit. For buildings containing more than 100 Dwelling Units, 100 Class 1 spaces
plus one Class 1 space for every four Dwelling Units over 100. Dwelling Units that are also
considered Student Housing shall provide 50% more spaces than would otherwise be
required. For institutional uses, one Class 1 space for every 20,000 square feet of occupied
floor area. All bicycle parking must meet the standards set forth under Section 155.1.
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The proposed student residence hall would be required to provide 171 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces
for the proposed 155 dwelling units. Since the proposed institutional use is less than 20,000 square feet
of occupied floor area (9,250 net new square feet proposed), Class 1 bicycle parking spaces are not
required. The Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for the student residence hall would be located in a secure
storage area located in the East Building (93 spaces) accessible by a bike ramp next to the garage
entrance and in another area in the West Building (78 spaces).
N. Bicycle Parking - Class 2. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires one per 20 dwelling units.
Dwelling units that are also considered Student Housing shall provide 50% more spaces than
would otherwise be required. For institutional uses, minimum two spaces are required and
one Class 2 space for every 10,000 square feet of occupied floor area. All bicycle parking must
meet the standards set forth under Section 155.1.
The proposed student residence hall would be required to provide 12 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for
the proposed 155 dwelling units. Since the proposed institutional use is less than 10,000 square feet of
occupied floor area (9,250 net new square feet proposed), only two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces
would be required. While 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces are required, the Project will provide a total
of 23 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be provided in the
central paseo between the East Building and the West Building.
O. Car-Share Parking Spaces. Planning Code Section 166 requires one car sharing space in
newly constructed buildings with 50 to 200 dwelling units.
The proposed student residence hall containing 155 dwelling units is required to provide one on-site
car sharing space, which would be provided.
P. Institutional Master Plan. Planning Code Section 304.5 requires post-secondary institutions
and medical institutions to file an Institutional Master Plan (IMP) every 10 years detailing
current facilities and operations, and outlining development plans and other information. An
IMP needs to be on file with the Department prior to the issuance of any building permit in
connection with the creation of a student housing project as described in Section 415.3(f)(5).
Additionally, the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) is
authorized to monitor this housing program whereby MOHCD would develop a monitoring
form and annual monitoring fee to be paid by the owner of the real property or the
educational institution as well as other annual reporting as required in Section 415.3(f)(5).
The purpose of the IMP is to provide this information to the Planning Commission and the
public and receive comments at a public hearing. This enables the institution to modify its
master plan before seeking entitlements for any development projects. The IMP is an
informational document only; it does not approve or authorize development projects
referenced in the IMP.
The proposed Project is consistent with the IMP that is on file with the Department. USF submitted
its IMP to the Department in August, 2013. It was accepted by the Commission at its regularly
scheduled public hearing on March 13, 2014. The proposed Project components are described in the
IMP.
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Q. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 415 sets forth the
requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program.
As currently proposed, the Project will be 100% student housing, meeting the project criteria set forth
under Section 415.3(f)(5). In the event that the Project changes and some or all of the units become
market‐rate, the Project shall comply with the inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Section
415 of the Code. The Project Sponsor must submit an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,’ to the Planning Department stating that
the Project is exempt from the requirements of Planning Code Section 415 because it is a 100%
student housing Project.
R. Child Care and Transportation Sustainability Impact Fees. Sections 411 and 414 authorize
the imposition of certain development impact fees on new development projects to offset
impacts on the transit system. Land use categories for all impact fees are defined in Section
401.
The Project Sponsor will comply with the requirements of this section prior to the issuance of the first
construction document.
S.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169
and the TDM Program Standards, the Project is required to finalize a TDM Plan prior to
Planning Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. Projects with a
completed Environmental Evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016, must only
achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program Standards.
The Project submitted a completed Environmental Evaluation Application on August 28, 2015.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, resulting in a required target of 14 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve
23 points through the following TDM measures:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Last Mile” Shuttle service via Chariot
Discounted MUNI passes for students
Zimride - car pooling ride match
Commuter subsidy for faculty and staff
Guaranteed Ride Home for commuters who use public transit
Expanded TDM marketing effort via campus webpages
Car Sharing
Bicycle Parking

T. Signage. Any proposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of the Planning
Department pursuant to Article 6 of the Planning Code.
8.

Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the Project does comply with
said criteria in that:
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A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.
The Project is necessary and desirable for and compatible with the neighborhood and community. The
600 new student housing beds proposed as part of the student residence hall component of the Project
would provide needed housing for students on campus, which would in turn help relieve pressure on
the City's strained rental housing stock, including family-sized units that are often shared by students.
The Project is also an important element in the pursuit of USF's mission to promote learning in the
Jesuit Catholic tradition by offering students a demanding, integrated and holistic education. The
integration of academic support and student life is a high priority for USF and is achieved in large part
through the programs offered through student housing.
The dining commons component would further promote this integrated experience by allowing
students to stay on Upper Campus for meals and interact with fellow students and faculty members.
The dining commons would also reduce the number of student and faculty trips through the
neighborhood between Upper and Lower Campus.
The recycling and waste facility relocation is necessary to accommodate the proposed student residence
hall. Relocation of the facility from its current unenclosed location immediately adjacent to Ewing
Terrace to an enclosed interior campus location is desirable in that it would allow for an improved
modern facility in a location that would benefit USF's neighbors.
The ROTC relocation is necessary to accommodate the proposed student residence hall. The proposed
relocation to a space created by a minor addition to an existing building on the USF campus would
help minimize the impact on USF and its neighbors.
The Project in its entirety has been designed to be compatible with the character and scale of the
neighborhood, including the surrounding campus buildings. For the student residence hall, building
mass has been reduced by breaking up the Project into two components: the East Building and the
West Building, which are in turn comprised of visually distinct components ranging from two to four
stories. The proposed scale is consistent with the scale of the Upper Campus, the surrounding
neighborhood, and the existing 40-foot height district. The student residence hall buildings would step
down the slope, fitting within the land form and offering an articulated façade, in keeping with the
massing of residential buildings across Turk Street. The aesthetic style of the Student Residence Hall
buildings would complement the southern European style of the other Upper Campus buildings. USF
has worked closely with Page & Turnbull and the Department’s historic preservation staff to ensure
that the student residence hall buildings would also be distinguishable from yet compatible with the
historic buildings on the Upper Campus. The dining commons building and recycling and waste
facilities would also complement the other buildings on Upper Campus. The ROTC program relocation
would be compatible with the character and scale of the surrounding neighborhood, as a minor addition
to the existing Koret Health and Recreation Center.
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
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that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:
i.

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;
The Project would not be detrimental to the public's health, safety, convenience or general welfare
or otherwise injurious. The Project would maintain the existing post-secondary educational
institution use and provide much needed student housing. USF is the City’s oldest University,
founded more than 150 years ago.
The student residence hall would be appropriately sited on the Underhill site on the Upper
Campus (on the slope east of the Rossi Wing), which has been identified for new development in
USF's IMP since 1993. The site roughly covers the area currently occupied by the non-historic
Underhill building (one-story, 8-foot tall), a surface parking lot, and two tennis courts. Placing
the student residence hall on this sloped site would allow for a building design that would be
subservient to the historic buildings on the Upper Campus. The design of the student residence
hall has been broken down into two visually distinct components: the East Building and the West
Building, which range from two to four stories. The proposed scale is consistent with the scale of
the Upper Campus, the surrounding neighborhood and the existing 40-foot height district.
The dining commons addition would be appropriately located on an underutilized portion of the
Upper Campus adjacent to the existing Wolfe & Kettle Café on the northern (back) side of the
Lone Mountain Main Building. A dining facility on the Upper Campus would eliminate the need
for new residents of the student residence hall to travel to Lower Campus for dining services.
The recycling and waste facility would be appropriately located in the northwest quadrant of the
Upper Campus approximately 250 feet away from off-campus neighbors on the other side of Anza
Street. The recycling and waste facility has similar design characteristics to the surrounding
campus buildings and is placed along an existing private road viaduct to facilitate easy truck
access.
The ROTC addition would appropriately utilize an existing void in the existing footprint of the
Koret Health and Recreation Center building and would be accessed from the interior of campus
only.

ii.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;
All Project components are intended to serve existing students and faculty and are not expected to
increase the number of individuals accessing the campus, with the exception of a small number of
additional food service staff that would work at the dining commons as compared to the existing
Wolfe and Kettle Café. According to the Project Sponsor, overall, the Project is expected to reduce
the total number of trips to campus as the students that would be living on-campus once the
Project is constructed would have otherwise lived in other areas of the City, and would therefore
15
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have arrived to campus via car, public transit or other means. This shift is expected to reduce
impacts on the surrounding roadway and transit lines.
The existing one-way, clockwise driveway (Lone Mountain Drive) currently serving the Upper
Campus would provide principal access to the student residence hall and dining commons
components of the Project. Lone Mountain Drive is accessible from Turk Street. The existing
service driveway providing access to the current waste facility adjacent to Ewing Terrace would be
removed, and access to the proposed recycling and waste facility would be from the existing
viaduct road off of Lo Schiavo Drive (an interior private campus road), accessible from Parker
Avenue and Anza Street.
The Project would replace the existing 78 surface parking spaces on the Project site with
approximately 156 parking spaces in an underground garage for faculty and staff, beneath the
student residence hall. Based on feedback from the community, the Project Sponsor believes that
this increase in off-street parking would help relieve some of the parking demand on neighborhood
streets. This parking would not be available to students, consistent with USF's parking policy,
which prohibits students living in campus residence halls from bringing vehicles to campus.
Loading for the dining commons would be provided by the existing loading facilities adjacent to
the Lone Mountain Main Building, which currently serve the Wolfe and Kettle Café. The two offstreet freight loading spaces required for the student residence hall would be provided on the north
side of Lone Mountain Drive, interior to the Upper Campus and within close proximity to the
garage entrances and paseo walkway at the proposed student residence hall.
The Project will provide 171 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 23 Class 2 bicycle spaces, for a
total of 194 bicycle parking spaces. The site is also well-served by public transit with transit stops
are located near the site and are within walking distance of the site.
iii.

The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;
The Project is predominantly residential in nature and no materials or activities that result in
noxious or offensive emissions, dust or odor would be used or engaged in within the Project.
During construction, USF and its contractors would take appropriate precautions to reduce dust,
noise and emissions. During construction, the Project Sponsor would take appropriate measures
to minimize dust and noise as required by the Building Code and any measures set forth in the
Project’s CEQA documentation.
The Project would be subject to the conditions of approval for noise related to the garage exhaust
fans, mechanical equipment, and the nighttime ambient noise levels as outlined in Exhibit A,
Conditions 13 through 16 and 32 through 36.
The Project would also be subject to the condition of approval for odor related to the operation of
the dining commons as outlined in Exhibit A, Conditions 17 and 37.
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Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;
The student residence hall would include a total of approximately 32,500 square feet of common
usable open space; however, only approximately 26,400 square feet of which would strictly comply
with Planning Code horizontal dimensional requirements. The common usable open space would
be provided in four internal courtyard spaces, which would create approximately 16,000 square
feet of protected open space areas for students. The remaining common usable open space would be
provided in the central paseo between the East and the West Buildings. Open space amenities for
students could include a bocce court, outdoor fountain, outdoor grill, benches and walking
lap/fitness loop. In addition to this open space, the Upper Campus includes multiple acres of
existing open space in the form of paths, landscaped and wooded areas.
The waste and recycling areas for the Student Residence Hall would be located in the
underground garage. Existing waste and recycling areas would be utilized for the dining
commons and the relocated ROTC program.
Off-street parking for the student residence hall would be located in the underground parking
garage and would only be available to USF staff and faculty. USF policy prohibits students living
on campus from bringing cars to campus.
Loading for the student residence hall would be provided in two designated pull-out spaces
adjacent to the existing one-way private driveway in front of the student residence hall. Loading
for the dining commons would be provided by the existing loading facilities adjacent to the Lone
Mountain Main Building, which currently serve the Wolfe and Kettle Café.
All proposed lighting and signage would comply with the requirements of the Planning Code.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.
The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.
D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.
Not applicable; the proposed Project is in an RH District.
9.

Planning Code Section 304(a)/Planned Unit Development (PUD) Objectives require that a CU
application for a PUD include such pertinent information as may be necessary to a determination
that the objectives of Section 304 are met, and that the proposed development warrants the
modification of provisions otherwise applicable under the Code. The proposed Project will meet
the following PUD objectives under Section 304(a):
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A. The procedures for PUDs are intended for projects on sites of considerable size, developed as
integrated units and designed to produce an environment of stable and desirable character
which will benefit the occupants, the neighborhood and the City as a whole.
The proposed Project is of a size and scale specifically anticipated by the provisions of Section 304. The
Project is seeking PUD modifications for additional dwelling unit density, rear yard requirements,
loading and minor deviations from the provisions for lateral height measurement, each of which is
described in more detail below.
B. In cases of outstanding overall design, complementary to the design and values of the
surrounding area, such a project may merit a well-reasoned modification of certain
provisions contained elsewhere in the Planning Code.
The Project in its entirety has been designed to be compatible with the character and scale of the
neighborhood, including the surrounding campus buildings. For the student residence hall, building
mass has been reduced by breaking up the Project into two components: the East Building and the
West Building, which are in turn comprised of visually distinct components ranging from two to four
stories. The proposed scale is consistent with the scale of the Upper Campus, the surrounding
neighborhood, and the existing 40-foot height district. The student residence hall buildings would step
down the slope, fitting within the land form and offering an articulated façade, in keeping with the
massing of residential buildings across Turk Street. The aesthetic style of the student residence hall
buildings would complement the southern European style of the other Upper Campus buildings. USF
has worked closely with Page & Turnbull and the Department’s historic preservation staff to ensure
that the student residence hall buildings would also be distinguishable from yet compatible with the
historic buildings on the Upper Campus. The dining commons building and recycling and waste
facilities would also complement the other buildings on Upper Campus. The ROTC program relocation
would be compatible with the character and scale of the surrounding neighborhood, as a minor addition
to the existing Koret Health and Recreation Center.
Through this PUD authorization, the Commission approves the following modifications to otherwise
applicable provisions of the Planning Code:
1.

Dwelling Unit Density – relief from the residential density limit under Section 209.1;
The PUD modification is requested to allow for a dwelling unit density of less than one unit per
1,000 square feet of lot area, which is the dwelling unit density permitted with Conditional Use
authorization in the RH-3 zoning district (the zoning district permitting a greater density). The
dwelling unit density for the student residence hall would be less than that permitted in the RH-3
zoning district based on a proposed lot area of 155,514 square feet (a new legal parcel would be
created for the student residence hall). This additional density would allow for the provision of
much-needed student housing on the USF campus, which would in turn help alleviate pressure on
the City's housing stock.

2.

Rear Yard Setback – relief from the provisions of rear yard requirements for the
residential units as required in the RH District under Section 134(a)(2).
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The proposed student residence hall does not meet the 45% rear yard depth since the East and
West buildings’ setbacks are reduced to 10% and 19% respectively. The Project is required to
provide a rear yard of approximately 70,000 square feet. The Project proposes to provide open
spaces totaling approximately 76,000 square feet. These open spaces would include interior
courtyards (16,000 square feet), the interior paseo (17,000 square feet), and other open space areas
along the sides of the buildings, including landscaped areas (43,000 square feet), for a total of
approximately 76,000 square feet of open space. While the student residence hall would not
strictly comply with the applicable 45% lot depth requirement, the Project is proposing more open
space than would be required by the 45% rear yard requirement. As such, the proposal is seeking a
PUD modification through the Conditional Use authorization process pursuant to Section 304
relating to rear yard setback requirements.
3.

Freight Loading Space for Residential Use – relief from the provision that freight loading
space must be located on the same lot as the use under Section 155(a);
The two required off-street freight loading spaces would be provided; however, Section 155(a)
requires that off-street freight loading spaces to be on the same lot as the use served. The proposed
two loading spaces would technically be on a separate lot once a new lot is created for the student
residence hall. The loading spaces would be provided on the north side of Lone Mountain Drive,
interior to the Upper Campus and within close proximity to the garage entrances and paseo
walkway at the proposed student residence hall. As such, the proposal is seeking a PUD
modification relating to off-street freight loading requirements.

4.

Lateral Height Measurement – relief from the provisions of lateral height measurement
requirements for the new student residence hall in the RH District under Section
260(a)(3).
Section 260(a)(3) provides, as applicable here, that where the height limit is 65 feet or less and the
ground slopes laterally on a lot that also slopes upward from the street, the maximum width for
the portion of the building that may be measured from a single point at curb or ground level is 65
feet. The requested modification would alter the maximum width for that measurement from a
width of 65 feet to 95 feet. If literal adherence were required, the West Building would need to be
redesigned, which would in turn reduce the number of student beds.

10. Planning Code Section 304(d) Findings Relating to Planned Unit Developments. Planning
Code Section 304(d) sets forth criteria, which must be met before the Commission may authorize
a Conditional Use for a Planned Unit Development. On balance, the Project generally complies
with all applicable criteria:
(1) Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the General Plan.
Findings for “General Plan Compliance” are discussed below under item 11.
(2) Provide off-street parking adequate for the occupancy proposed.
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The required off-street parking would be 155 spaces for the new dwelling units and one space for the
proposed two classrooms in the new student residence hall. The 156 off-street parking spaces would be
provided in the below-ground garage at the proposed student residence hall.
Section 150(e) allows off-street parking spaces be replaced by bicycle parking spaces. For the dwelling
units occupied by students, the proposal is to replace the required 155 vehicle parking spaces with 171
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for the students. USF provides all full-time undergraduates a MUNI
pass every year. For this reason, USF's parking policy prohibits students living in campus residence
halls from bringing vehicles to campus.
Because the proposed student residence hall would remove 78 existing surface parking spaces, the
proposal is to provide 156 off-street parking spaces located in two garages in the new student residence
hall, for a total of approximately 78 net new parking spaces. These parking spaces in the student
residence hall's underground garage would only be available to faculty and staff in order to minimize
the demand for on-campus and neighborhood parking.
(3) Provide open space usable by the occupants and, where appropriate, by the general public, at
least equal to the open space required by the Planning Code;
The proposed student residence hall will provide common usable open space for 155 units through a
combination of courtyards and a shared paseo between the two residential buildings, totaling
approximately 26,400 square feet of Code-compliant common usable open space. The Code requires
approximately 25,800 square feet of common usable open space to be provided.
(4) Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that would be allowed by Article 2
of this Code for a district permitting a greater density, so that the PUD will not be
substantially equivalent to a reclassification of property;
CU authorization for a PUD modification is required for the dwelling unit density proposed for the
student residence hall, which would exceed the conditionally permitted density of one dwelling unit
per 1,500 square feet of lot area under Section 209.1. Additional dwelling unit density may be
permitted by the Commission as a PUD modification under Section 304 if the proposed dwelling unit
density would be less than the density allowed in the next higher level residential district. In this case,
the applicable residential zoning district would be the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
District. In the RH-3 District, one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area is conditionally
permitted under Section 209.1. Accordingly, 155 dwelling units may be allowed through the PUD
process based on a proposed lot area of approximately 155,514 square feet (Case No. 2015-00058SUB).
This additional density would allow for the provision of much-needed student housing on the USF
campus, which would in turn help alleviate pressure on the City's housing stock.
(5) In R Districts, include commercial uses only to the extent that such uses are necessary to
serve residents of the immediate vicinity, subject to the limitations for NC-1 Districts under
this Code, and in RTO Districts include commercial uses only according to the provisions of
Section 231 of this Code;
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No commercial uses are proposed as part of the Project. The dining commons would be accessory to the
post-secondary educational institutional use.
(6) Under no circumstances be excepted from any height limit established by Article 2.5 of this
Code, unless such exception is explicitly authorized by the terms of this Code. In the absence
of such an explicit authorization, exceptions from the provisions of this Code with respect to
height shall be confined to minor deviations from the provisions for measurement of height
in Sections 260 and 261 of this Code, and no such deviation shall depart from the purposes or
intent of those sections;
The proposed student residence hall would be 40 feet tall as measured per Section 260, including a
minor deviation from the provisions for height measurement on lateral slopes. Section 260(a)(3) states
that in cases where the height limit is 65 feet or less and a street from which height measurements are
made slopes laterally along the lot, or the ground slopes laterally on a lot that also slopes upward from
the street, there shall be a maximum width for the portion of the building or structure that may be
measured from a single point at curb or ground level. Table 260 in Section 260(a)(3) states that, where
the average lope of ground from which height is measured is more than 5% but less than 15%, the
maximum width for the portion of building that may be measured from a single point is 65 feet. The
proposed West Building of the student residence hall has a width dimension of approximately 160 feet
at an average slope of 11.8%. A portion of the West Building height measurement complies with the
65-foot maximum lateral dimension; however, the remaining 95-foot portion of the building does not
meet the 65-foot requirement. If literal adherence were required, the West Building would need to be
redesigned, which would in turn reduce the number of student beds.
(7) In NC Districts, be limited in gross floor area to that allowed under the floor area ratio limit
permitted for the district in Section 124 and Article 7 of this Code.
Not applicable, the Project is not located in an NC District.
(8) In NC Districts, not violate the use limitations by story set forth in Article 7 of this Code;
Not applicable, the Project is not located in an NC District.
(9) In RTO and NC Districts, include the extension of adjacent alleys or streets onto or through
the site, and/or the creation of new publicly-accessible streets or alleys through the site as
appropriate, in order to break down the scale of the site, continue the surrounding existing
pattern of block size, streets and alleys, and foster beneficial pedestrian and vehicular
circulation;
Not applicable, the Project is not located in an RTO or an NC District.
(10) Provide street trees as per the requirement of Section 138.1 of the Code;
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and the recycling and waste facility located on
the Upper Campus would include 456 feet of property frontage along Turk Street. A total of 23 street
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trees would be required (one street tree for every 20 linear feet of frontage). Because there are three
existing street trees along Turk Street, 20 net new street trees would be required. The landscape
architect for the Project has determined that nine out of the 20 net new required street trees could be
located along Turk Street. Not all required trees can be accommodated due to tree spacing
requirements and existing utilities and street uses (water meters, Muni poles, street lights, crosswalks,
and a bus stop). Public Works Code section 806(d)(4), administered by the Bureau of Urban Forestry
within the Department of Public Works, provides a waiver option for the street tree requirement under
these circumstances. If a waiver is obtained, USF would pay an in-lieu fee for the 11 street trees not
provided. The ROTC program relocation addition located at the Koret Health and Recreation Center
includes 35 feet of property frontage along Stanyan Street. There are two existing street trees on
Stanyan Street. Construction would not remove the existing street trees.
(11) Provide landscaping and permeable surfaces in any required setbacks in accordance with
Section 132 (g) and (h).
The proposed student residence hall project is set back approximately 200 to 250 feet from Turk Street.
The dining commons, the recycling and waste facility are both located internally within the Hilltop
Campus. The ROTC addition is situated in the existing Koret Health and Recreation Center building.
The Project complies with Section 132.
11. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 1:
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.
Policy 1.9:
Require new commercial developments and higher educational institutions to meet the housing
demand they generate, particularly the need for affordable housing for lower income workers
and students.
The proposed student residence hall would add new student housing on-site, totaling approximately 600
new student beds provided in 155 dwelling units. The Project would help meet the citywide demand for
more student housing and reduce pressure on the City's rental housing stock. This would be especially
beneficial in alleviating pressure on family-sized rental units, which students often share.
Policy 1.10:
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.
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Approximately 200 new bicycle parking spaces would be provided as part of the Project, which would
encourage bicycle use. The related dining commons component of the Project would strengthen USF's
pedestrian-oriented environment by providing additional dining options on campus for students, faculty
and staff within walking distance of both existing USF facilities and the proposed student residence hall.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.
Policy 1.1:
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that
cannot be mitigated.
The new student residence hall would provide substantial net benefits, including the provision of muchneeded on-campus student housing, which would in turn reduce pressure on the City's rental housing
stock, particularly family-sized units, which students often share. The additional on-campus student
housing would also improve USF's ability to compete with similar institutions that provide a higher ratio
of student housing.
The related dining commons component of the Project would provide additional dining options for
students, faculty and staff, including students living in the proposed student residence hall, in a
convenient location on the interior of the USF campus. The relocation of the ROTC program would create a
state-of-the-art facility for the ROTC. The recycling and waste facility component of the Project would
replace the existing outdoor unenclosed facility to the interior of the Upper Campus.
OBJECTIVE 7:
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL CENTER FOR
GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES.
Policy 7.2:
Encourage the extension of needed health and educational services, but manage expansion to
avoid or minimize disruption of adjacent residential areas.
Policy 7.3:
Promote the provision of adequate health and educational services to all geographic districts and
cultural groups in the city.
The Project would promote the provision of adequate educational services in the City. The new student
residence hall and related Project components would help ensure that USF remains competitive and viable
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over the long-term and thus able to continue to provide educational services to all geographic districts and
cultural groups in the City.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 9:
ASSURE THAT INSTITUTIONAL USES ARE LOCATED IN A MANNER THAT WILL
ENHANCE THEIR EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE USE.
Policy 9.1:
Locate institutional uses according to the Institutional Facilities Plan.
USF is represented on the Institutional Facilities Plan of the General Plan and the proposed Project is
within the boundaries of USF as indicated on the Plan.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 2:
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.
Policy 2.6:
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings.
The new student residence hall and related Project components have been designed, in consultation with
Page & Turnbull, to be compatible with yet distinguishable from nearby historic buildings, pursuant to the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards.
Specifically, the student residence hall has been designed to be compatible with the character and scale of
the neighborhood, including the surrounding Upper Campus buildings. Building mass has been reduced by
breaking up the student residence hall into two components: the East and West buildings, which are in
turn comprised of visually distinct components, ranging from two to four stories in height. That scale is
consistent with the scale of the Upper Campus and surrounding neighborhood, and the existing 40-foot
height limit. The new buildings would step down the slope, fitting within the land form and offering an
articulated façade, in keeping with the massing of residential buildings across Turk Street. The aesthetic
style of the buildings would complement the southern European style of the other Upper Campus
buildings.
The dining commons addition and recycling and waste facility would also be compatible with yet
distinguishable from nearby historic buildings through their simplistic design. The ROTC component
would involve a minor addition to the existing non-historic Koret Health and Recreation Center located on
Stanyan Street.
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OBJECTIVE 3:
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN,
THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.
Policy 3.1:
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings
Policy 3.3:
Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be constructed at prominent
locations.
Policy 3.5:
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and
character of existing development
Policy 3.7:
Recognize the special urban design problems posed in development of large properties
The Project would promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older
buildings and relate to the height and character of nearby existing buildings.
OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.
Policy 4.12:
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.
The student residence hall would include approximately 75,000 square feet of open areas comprised of
interior courtyards (16,000 square feet), the interior paseo (16,600 square feet) and other open space areas
along the sides of the buildings, including landscaped areas (43,000 square feet). A landscaped area would
be provided adjacent to Ewing Terrace, serving as a buffer between the student residence hall and Ewing
Terrace.
The Project would provide 20 net new street trees along Turk Street and pay an in-lieu fee for eleven street
trees not provided due to tree spacing requirements and existing utilities and street uses (i.e., water meters,
MUNI poles, street lights, crosswalks, and a bus stop).

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 1:
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER
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PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.
Policy 1.3:
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco's transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.
According to the Project Sponsor, the on-campus student housing proposed as part of the Project is
expected to reduce total trips to campus made by students who would otherwise commute to campus from
elsewhere in the City. The proposal is expected to reduce private automobile use and encourage bicycling
and walking, in part because of USF's policy prohibiting on-campus parking for on-campus students. The
Project would also provide approximately 200 new on-campus bicycle parking spaces (171 Class 1 and at
least 29 Class 2 spaces), which would encourage bicycle use.
OBJECTIVE 2:
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.
Policy 2.2:
Reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption.
The Project is expected to reduce private automobile use and encourage bicycling and walking, which
would in turn reduce pollution, noise and energy consumption. USF's parking policy prohibits students
living in campus residence halls from bringing vehicles to campus and USF provides all full-time
undergraduates a MUNI pass every year.
OBJECTIVE 30:
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES.
Policy 30.3:
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.
The bicycle parking facilities proposed as part of the Project would be safe, secure and conveniently located.
Approximately 200 new on-campus bicycle parking space (171 Class 1 and at least 29 Class 2 spaces)
would be provided. The Class 1 spaces would be located in a secured underground parking garage in the
student residence hall buildings. Twenty three of the Class 2 spaces would be located in the paseo between
the student residence hall buildings and six to ten would be located at the Lone Mountain Main building
near the dining commons.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 13:
ENHANCE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF HOUSING IN SAN FRANCISCO.
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Policy 13.3:
Expand the environmental review process to encourage the use of additional measures to save
energy in new housing.
The Project would include installation of a natural gas powered microturbine cogeneration facility in the
underground garage at the student residence hall. This facility would provide supplemental electrical
power and a source for heating water for the student residence hall, thereby reducing the Project's carbon
footprint.
OBJECTIVE 15:
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND
USE PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY.
Policy 15.1:
Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the automobile.
Policy 15.3:
Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel requirements among working,
shopping, recreation, school and childcare areas.
The Project is expected to reduce private automobile use and encourage bicycling and walking. The
proposed dining commons component of the Project would strengthen USF's pedestrian-oriented
environment by providing additional dining options on campus for students, faculty and staff within
walking distance of both existing USF facilities and the proposed Student Residence Hall.
12. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project does comply with said
policies in that:
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.
The Project would not displace any existing neighborhood-serving retail businesses. The Project, with
its proposed 606-bed student residence hall, would help support nearby neighborhood-serving retail
businesses.
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.
No existing housing would be removed as part of the Project. The proposed new student residence hall
would add 155 dwelling units (totaling 606 beds) to the City’s housing stock. The new student
residence hall would provide needed housing for students on campus, which would in turn help relieve
pressure on the City's strained rental housing stock, including family-sized units that are often shared
by students.
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The Project in its entirety would be designed to be compatible with the character and scale of the
neighborhood. The building mass of the student residence hall has been reduced by breaking up the
Project into two components: the East Building and the West Building, which are in turn comprised of
visually distinct components ranging from two to four stories. The student residence hall buildings
would step down the slope, fitting within the land form and offering an articulated façade, in keeping
with the massing of residential buildings across Turk Street. The aesthetic style of the student
residence hall buildings would complement the southern European style of the other Upper Campus
buildings. USF has worked closely with Page & Turnbull and Department staff to ensure that the
student residence hall buildings would be distinguishable from yet compatible with the historic
buildings on the Upper Campus.
The dining commons addition and the recycling and waste facility would be located on the interior of
the Upper Campus and would also complement the existing buildings on the Upper Campus through
their simplistic design.
The proposed ROTC addition would construct a second floor on a section of low roof between the
existing Koret Health and Recreation Center and the Hagan Gymnasium. The proposed addition
would be comparable to the height of the existing Hagan Gymnasium and would not affect
neighborhood character.
C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,
The Project would not remove any existing affordable housing units. The new student residence hall
would increase the availability of student housing for USF students. The proposal would enhance the
City's housing stock by relieving some pressure on family-sized and lower-income housing stock in the
neighborhood and elsewhere in the City.
D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.
The transportation study prepared for the Project concluded that the Project will not have any
significant effect on the streets, neighborhood parking and MUNI services. Project is intended to serve
existing students and faculty and is not expected to measurably increase the number of individuals
accessing the campus. The Project would replace the existing 78 surface parking spaces with
approximately 156 parking spaces for faculty and staff in an underground garage. This increase in offstreet parking would help relieve some of the parking demand on neighborhood streets.
E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.
The Project will not displace any service or industrial establishment and is not a commercial office
development. The Project will not affect industrial or service sector uses or related employment
opportunities. Ownership of industrial or service sector businesses will not be affected by this Project.
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The Project could potentially provide additional service sector resident employment opportunities as
an estimated 21 new jobs would be created with the establishment of the dining commons.
F.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.
The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the City Building Code.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
The Project would not result in the removal or alteration of, or otherwise adversely affect, any
landmarks or historic structures. While some existing buildings have historic merit, there are no
designated landmarks or listed historic structures on the Project site. The Project components have
been designed to be compatible with, yet distinguishable, from nearby historic buildings, as identified
through the CEQA review process. Department staff has concluded that the Project would not have a
significant impact on any historical architectural resources on the Upper Campus and no historical
architectural resources have been identified on the applicable portion of the Lower Campus.
H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.
The Project will not affect sunlight access to any public parks or open space.
13. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.
14. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2015-000058CUAENVSUBTDM subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated March 5, 2018, and labeled “EXHIBIT B”,
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.
The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the IS/MND and the record as a whole and finds
that there is no substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the environment with
the adoption of the mitigation measures contained in the MMRP to avoid potentially significant
environmental effects associated with the Project, and hereby adopts the FMND.
The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MND and the MMRP attached hereto as “EXHIBIT C” and
incorporated herein as part of this Resolution/Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation
measures identified in the IS/MND and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval.
The Planning Commission further finds that since the MND was finalized, there have been no substantial
Project changes and no substantial changes in Project circumstances that would require major revisions to
the MND due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of
previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that
would change the conclusions set forth in the MND.
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
XXXXXXXXXXX. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed
(After the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if
appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors
at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.
Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the Project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.
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I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 15, 2018.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:

March 15, 2018
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION
This authorization is for a Conditional Use to allow a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for four Project
components, including (i) the construction of a new two- to four-story (up to 40-foot tall), approximately
234,500 square-foot student residence hall, containing 155 dwelling units (totaling 606 beds), 156 off-street
parking spaces in the below-ground garage, 194 bicycle parking spaces, USF program space (anticipated
to be used for two classrooms), and a natural gas powered microturbine cogeneration facility in the
below-ground garage; (ii) expansion and renovation of the existing dining hall facilities on the Upper
Campus; (iii) relocation and replacement of the recycling and waste facility to a new location on the
interior of the Upper Campus, and (iv) relocation of the Reserve Officer’s Training Corps (ROTC)
program from the existing one-story building at the Underhill site on the Upper Campus to a one- and
two-story addition to the Koret Health and Recreation Center. The Project includes PUD modifications to
Planning Code provisions related to the rear yard, off-street freight loading, dwelling unit density, and a
minor deviation from the provisions for measurement of lateral height. The Project would also include a
lot subdivision of Lot 008 on Block 1107 for the creation of a single parcel at the Underhill site for the new
student residence hall separate from the rest of the Upper Campus. The Project site is located at 2500 2698 Turk Street and 222 Stanyan Street, Block 1107, Lot 008 and Block 1144, Lot 001B, pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 134, 155, 209.1, 260, 303 and 304 in an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family)
Zoning District and an 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated March 5,
2018, and labeled “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2015-000058CUA and subject to
conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on March 15, 2018 under Motion No
XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a
particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the Project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on March 15, 2018 under Motion No XXXXXX.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS
The conditions of approval under the “EXHIBIT A” of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX
shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
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no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE
1.

Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

2.

Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

3.

Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

4.

Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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5.

Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

6.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) attached as “EXHIBIT C” are necessary to avoid potential significant
effects of the proposed Project and have been agreed to by the Project Sponsor. Their
implementation is a condition of Project approval.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

DESIGN – COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE
7.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

8.

Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level
of the buildings.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

9.

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 141, the Project Sponsor
shall submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building
permit application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is
required to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the
subject building.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

10. Streetscape Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall continue to
work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to refine the
design and programming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan generally meets the standards
of the Better Streets Plan and all applicable City standards. The Project Sponsor shall complete
final design of all required street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits,
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prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, and shall complete construction of all required
street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
11. Signage. The Project shall comply with the provisions of Article 6 of the Planning Code related
to any new signage.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
12. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may not
have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning Department
recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, in order of
most to least desirable:
a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor façade facing a public right-of-way;
b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;
c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor façade facing a
public right-of-way;
d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet,
avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets
Plan guidelines;
e. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines;
f. Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan
guidelines;
g. On-site, in a ground floor façade (the least desirable location).
Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s Bureau of
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer
vault installation requests.
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org
13. Noise, Ambient. Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels.
Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Map1, “Background
Noise Levels,” of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code,
new developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level that insulate interior
occupiable areas from Background Noise and comply with Title 24.
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public
Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org
14. Noise, Garage Exhaust Fan. To further reduce garage exhaust fan noise, the Project Sponsor shall
limit property line noise from the garage exhaust fans to 40 dBA by employing a combination of
measures from those listed in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a. A detailed analysis of noise
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reduction measures will be needed during the design phase to ensure that the combination of
noise reduction measures meet a noise level of 40 dBA at the property line.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
15. Noise, Mechanical Equipment. To further reduce noise from the proposed mechanical
equipment, the Project Sponsor shall limit property line noise from the garage exhaust fans to 40
dBA by employing additional acoustical reduction measures. A detailed analysis of noise
reduction measures shall be required during the design phase to ensure that the combination of
noise reduction measures meet a noise level of 40 dBA at the property line.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
16. Noise, Nighttime Ambient. Further reduce amplified noise. At 50 dBA, amplified music noise
would be above the 35 dBA existing nighttime ambient noise levels at the surrounding
residences. To reduce noise to no more than 5 dB over the ambient noise level, the following,
further noise improvement measures shall be incorporated:
•

Limit amplified noise levels via administrative restrictions. The USF Neighborhood
Relations website currently has existing policies and procedures to regulate noise and
enforce compliance.

•

Establish maximum noise level limits for amplified music for residents of the student
residence hall as follows:
o

90 dB indoors, with windows closed

o

80 dB indoors, with windows open

o

64 dB outdoors (at 3 feet from the source) from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

o

Do not allow outdoor amplified sounds between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
17. Odor Control Unit. In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented
from escaping the premises once the Project is operational, the building permit application to
implement the Project shall include air cleaning or odor control equipment details and
manufacturer specifications on the plans if applicable as determined by the project planner.
Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the primary façade of the building.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC
18. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than one (1) car share space shall be
made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car
share services for its service subscribers.
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
19. Bicycle Parking (Institutional Use). Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.2, the Project shall
provide no fewer than two (2) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. No Class 1 bicycle parking spaces
are required.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
20. Bicycle Parking (Residential Use). Pursuant to Planning Code Section 155.2, the Project shall
provide no fewer than 194 bicycle parking spaces (171 Class 1 spaces and 23 Class 2 spaces).
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
21. Off-Street Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 151, the Project shall provide no more
than 157 off-street parking spaces (including one car share space).
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
22. Off-Street Freight Loading. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 152, the Project shall provide two
off-street loading spaces.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
23. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning
Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage
traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

PROVISIONS
24. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor shall
comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going
employment required for the Project.
For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSF.org
25. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
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26. Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
27. Affordable Units. As currently proposed, the Project will be 100 percent student housing,
meeting the project criteria set forth under Section 415.3(f)(5). In the event that the Project
changes and some or all of the units become market‐rate, the Project shall comply with the
inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Section 415 of the Code. This condition of
approval shall constitute the written determination and notice of the inclusionary housing
requirement pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 415.

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT
28. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
29. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information
about compliance.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
30. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION
31. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.
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For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org
32. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org
33. Noise, Ambient. Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated from ambient noise levels.
Specifically, in areas identified by the Environmental Protection Element, Map1, “Background
Noise Levels,” of the General Plan that exceed the thresholds of Article 29 in the Police Code,
new developments shall install and maintain glazing rated to a level that insulate interior
occupiable areas from Background Noise and comply with Title 24.
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public
Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org
34. Noise, Garage Exhaust Fan. Further Reduce Garage Exhaust Fan Noise. To further reduce garage
exhaust fan noise, the Project Sponsor shall limit property line noise from the garage exhaust fans
to 40 dBA by employing a combination of measures from those listed in Mitigation Measure MNO-1a. A detailed analysis of noise reduction measures will be needed during the design phase
to ensure that the combination of noise reduction measures meet a noise level of 40 dBA at the
property line.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
35. Noise, Mechanical Equipment. Further Reduce Mechanical Noise. To further reduce noise from
the proposed mechanical equipment, the Project Sponsor shall limit property line noise from the
garage exhaust fans to 40 dBA by employing additional acoustical reduction measures. A
detailed analysis of noise reduction measures shall be required during the design phase to ensure
that the combination of noise reduction measures meet a noise level of 40 dBA at the property
line.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
36. Noise, Nighttime Ambient. Further Reduce Amplified Noise. At 50 dBA, amplified music noise
would be above the 35 dBA existing nighttime ambient noise levels at the surrounding
residences. To reduce noise to no more than 5 dB over the ambient noise level, the following,
further noise improvement measures shall be incorporated:
•

Limit amplified noise levels via administrative restrictions. The USF Neighborhood
Relations website currently has existing policies and procedures to regulate noise and
enforce compliance.

•

Establish maximum noise level limits for amplified music for residents of the student
residence hall as follows:
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o

90 dB indoors, with windows closed

o

80 dB indoors, with windows open

o

64 dB outdoors (at 3 feet from the source) from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

o

Do not allow outdoor amplified sounds between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org
37. Noise Control. The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise and
operated so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of
the building and fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the
San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance.
For information about compliance with the fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air conditioning,
restaurant ventilation systems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise levels, contact the
Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org
For information about compliance with the construction noise, contact the Department of Building
Inspection, 415-558-6570, www.sfdbi.org
For information about compliance with the amplified sound including music and television contact the
Police Department at 415-553-0123, www.sf-police.org
38. Odor Control. While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby
residents and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance
with the approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors
from escaping the premises.
For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-ODOR (6367), www.baaqmd.gov and
Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org
39. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
40. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be
directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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Mitigated Negative Declaration
Date:

Case No.:
Project Address:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Lot Size:
Project Sponsor

Lead Agency:
Staff Contact:

January 31, 2018, amended March 7, 2018 (Amendments to the
Initial Study/Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration are
shown as deletions in strikethrough and additions to the PMND are
shown in double underline.
2015-000058ENV
2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco
RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) District
40-X Height and Bulk District
1107/008 and 1144/001B
740,520 square feet (Block 1107/Lot 008) and 84,789 square feet
(Block 1144/Lot 001B)
Elizabeth Miles, University of San Francisco
(415) 422-5611
eemiles@usfca.edu
San Francisco Planning Department
Alesia Hsiao – (415) 575-9044
alesia.hsiao@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposed project includes four components: a new student residence hall, expansion and
renovation to the dining hall/facilities, replacement of the recycling and waste facility, and
relocation of the Reserve Officer’s Training Corps (ROTC) program. The recycling and waste
facility and ROTC program (located within the existing one-story, 8-feet tall Underhill Building)
are currently located on the proposed student residence hall site. Each of the four project
components are discussed below.
The proposed student residence hall project would demolish the existing one-story Underhill
Building, located on the University of San Francisco (USF) Upper Campus, and construct two new
student housing buildings up to 40 feet tall with 155 dwelling units providing a total of 606 beds
(600 beds for students and six beds for resident ministers and resident staff), as well as community
common spaces for students and academic program space for approximately two classrooms. The
student residence hall would serve the existing student population and would not increase the
student population. The student residence hall buildings would total approximately
234,450 square feet, not including the 73,846-square-foot below-ground garage. The below-ground
garage would contain 156 vehicle parking spaces and 171 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, resulting
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in an increase of 78 net new vehicle parking spaces. 1 The buildings would front Turk Street with
vehicular and pedestrian access provided primarily via Lone Mountain Main Drive.
The proposed renovations to the existing dining hall facilities (Wolf and Kettle Café) would be
located in the Lone Mountain Main Building on the Upper Campus. The existing 10,815-squarefoot café would be renovated and expanded through an approximately 3,760-square-foot
freestanding addition to create the dining commons. The proposed dining commons would offer
a variety of dining options for the student residence hall residents and the Upper Campus
community.
The recycling and waste facility would be relocated next to the Lone Mountain North Residence
Hall on the Upper Campus in an approximately 1,600-square-foot enclosed facility accessed by Lo
Schiavo Drive.
The ROTC program, currently housed in the Underhill Building, would be relocated to the Lower
Campus Koret Health and Recreation Center building as an addition. The new two-story
approximately 3,740-square-foot ROTC program relocation addition would front Negoesco Field,
with pedestrian access from Parker Avenue. In total, the proposed project would result in an
increase of the on-campus student residential population from 2,138 existing on-campus students
to 2,738 proposed on-campus students.
The project would require a Conditional Use (CU) authorization from the planning commission
for the post-secondary educational institutional components of the project and a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) for the student residence hall that would include PUD modifications to
provisions related to dwelling-unit density, rear yard, off-street loading, and height measurement.

FINDING:
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the
criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining
Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a
Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial
Study) for the project, which is attached. Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid
potentially significant effects. See pages 293-303.

1 Class 1 bicycle parking includes bicycle lockers, bicycle rooms or cages where each bicycle can be individually locked.
The most common form of class 2 bicycle parking are bicycle racks. (Zoning Administrator Bulletin No. 9, Bicycle
Parking Requirements: Design and Layout, August 2013.)
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In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the
project could have a significant effect on the environment.

~y~~~,~- ~J ~-~!~

~~ vr~cl/
Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer

cc:

Date of Issuance of Final Mitigated
Negative Declaration

Elizabeth Miles, Project Sponsor
Mike London, Project Sponsor
Distribution List
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Initial Study
University of San Francisco
2500-2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
Planning Department Case No. 2015-000058ENV
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Location and Site Characteristics
The proposed project is located at 2500 – 2698 Turk Street and 222 Stanyan Street (project site),
within the University of San Francisco’s (USF) Hilltop Campus, as illustrated on Figure 1. The USF
Hilltop Campus is in the eastern portion of the Inner Richmond District, three blocks north of the
Panhandle. The area is bounded by Masonic, Golden Gate, and Parker avenues and Turk Street.
The USF Hilltop Campus comprises two primary components: (1) an Upper Campus (also
commonly known as Lone Mountain) and (2) a Lower Campus. The Upper Campus is located
north of Turk Street and south of Anza Street, between Parker and Masonic avenues. The Lower
Campus is located north of Fulton Street and south of Golden Gate Avenue, between Parker and
Masonic avenues. The Lower Campus also occupies a partial block north of McAllister Street and
south of Turk Street, between Stanyan Street and Parker Avenue, at the site of the Koret Health
and Recreation Center and Negoesco Field. Two residential neighborhoods are located near the
USF Hilltop Campus: the University Terrace neighborhood that is between the Upper and Lower
campuses and the Ewing Terrace neighborhood immediately east, below a hillside of the Upper
Campus. Existing facilities are shown on Figure 2, p. 3.
The project site is located within the RH-2 (residential house, two-family) District and the 40-X
Height and Bulk District.
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Figure 1: Project Location

Source: City and County of San Francisco, GIS data, WSP, 2017.
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Figure 2: Existing Conditions

Source: University of San Francisco, Institutional Master Plan Figure 2, p. 21, August 2013.
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Site Topography
The Upper Campus contains steep vegetated slopes on the west, north, and east sides of the
property. The site elevations vary from about 324 feet San Francisco Datum at the eastern boundary
to 364 feet San Francisco Datum at the northwest corner. The south side of the Upper Campus
property, bordered by Turk Street, is characterized by a gentle grassy slope. The Lower Campus is
generally flat with elevations at the Koret Health and Recreation Center ranging from 300 to 326
feet. Because the block is slightly lower on the west side than the east side, the east entrance of the
Koret Health and Recreation Center leads to the second floor, and the emergency exit doors on the
west side lead to the ground-floor level.

Circulation
Existing Pedestrian Circulation
Two existing primary north-south pedestrian pathways connect the Upper and Lower campuses
and are illustrated on Figure 3, p. 6. The first pathway connects the Lower Campus to Lone
Mountain along Chabot Terrace, up the Spanish Steps and then to the main (south) entrance of the
Lone Mountain Main Building. The second pathway connects the two campuses from the War
Memorial Gym along Roselyn Terrace to the current Underhill Building site, then to Loyola Village.
One existing east-west pedestrian route connects the Lower Campus to the Koret Health and
Recreation Center.
Figure 3, p. 6, also shows multiple existing secondary pedestrian routes throughout the Upper and
Lower campuses, allowing pedestrians to access the primary routes at a variety of locations along
Parker Avenue, Temescal Terrace, Kittredge Terrace, Tamalpais Terrace, Annapolis Terrace, Turk
Street, Golden Gate Avenue, and Fulton Street, depending on an individual’s schedule and location
of classes or activity.
Existing Vehicular Circulation
Drivers who arrive at USF include faculty, staff, service providers, students residing off campus,
and visitors. Faculty and non-resident students often come to campus for only portions of the day,
while staff generally arrive at USF in the morning and stay until the evening. Most full-time
students travel to campus on transit, 2 by foot, or by bicycle. Part-time and evening students often
live farther away and are more likely to drive to campus.

2 University of San Francisco provides all undergraduate students a Muni pass every year.
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Figure 4, p. 7, illustrates the existing vehicular circulation system. The Upper Campus has two
private drives: Lone Mountain Main Drive off Turk Street and Lo Schiavo Drive, on the north side
of the Lone Mountain Main Building, near the Lone Mountain North Residence Hall and Loyola
Village. Secondary vehicular routes on the Upper Campus provide access to campus parking
spaces along Lone Mountain Drive, Lo Schiavo Drive, and to parking lots located near the Lone
Mountain Main Building. Secondary vehicular routes also provide access to service areas near the
Underhill Building, the west side of the Lone Mountain Main Building, near Loyola House, and
along Lo Schiavo Drive. There are no public vehicular roadways on the Lower Campus.

Landscaping
An abundant tree cover is present on the Upper Campus. The west, north, and east sides of the
Upper Campus are characterized with vegetated slopes kept primarily in their natural state. The
area between Turk Street and Lone Mountain Main Drive is characterized by manicured lawns and
plantings with a variety of trees. The Spanish Steps (built between 1936–1941) are the stairs leading
from Turk Street to the Lone Mountain Main Building.
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Figure 3: Existing Pedestrian Circulation

Source: University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco, Institutional Master Plan Figure 8, p. 36, August
2013, and adapted by WSP, June 2017.
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Figure 4: Existing Vehicular Circulation

Source: University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco, Institutional Master Plan Figure 8, p. 36, August
2013, and adapted by WSP, June 2017.
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Project Background
USF’s Institutional Master Plan
San Francisco Planning Code section 304.5 requires post-secondary schools and universities to
have a current institutional master plan (IMP) on file with the planning department. An IMP
describes current facilities and operations and outlines future growth plans and other information.
The principal purposes of an IMP, as described in Planning Code section 304.5, are:
1.

To provide notice and information to the planning commission, community and
neighborhood organizations, other public and private agencies, and the general public as
to the plans of each affected institution at an early stage, and to give an opportunity for
early and meaningful involvement of these groups in such plans prior to substantial
investment in property acquisition or building design by the institution.

2.

To enable the institution to make modifications to its master plan in response to comments
made in public hearings prior to its more detailed planning and prior to any request for
authorization by the city of new development proposed in the IMP.

3.

To provide the planning commission, community and neighborhood organizations, other
public and private agencies, the general public, and other institutions with information
that may help guide their decisions with regard to use of, and investment in, land in the
vicinity of the institution, provision of public services, and particularly the planning of
similar institutions in order to ensure that costly duplication of facilities does not occur.

The USF IMP is the result of a collaborative process involving the university, residents of adjacent
neighborhoods, the City and County of San Francisco, and numerous specialists in the planning,
urban design, landscape architecture, transportation, and impact mitigation fields. The IMP
process was led internally by USF’s Master Plan Working Committee, composed of senior
academic, facilities, student life, and administrative leadership. As part of the IMP process, USF
worked with neighborhood associations surrounding the campus (the University Terrace
Association, 3 the Ewing Terrace Neighborhood Association, and the Francisco Heights
Neighborhood Association). Issues covered in the IMP included enrollment growth and
accommodation, transportation and parking, traffic calming and pedestrian safety, acoustics,
student behavior, and the impact of USF activities on the neighborhood.

3 University Terrace neighborhood lies between the upper and lower portions of the Hilltop Campus.
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The proposed student residence hall site was identified for new development in the USF IMP
beginning in 1993. USF houses the smallest percentage of undergraduates in its residence halls of
any of its peer universities, and USF’s dormitories operate at full capacity. The proposed dining
commons are also identified in the 2014 IMP, and the proposed ROTC program relocation addition
is identified in the IMP as “Mixed-Use Buildings at Negoesco Field.” 4 The site of the proposed
recycling and waste facility was planned as a grounds storage and maintenance facility in the 2014
IMP, but USF modified this item during the 2016 IMP update 5 to change the function to the
proposed recycling and waste facility.

Project Overview
There are four components of the proposed project, listed below and discussed in greater detail
throughout this chapter. The student residence hall component would be developed on the project
site that is currently occupied by the recycling and waste facility and ROTC program. These two
project components, the recycling and waste facility and ROTC program, would be replaced and
relocated in connection with development of the student residence hall. The dining commons
component would provide expanded food service on the Upper Campus to accommodate the
increased on-campus resident population generated by the new student residence hall. The
locations for each project component are shown on Figure 5, p.11.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Student residence hall (Figure 6, p.12)
Dining commons (Figure 6, p.12)
Recycling and waste facility replacement (Figure 6, p.12)
ROTC program relocation (Figure 7, p.13)

Project Location
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility would be
located on the 17-acre (740,520 square feet) Upper Campus (Assessor’s Block 1107, Lot 008). A new
lot would be created for the student residence hall at 2500-2698 Turk Street with vehicular and
pedestrian access easements. 6 The Upper Campus is hilly with slopes varying from between level
ground to 12 percent in the area where construction is proposed. The Upper Campus site generally

4 University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan, August 2013,
https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/planning-documents, accessed on October 24, 2017.
5 University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan Update, December 2016,

https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/planning-documents, accessed October 24, 2017.
6 Subdivision application for 2698 Turk Street, San Francisco Planning Department, this document is available for review
at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2015-000058SUB.
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has a rectangular shape with 1,240 feet of frontage on Turk Street and 680 feet of frontage along
Parker Avenue. The combined site area of the proposed project on the Upper Campus is
approximately 103,500 square feet, distributed as follows: 7 (1) student residence hall: 94,300 square
feet (includes interior courts); (2) dining commons: 4,450 net new square feet (does not include the
interior renovation); and (3) recycling and waste facility: 3,700 square feet.
The student residence hall project site is partially occupied by an existing approximately
8,500-square-foot, one-story building known as the Underhill Building that is currently used by
USF for its ROTC program and for a youth development program. According to the historic
resource evaluation 8 prepared for the project, the Underhill Building was constructed in 1948. The
site is located east of the USF Rossi Wing and Loyola House buildings. The student residence hall
project site also contains a surface parking lot, known as the Loyola Lot, with 78 vehicle parking
spaces, two regulation-size tennis courts, and recycling and waste facility.
The dining commons project site is located northwest of the proposed student residence hall,
directly east of the Lone Mountain Main Building, which was constructed in 1932. Vehicular access
would be provided from the Lone Mountain Main Drive off Turk Street. The dining commons site
is currently composed of the approximately 10,815 square-foot Wolf & Kettle Café located inside
the Lone Mountain Main Building and an undeveloped lawn and paved courtyard area adjacent
to the building. The café interior would be renovated and expanded with a new freestanding
structure extending on the adjacent undeveloped lawn and paved courtyard area.
The recycling and waste facility, displaced by the proposed student residence hall, would be
relocated to the northwest quadrant of the Upper Campus, on an undeveloped grassy area along
Lo Schiavo Drive. The proposed site is located approximately 250 feet south from the off-campus
neighbors along Anza Street. An existing access ramp would be modified to accommodate the
proposed facility.
The ROTC program, also displaced by the proposed student residence hall, would be relocated to
the Koret Health and Recreation Center block on the Lower Campus that is bounded by Turk Street
to the north, McAllister Street to the south, Stanyan Street to the west, and Parker Avenue to the
east (Assessor’s Block 1144, Lot 001B). The approximately 85,000-square-foot lot area is generally
flat and rectangular in shape with 575 feet of frontage on Stanyan Street and 170 feet of frontage
on Turk Street.

7 Numbers are approximate.
8 Kostura, William, Historical Evaluation of the Underhill Building on the Lone Mountain Campus, USF, San Francisco, CA,
2015.
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Figure 5: Location of Proposed Project Components

Source: Information provided by University of San Francisco, June 2017.
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Figure 6: Project Location of the Proposed Student Residence Hall, Dining Commons, and Recycling & Waste Facility

Project Components
Source: Information provided by the University of San Francisco, June 2017.
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Figure 7: Project Location of Proposed ROTC Program Relocation

Project Component
Source: Information provided by University of San Francisco, June 2017.
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Proposed Project Characteristics
The proposed project would provide new on-campus housing for students and a related dining
facility to serve the additional on-campus residents. Because construction of the proposed student
residence hall would displace the existing ROTC program and recycling and waste facilities on the
site, these facilities would be relocated elsewhere on campus. The ROTC program would be
relocated to the Lower Campus as an addition to the campus’ existing Koret Health and Recreation
Center, and the recycling and waste facility would be relocated to the northwest portion of the
Upper Campus property, farther removed from off-campus neighbors. These components are
further described below.

Student Residence Hall
The proposed student residence hall would provide on-campus student housing in two new twoto four-story buildings and would involve the demolition of the existing one-story, approximately
8,500-square-foot Underhill Building constructed in 1947-1948, 9 the adjacent Loyola surface
parking lot, and two tennis courts that currently occupy the site. The relocation of the tennis courts
is not part of the proposed project.
The proposed student residence hall would accommodate approximately 606 beds (600 beds for
students and six beds for ministers and directors) provided in 155 dwelling units in two separate
buildings: an “east building” and “west building” that would be connected by an elevated
walkway. Together, the buildings would total approximately 234,450 square feet, not including the
below-ground garage areas (see Figure 8, p. 18). The below-ground garage would total
approximately 73,846 square feet and would contain 156 parking spaces, 171 class 1 bicycle parking
spaces, and accessory uses serving the aboveground buildings. Twenty three class 2 bicycle parking
spaces would be provided in the central paseo between the west and east buildings. 10 The student
residence hall would contain approximately 203,493 square feet of residential and circulation
space. Each of the student dwelling units would contain four beds, one full bathroom, a common
living space and a kitchen. One-bedroom dwelling units would be provided for two resident
ministers and two assistant resident directors, and a two-bedroom dwelling unit would be
provided for the resident director. The 155 dwelling units would include approximately four onebedroom units, 94 two-bedroom units, and 57 four-bedroom units.

9 Kostura, William, Historical Evaluation of the Underhill Building on the Lone Mountain Campus, USF, 2015.
10 Class 1 bicycle parking includes bicycle lockers, bicycle rooms or cages where each bicycle can be individually locked.
The most common form of class 2 bicycle parking are bicycle racks. (Zoning Administrator Bulletin No. 9, Bicycle
Parking Requirements: Design and Layout, August 2013.)
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The student residence hall would contain approximately 21,160 square feet of administrative and
common areas, including but not limited to an office for the resident director, staff offices, a staff
room, meeting spaces, lounges, laundry rooms, study rooms, computer rooms, a TV room, music
rooms and a fitness room. Storage and utility closets would total approximately 7,962 square feet.
Approximately 1,835 square feet of USF program space would be provided on the second floor of
the east building, which is currently proposed to accommodate two classrooms. (see Figure 9 to
Figure 17, pp. 19-27, and Table 1, pp. 15-17).
Table 1: Student Residence Hall Characteristics
Use/Characteristic

Residential

Amount/Description

Approximate Area (square feet)

606 beds and 155 dwelling units

Dwelling Units

West

East

Total

Building

Building

68,847

80,684

149,531

26,882

27,080

53,962

1,095

712

1,807

10,201

9,152

19,353

0

1,007

1,007

3,735

3,220

6,955

0

1,835

1,835

110,760

123,690

234,450

(4 one-bedroom, 94 twobedroom and 57 four-bedroom)

Circulation

Includes corridors, stair
landings, and elevator lobbies

Administrative

Includes uses such as: resident

Areas

director’s office, staff offices,
mail and parcel rooms, office
supply rooms, staff conference
rooms, and staff project rooms

Common Areas

Includes uses such as: building
lobbies, reception areas, café,
student lounges, fitness room,
laundry rooms, and
miscellaneous student rooms
(i.e., music, TV, and computer
rooms)

Storage
Utility Closets
Institutional Use

Two classrooms

Total AboveGround Building
Area
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Use/Characteristic

Amount/Description

Parking Spaces

Approximate Area (square feet)

156

West

East

Total

Building

Building

23,778

37,862

61,640

1,983

0

1,983

1,544

1,137

2,681

961

967

1,928

1,792

2,889

4,681

933

0

933

30,991

42,855

73,846

(102 in east building garage and
54 in west building garage)
(approximately 13% would be
tandem)
Bicycle Parking

171

Spaces (Class 1)

(west building garage)

Circulation

Elevator

lobbies

and

stair

landings (east building garage
and west building garage)
Recycling and

East building garage and west

Garbage Areas

building garage

Utility and

East building garage and west

Mechanical Closets

building garage

Microturbine

West building garage

Cogeneration
Energy System
Total BelowGround Building
Area
Outside Open

4 interior courtyards and paseo

8,913

7,040

32,513 (total)

Spaces (Courtyards

space between the west and east

(interior

(interior

15,953 (interior

buildings

courtyards)

courtyards)

courtyards)

and Paseo)

(Student amenities areas could

16,560

include a bocce court, fountain,

(paseo)

outdoor grill, benches and
fitness loop)
Outdoor Bicycle

23

Parking Spaces

(located in the central paseo)

-

-

-

-

-

-

(Class 2)
Number of

2

Buildings
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Use/Characteristic

Building Height

Amount/Description

Approximate Area (square feet)

40 feet tall, stepped down with

West

East

Total

Building

Building

-

-

-

-

-

-

natural slopes
Number of Stories

2-4 stories + 1 level belowground garage

Source: MVE+Partner, November 2017.

Building mass would be reduced by breaking up the student residence hall into two components:
the west building and east building, which in turn would be composed of visually distinct
components ranging from two to four stories. The proposed student residence hall would be 40 feet
tall as measured under the Planning Code section 260(b), including a permitted minor deviation
from the provisions for measurement of height as part of the PUD modification process for the
project in compliance with the applicable 40-foot height limit. The maximum building height
would be approximately 60 feet at the top of the roof of the approximately 20-foot ornamental
tower, which is exempt from the measurement of building height under the planning code. Figure
18, p. 28, and Figure 19, p. 29, depict the elevations and Figure 20, p. 30, the cross-section for the
proposed student residence hall. Structurally, the student residence hall would be composed of
type V wood framing above the type I concrete garage podium construction.
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Figure 8: Student Residence Hall – Proposed Site Plan

Source: MVE+Partner, November 2017.
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Figure 9: Student Residence Hall – East Building Garage

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 10: Student Residence Hall – East Building Level 1

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 11: Student Residence Hall – East Building Level 2

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 12: Student Residence Hall – West Building Garage and East Building Level 3

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 13: Student Residence Hall – West Building Level 1 and East Building Level 4

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 14: Student Residence Hall – West Building Level 2 and East Building Roof

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 15: Student Residence Hall – West Building Level 3 and East Building Roof

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 16: Student Residence Hall – West Building Level 4 and East Building Roof

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 17: Student Residence Hall – West Building Level 5 and East Building Roof

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 18: Student Residence Hall – North and South Elevations

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 19: Student Residence Hall –West and East Elevations

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 20: Student Residence Hall –West and East Cross-Sections

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Parking, Loading and Bicycle Facilities
An approximately 73,850-square-foot underground garage serving both the east building and west
building would provide 156 vehicle parking spaces, as well as 171 class 1 bicycle parking spaces.
Access to the garage would be from Lone Mountain Drive, with separate entrances at the east
building and west building. The garage would also provide underground circulation areas, utility
and mechanical closets, three 65 kW natural-gas-fired cogeneration powered microturbines, and
recycling and garbage areas. The 156 parking spaces would represent approximately 78 net new
parking spaces, with 78 parking spaces replacing the Loyola surface parking lot spaces displaced
by the project. Approximately 13 percent of the underground parking spaces would be tandem
parking spaces. The 171 class 1 bicycle spaces would be in the west building underground garage,
while the 23 class 2 bicycle spaces would be located in the central paseo between the west and east
buildings. Two off-street loading spaces would be provided on the north side of Lone Mountain
Drive, interior to Upper Campus and located within close proximity to the garage entrances and
paseo walkway and shown on Figure 21, p. 34.
Vehicle parking would not be available to student on-campus residents, consistent with USF’s
Housing Contract parking policy, 11 which prohibits students living in campus residence halls from
bringing vehicles to campus. 12 Parking in the student residence hall garage would be available for
faculty and staff only. The vehicle parking component would total approximately 61,640 square
feet, including driveways and aisles. The capacity and circulation pattern of Lone Mountain Drive
would not be altered.
Mechanical Equipment
The proposed project is expected to include a diesel emergency generator and a microturbine 13
energy system. The diesel emergency generator would be located at the southwestern corner of the
student residence hall. The generator would use diesel combustible fuel to provide 800 kW of

11 University of San Francisco Housing Contract, Section 16., 2017-2018. Terms and Conditions of On-Campus Occupancy
Housing Contract, Section 16, https://myusf.usfca.edu/sites/default/files/1718_USF_Housing_Contract.pdf, accessed on
January 2, 2018.
12 University of San Francisco, General Parking Rules and Regulations, https://www.usfca.edu/public-safety/parking/rulesregulations, accessed on June 7, 2017.
13 Microturbines are small combustion turbines that burn gaseous or liquid fuels to drive an electrical generator.
Microturbines operate on the same thermodynamic cycle (Brayton Cycle) as larger gas turbines and share many of the
same basic components. In this cycle, atmospheric air is compressed, heated (usually by introducing and burning
fuel), and then these hot gases drive an expansion turbine that drives both the inlet compressor and a drive shaft
capable of providing mechanical or electrical power. United States Environmental Protection Agency, Combined Heat
and Power Partnership, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201507/documents/catalog_of_chp_technologies_section_5._characterization_-_microturbines.pdf, accessed on January 24, 2018.
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electricity in case of emergency. The microturbine energy system would occupy approximately
930 square feet and provide supplemental electrical power and a source for heating water for the
student residence hall buildings, which would reduce the amount of electricity and natural gas
that the student residence hall would need to obtain from Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E).
Open Space
The student residence hall site would include a total of approximately 32,510 square feet of usable
open space, including four interior courtyard spaces, which would create approximately
15,950 square feet of private usable open space areas for students. Open-space amenities for
students in the interior courtyards could include a bocce court, outdoor fountain, outdoor grill,
benches, and a walking lap/fitness loop. The remaining approximately 16,560 square feet of usable
open space would be in the paseo. Out of the total usable open space provided, approximately
26,411 square feet would strictly comply with Planning Code section 135(g) horizontal dimension
requirements for courtyards, which would exceed the amount required under the planning code
(25,769 square feet) (see Figure 22, p. 35). Other open space in the Upper Campus includes paths
and landscaped and wooded areas.
Landscaping
Approximately 75 trees would be removed for the construction of the student residence hall. Table
2 lists the species of trees to be removed. None of the trees proposed for removal are significant or
landmark trees protected by the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code
article 16. Some trees are within the project construction site and would therefore require removal,
while others would be removed as per the arborist recommendation (trees located in the east part
of the project site). 14 A total of approximately 81 trees would be planted on the student residence
hall site, resulting in a net gain of six trees on the project site. Additionally, nine street trees would
be planted along Turk Street. The replacement trees would be species that are in keeping with the
character of the campus and the historic landscape such as Deodar Cedar, Monterey Cypress,
Italian Cypress, Evergreen Ash, Catalina Ironwood, Brisbane Box and Southern Magnolia. New
landscaping and trees would be provided and located between the Ewing Terrace neighborhood
and the student residence hall to create a buffer and to reduce visibility between the Ewing Terrace
residences and the student residence hall. At original planting, the trees would be saplings. Figure
23, p. 36, shows the landscape plan for the student residence hall site.

14 The Guzzardo Partnership Inc, Tree Disposition Plan, p. L-2, USF Student Housing, November 9, 2017.
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Table 2: Species of Trees to be Removed for the Student Residence Hall
Botanical Name
Cypressus Macrocarpa
Eucalyptus Sp.
Acacia Melanoxylon
Heteromeles Sp.
Prunus Lusitanica
Magnolia Grandiflora
Sequoia Sempervirens
Cedrus Deodora
Crataegus Sp.
Prunus Cerasifera
Prunus Domestica
Acacia Baileyana
Pittosporum Undulatum
Pittosporum crassifolium

Species to be Removed
Common Name
Monterey Cypress
No Common Name
Blackwood Acacia
Toyon/California Holly
Portugal Laurel
Southern Magnolia
Coast Redwood
Deodar Cedar
Hawthorn
Cherry Plum
European Plum
Bailey acacia, Cootamundra wattle
Australian cheesewood or Victorian box
Stiffleaf cheesewood or Thick leaf box
Total trees to be removed

Number of trees
30
2
6
1
3
8
5
2
2
1
1
8
4
2
75

Source: The Guzzardo Partnership Inc, Tree Disposition Plan, USF Student Housing, September 8, 2017.

Foundation and Excavation
The student residence hall would require excavation to a depth of up to approximately 20 feet
below ground surface to accommodate the underground garage level and building foundation.
Approximately 60,000 cubic yards of soil would be excavated in an approximately 135,000-squarefoot excavation area. The student residence hall would be constructed on a deep foundation system
consisting of augercast piles connected by reinforced-concrete-grade beams, which would achieve
the desired reliable deep foundation for building support without producing vibrations during
construction. Pile driving would not be required for the foundation of the student residence hall.
If necessary, shoring would be used to retain portions of the excavation during construction for the
subgrade garages and foundation installations. The shoring system would retain primarily
medium dense sandy fill and gravel fill, as well as dune sand. A soldier pile and lagging shoring
system with tiebacks or internal bracing could be installed if necessary.
Construction Schedule
The demolition and construction activities for the student residence hall are estimated to take
approximately 24 months and would start in spring 2018.
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Figure 21: Student Residence Hall - Location of the Loading Spaces

Source: MVE+Partner, December 2017.
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Figure 22: Student Residence Hall – Location of Usable Open Space per Planning Code Section 135(g)

Source: MVE+Partner, November 2017.
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Figure 23: Student Residence Hall – Landscaping Plan

Source: The Guzzardo Partnership Inc., November 2017.
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Dining Commons
The proposed dining commons would offer a variety of dining options for the student residence
hall residents and the Upper Campus community. The proposed renovation to the existing dining
facility (known as the Wolf & Kettle Café) located within the Lone Mountain Main Building, would
remodel the existing kitchen and expand the square footage of the dining area by approximately
10,815 square feet. The proposed renovation would accommodate a net increase in the seating
capacity from 147 seats to 306 seats, a net increase of 159 seats. The renovated area would provide
an approximately 3,825-square-foot kitchen and serving area, 1,370-square-foot grocery area,
1,260 square feet of food bars, and 3,055 square feet of dining seating. The new addition would
offer an approximately 910-square-foot coffee shop/café and 2,850-square-foot dining area with
lounge seating (see Table 3, and Figure 24, p. 39, to Figure 26, p. 41, for site plan and floor plan).
The proposed addition would be a freestanding, approximately 3,760-square-foot “pavilion”
building, which would be constructed on the site of the existing lawn and paved courtyard area
east of the Wolf & Kettle Café, and northwest of the proposed student residence hall. The pavilion
building would have a maximum height of approximately 40 feet and would be set back
approximately 20 feet from the existing dining facility, and approximately 10 feet from the existing
Lone Mountain Main Classroom Wing (see Figure 27, p. 42, and Figure 28, p. 43). An
approximately 690-square-foot glazed rain canopy would serve as a transition zone between the
Lone Mountain Main Building portion of the dining commons and the freestanding structure. The
proposed dining commons would lessen the need for Upper Campus residents, staff, and faculty
to walk through the University Terrace neighborhood to the Lower Campus for dining amenities.
Table 3: Dining Commons Characteristics
Use/Characteristic

Approximate Area (square feet)

Renovated Area (Current Wolf & Kettle Café Dining Facility)
Kitchen and Servery

3,825

Dining Seating

3,055

Grocery

1,370

Food Bars

1,260

North Entry

660

South Entry

185

Subtotal Renovated Area
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Use/Characteristic

Approximate Area (square feet)
New Freestanding Addition

Dining Area with lounge seating

2,850

Café

910

Subtotal New Freestanding Addition

3,760

Glazed Rain Canopy (unenclosed)

690

Total (Renovated Area + Addition)

15,265
Other Project Elements

Outdoor Bicycle Parking Spaces (class 2)

6-10, additional bicycle parking available near the
main entrance of Lone Mountain Main

Freestanding Addition Height

40-foot maximum height

Freestanding Addition Number of Stories

1

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.

The pavilion building would be a simple concrete, light gauge steel and glass structure. The south
side of the pavilion building would be cast-in-place concrete incorporating a vegetated wall along
the south facing surface. The north side of the building, supported by concrete piers, would be
cement plaster with large window areas facing northeast to take advantage of hillside and city
views. Operable windows would be integrated into the glazing system to facilitate nighttime
flushing of the air within the building. Roofs would be single-ply roofing where flat, and
corrugated metal where sloping, with skylights in three of the sloping roofs. On the west side, an
approximately 32-foot-wide steel canopy with opaque glass overhead would provide covered
entry to the Lone Mountain Main Building, which would continue to house kitchen and food
service operations (see proposed elevations and sections at Figure 27 to Figure 29, pp. 42 to 44).
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Figure 24: Dining Commons – Proposed Site Plan

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.
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Figure 25: Dining Commons – Existing Floor Plan

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.
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Figure 26: Dining Commons – Proposed Floor Plan

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.
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Figure 27: Dining Commons – Proposed North and South Elevations

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.
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Figure 28: Dining Commons – Proposed Northeast and Northwest Elevations

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.
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Figure 29: Dining Commons – Proposed Section Looking North

Source: Field Paoli, June 2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

44

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Parking, Loading, and Bicycle Facilities
Three primary site access pathways would provide pedestrian access to the dining commons: (1)
the existing pathways from the existing Loyola House site, which would be used primarily by
residents of the student residence hall; (2) the existing interior entrance from the Lone Mountain
Main Building’s south side, main entrance, which would be used by faculty, staff, and other
students; and (3) the existing pedestrian bridge, north of the Lone Mountain Main Building, which
connects the Lone Mountain Main Building and the Lone Mountain North Residence Hall.
Consistent with current conditions at the Wolf & Kettle Café dining facility, delivery and other
vehicles would continue to access the dining commons from the northwest loading and parking
lot as shown in Figure 4, p. 7, by way of Turk Street and Lone Mountain Drive. Anticipated daily
deliveries would include produce, bakery, meats, and linens/uniforms while other deliveries to the
dining commons such as furniture, kitchen equipment, and supplies would be less frequent.
Class 1 bicycle parking for the dining commons would be provided in the student residence hall
garage, given the expected overlap with residents of the proposed student residence hall as well
as Upper Campus faculty and staff currently on campus and using existing facilities. No additional
dedicated vehicle parking for the dining commons would be provided. Existing vehicle parking
along Lone Mountain Drive and in the visitor parking lot located in front of Lone Mountain Main
Building would be available. Access to existing vehicle parking would be from Turk Street onto
Lone Mountain Drive. Ten bicycle parking spaces exist in front of Lone Mountain Main Building
and approximately six to 10 class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be added for the dining commons
near the main entrance of Lone Mountain Main. Access would be from Lone Mountain Drive.
Landscaping
Approximately 10 trees (eight Blue Gum and two Red Flowering Gum) would be removed to
accommodate the new freestanding light gauge structure. None of the trees are significant or
landmark trees protected by the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code
article 16. The removed trees are currently located in the footprint of the proposed building and
would be replaced with approximately five Bronze Loquat trees that would blend in with the
surrounding trees, resulting in a net loss of five trees at this project component location. 15

15 Quinn Landscape Architects, Landscape Plan for Dining Commons, Recycling and Waste Facility Replacement, Reserve Officer
Training Corps Program Relocation, November 27, 2016.
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Foundation and Excavation
Approximately 200 to 250 cubic yards of excavation would be required for the proposed dining
commons addition. The dining commons would likely be constructed on a deep foundation system
consisting of either drilled piers, cast-in-place piers, or augercast piles connected by reinforcedconcrete-grade beams that extend through the weak soil and gain support in the underlying
Hillslope Deposits and bedrock and gain support from skin friction. No pile driving would occur.
Construction Schedule
Construction activities for the dining commons are expected to take approximately 10 months and
would start in summer 2019. The completion date would be coordinated with the completion of
the student residence hall.

Recycling and Waste Facility Replacement
The proposed project would replace the existing, outdoor unenclosed 4,905-square-foot waste
facility, located at the Underhill Building site, with an enclosed, approximately 1,600-square-foot,
recycling and waste facility with a height approximately 22 feet above the surface of the viaduct
wall at the entrance, and less than 40 feet above the ground surface. The location for the proposed
facility is in the Upper Campus’ northwest quadrant away from Anza Street and interior to the
campus, approximately 250 feet south of the off-campus neighbors and 900 feet west from the
Ewing Terrace neighborhood. Figure 30, p. 49, depicts the existing site plan and the proposed
site/floor plan for the recycling and waste facility.
The proposed recycling and waste facility would demolish part of the existing viaduct wall,
concrete sidewalk, and curb on the existing elevated road viaduct to allow access to a new,
approximately 2,100-square-foot structurally independent suspended concrete exterior access
ramp and loading area. This access ramp and loading area, which connects to Lo Schiavo Drive, an
interior campus road, would accommodate the Recology trucks. Figure 31, p. 50, depicts proposed
elevations for the recycling and waste facility. Table 4 summarizes the characteristics of the
proposed recycling and waste facility.
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Table 4: Recycling and Waste Facility Characteristics
Use/Characteristic

Approximate Area (square feet)

Enclosed Compactor Storage Area

1,600

Outdoor Truck Roll-Off Area/Connector Ramp

2,100

Total Enclosed Area

1,600

Total Exterior Area

2,100

Other Project Elements
Height

Maximum height of 37 feet 2 inches above grade

Number of Stories

1

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.

The proposed facility would accommodate three compactors in the enclosed building. On a heavy
usage day, it is expected that the compactor would operate four to five times per hour during the
daytime (between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.). Compaction would occur seven days a week.
The proposed building, exterior access ramp, and loading area would be constructed on a
structurally independent concrete column and steel frame system. The proposed building would
be constructed with a structural steel frame and exterior envelope walls of lightweight steel stud
members with an external architectural skin of gypsum exterior building board painted with a
cement stucco textured finish.
Loading and Access
The proposed recycling and waste facility would serve as a consolidation point for most of USF’s
waste and recycling, with up to three pick-ups per week by Recology. As discussed above, access
to the proposed recycling and waste facility would be from Lo Schiavo Drive via a new short
connector ramp. No vehicle or bicycle parking would be required for the facility.
Landscaping
Approximately 10 trees (two Monterey Pines, two Red Flowering Gum, and six Eucalyptus) would
likely be removed to construct the recycling and waste facility. None of these trees are significant
or landmark trees protected by the San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code
article 16. The trees requiring removal are currently located in the footprint of the structure. These
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trees would be replaced with approximately five Monterey Cypress that would blend in with the
surrounding trees, resulting in a net loss of approximately five trees at this project location. 16
Foundation and Excavation
The proposed recycling and waste facility would require excavation to a depth up to a maximum
of 15 feet in a 300-square-foot area for a total excavation of up to 800 cubic yards of soil, including
slight grading of the hill to accommodate the facility. The proposed facility would likely be
constructed on drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers embedded in undisturbed bedrock. Where
appropriate, the foundation system may also consist of a grid of interconnected, reinforcedconcrete footings or a reinforced-concrete mat.
Construction Schedule
The construction activities for the recycling and waste facility are estimated to take approximately
10 months and would start in spring 2018.

16 Quinn Landscape Architects, Landscape Plan for Dining Commons, Recycling and Waste Facility Replacement, Reserve Officer
Training Corps Program Relocation, November 27, 2016.
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Figure 30: Recycling and Waste Facility – Existing and Proposed Floor Plans

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.
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Figure 31: Recycling and Waste Facility – Elevations

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.
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ROTC Program Relocation
The university’s ROTC program is currently housed in the approximately 8,500-square-foot
Underhill Building, which would be demolished to allow construction of the student residence
hall. To relocate this program, USF would construct an approximately 3,740-square-foot horizontal
and vertical addition to the existing Koret Health and Recreation Center (built in 1990), above the
natatorium and adjacent to the Hagan Gymnasium (see Figure 32).
Figure 32: ROTC Program Relocation – Location Map

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.

The proposed addition would include approximately: 700 square feet of faculty/staff offices; 1,410
square feet of storage space; 170 square feet of conference room/meeting space; a 125-square-foot
kitchen/breakroom; a 75-square-foot laundry room; a 120-square-foot restroom facility; and 1,190
square feet of ancillary circulation space (see Figure 33, p. 53, and Figure 34, p. 53). Table 5
summarizes the characteristics of the proposed ROTC program relocation addition.
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Table 5: ROTC Program Relocation Characteristics
Use/Characteristic

Approximate Area (square feet)

Faculty/Staff Offices

720

Storage Space

1,410

Conference Room/Meeting Space

150

Kitchen/Breakroom

75

Laundry Room

75

Restroom

120

Ancillary/Circulation Space

1,190

Total Building Area

3,740
Other Project Elements

Height

38 feet 10 inches maximum height

Number of Stories

Primarily one story above existing one-story
building; two stories at entry closest to Negoesco
Field

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.

The proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be located within the central portion and
the eastern side of the one- to two-story Koret Health and Recreation Center. The proposed
addition would construct a new second floor and extend 550 square feet outside the existing Koret
Health and Recreation Center footprint, interior to the campus and adjacent to Negoesco Field. It
would have a maximum height of approximately 39 feet, which is comparable to the height of the
existing Hagan Gymnasium (see Figure 35, p. 54, for existing and proposed elevations, and Figure
36, p. 55 for existing and proposed sections). The addition would be constructed of a structural
steel frame with shallow concrete strip footings on the east side of the addition, adjacent to the
Negoesco Field area. The new exterior walls of the addition would be constructed of lightweight
steel-stud members with an external architectural skin of gypsum exterior building board painted
with a cement stucco textured finish.
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Figure 33: ROTC Program Relocation – Proposed Addition to the First Floor of the Koret Health and Recreation Center

Figure 34: ROTC Program Relocation – Proposed Addition to the Second Floor of the Koret Health and Recreation Center

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.
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Figure 35: ROTC Program Relocation – Existing and Proposed Elevations

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.
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Figure 36: ROTC Program Relocation – Existing and Proposed Sections Looking North

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., June 2017.
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Access and Parking
Pedestrian access to the proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be through the Koret
Heath and Recreation Center or from the entryway adjacent to Negoesco Field to the east. There
would not be an entrance from Stanyan Street; however, there would be an emergency exit at the
western edge of the addition onto the existing roof deck. The proposed ROTC program relocation
addition would not require any additional vehicle or bicycle parking spaces as the ROTC faculty
and students would utilize existing vehicle and bicycle parking provided on campus.
Foundation and Excavation
As the proposed ROTC program relocation would be an addition to an existing building, no
excavation would be anticipated. Drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers may be used to upgrade the
existing foundations if necessary, and to support the ROTC structure where its proposed footprint
would extend beyond the existing structure. No soil reinforcement would be required.
Construction Schedule
The construction activities for the ROTC program relocation addition are estimated to take
approximately six months and would start in summer 2018.

Construction Staging Areas
Figure 37 shows the locations of the construction staging areas for the project components. The
main construction staging area and parking for workers and equipment, to be used primarily for
the construction of the student residence hall, would be located on a portion of the southeast
quadrant of the Upper Campus with access from Turk Street. The construction staging area for the
dining commons would be on the west side of the Lone Mountain Main Building with access from
Lone Mountain Drive. The staging area for the recycling and trash facility would be located on Lo
Schiavo Drive, next to the Lone Mountain North dormitory. The southern portion of the groundlevel parking area next to the Koret Health and Recreation Center would serve as the construction
staging area for the ROTC program relocation addition.
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Figure 37: Construction Staging Areas

Source: WSP, January 2018.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

57

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Proposed Infrastructure
The proposed project would construct a flow diversion structure to four infiltration trenches with
each trench estimated to contain a 4-foot gravel storage depth and a total footprint of
approximately 4,400 square feet. The proposed infiltration facility and/or other approved
stormwater controls would be located outside the project boundary on a parcel owned by the
project sponsor, but separate from the proposed student residence hall parcel.

Proposed Circulation
The IMP adopted in August 2013 and revised in December 2016 examined existing and proposed
pedestrian and vehicular circulation. The four components proposed in this project were
considered in the IMP, and the IMP’s planned pedestrian and vehicular circulation remain
generally applicable.

Pedestrian Circulation
Proposed pedestrian circulation to the student residence hall and dining commons would be
concentrated on a network of primary and secondary pedestrian routes. On the Upper Campus,
the two existing primary routes, the Lone Mountain Spanish Steps at Chabot Terrace and the
pedestrian route from Turk Street to Loyola Village, would be enhanced by a proposed pathway
through the central paseo of the proposed student residence hall. The existing east-west pathway
from the Lone Mountain Main entrance to the Underhill Building site would be extended to the
proposed student residence hall and would also serve the proposed dining commons (Figure 38,
p. 60).
The ROTC program relocation addition, located at the Koret Health and Recreation Center, would
continue to be accessed by the existing pedestrian route connecting the Lower Campus to the Koret
Health and Recreation Center.
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Vehicular Circulation
As discussed above, vehicle parking would not be available to on-campus student residents,
consistent with USF’s Housing Contract parking policy, 17 which prohibits students living in
campus residence halls from bringing vehicles to campus. 18
Figure 39, p. 61, identifies the proposed vehicular access and routes on the project site. Vehicular
access for parking and deliveries to the proposed student residence hall and its two underground
garages would occur via Lone Mountain Drive, with its single one-way entrance near the
intersection of Turk Street and Temescal Terrace and its two one-way exits near the intersections
of Turk Street with Kittredge and Tamalpais terraces.
Vehicular access for loading and deliveries to the dining commons would occur along Lone
Mountain Drive via the existing secondary vehicular route turning north off the main drive, west
of the Lone Mountain Main Building. The dining commons would cater primarily to the Upper
Campus community, including faculty, staff, student residents, and other students on campus for
work or for classes. Those who drive would have access to permitted parking at the various
parking lots on the Upper Campus.
Vehicular access for the proposed recycling and waste facility would occur via Lo Schiavo Drive
on the north side of the Upper Campus, with its entry off Parker Avenue, south of Anza Street. The
exit of the one-way Lo Schiavo Drive is at Anza Street, on the east side of Loyola Village.
The ROTC program relocation addition would have no direct vehicular access. Permitted parking
would be available at the Koret Health and Recreation Center parking lot, accessible from Turk
Street and from Parker Avenue.

17 University of San Francisco Housing Contract, Section 16, 2017-2018. Terms and Conditions of On-Campus Occupancy
Housing Contract, Section 16, https://myusf.usfca.edu/sites/default/files/1718_USF_Housing_Contract.pdf, accessed on
January 2, 2018.
18 University of San Francisco, General Parking Rules and Regulation, https://www.usfca.edu/public-safety/parking/rulesregulations, accessed on June 7, 2017.
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Figure 38: Proposed Pedestrian Circulation

Source: University of San Francisco, Institutional Master Plan, August 2013, Figure 8, p.36 and adapted by
WSP, June 2017.
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Figure 39: Proposed Vehicular Circulation

Source: University of San Francisco, Institutional Master Plan, August 2013, Figure 8, p.36 and adapted by WSP,
June 2017.
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Project Approvals
Planning Commission
•

Conditional Use (CU) authorization from the planning commission for the post-secondary
educational institutional components of the project: recycling and waste facility,
classrooms in the student residence hall, and dining commons and ROTC additions. CU
authorization is also required for a PUD for the student residence hall, including PUD
modifications to provisions related to dwelling unit density, rear yard, off-street loading,
and height measurement. The CU approval would include the recycling and waste facility,
dining commons, and student residence hall located at 2500 to 2698 Turk Street, and ROTC
program relocation addition located at 222 Stanyan Street.

Department of Building Inspection
•

Review and approval of demolition and building permits.

Department of Public Works
•

Approval of a parcel map to create a new legal parcel for the proposed student residence
hall site, requiring approval and processing under the city Subdivision Code.

•

Approval of a waiver by the director of Public Works for the street trees requirement under
Public Works Code section 806(d)(4). If a waiver is obtained, USF would pay an in-lieu fee
for trees not provided.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
•

Approval of any changes to sewer laterals (connections to the city sewer).

•

Approval of a stormwater control plan that complies with the City’s stormwater design
guidelines.

•

Approval of a landscape plan per the City’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance.

•

Approval of an erosion and sediment control plan, in accordance with Article 4.1 of the
San Francisco Public Works Code.

San Francisco Department of Public Health
•

Department of Public Health review for compliance with the Maher Ordinance, article 22A
of the Health Code.

•

Department of Public Health review and approval of a Dust Control Plan.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
•

Review and approval of permit required for emergency generators under regulation 2,
rule 5.
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•

Review and approval of permit required for microturbine energy system with a maximum
output rating greater than 50 hp under regulation 2 rule 1.

The approval of the CU authorization including a PUD by the planning commission constitutes
the Approval Action for the proposed project, pursuant to section 31.04(h)(3) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. The Approval Action date would establish the start of the 30-day appeal
period for appeal of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND) to the Board of Supervisors
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.04(h). Appeal of the PMND to the
planning commission is required to be able to appeal the FMND to the Board of Supervisors
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.16(d).
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B. PROJECT SETTING
The University of San Francisco (USF) Hilltop Campus is located in the Inner Richmond
neighborhood of San Francisco, which is a predominantly residential area with commercial uses
concentrated on Clement Street and Geary Boulevard, north of the project site. These moderatescale (three-story buildings) commercial streets are located within neighborhood commercial
districts, which contain a variety of neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant uses on the ground
level of residential buildings. A shopping center (City Center) anchored by Target is located at the
corner of Geary Boulevard and Masonic Avenue northeast of the project site. In general, the Inner
Richmond neighborhood contains low-rise two- to four-story buildings on small lots.
The USF Hilltop Campus is composed of an Upper Campus and a Lower Campus. The Upper
Campus is bordered by Turk Street to the south, Parker Avenue to the west, and Anza Street to the
north. Land uses immediately surrounding the Upper Campus project site are primarily postsecondary educational institutional buildings owned by USF and single or multi-family residential
buildings. The nearest student residences are downhill to the north at Loyola Village on Anza
Street, and adjacent to the Lone Mountain Main Building. The east side of the Upper Campus is
bordered by Ewing Terrace.
The Lower Campus is bordered by McAllister Street and Fulton Street to the south, Stanyan Street
and Parker Avenue to the west, Turk Street and Golden Gate Avenue to the north, and Masonic
Avenue to the east. Land uses surrounding the Lower Campus project site include one- to threestory single-family residential buildings to the south and west with post-secondary educational
institutional buildings owned by USF to the north and east.
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility would be
located on the Upper Campus, while the proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be
sited on the Lower Campus. The student residence hall would be located east of the Lone Mountain
Main Building and north of Lone Mountain Drive. The dining commons would include the existing
café within the Lone Mountain Main Building and a new structure on the lawn area adjacent to the
café. The recycling and waste facility would be located west of the Lone Mountain North Residence
Hall along Lo Schiavo Drive. The ROTC program relocation would be an addition to the Koret
Health and Recreation Center building on the portion of the Lower Campus that is bordered by
Stanyan Street to the west and the Negoesco Field to the east.
The Upper Campus contains approximately 11 acres of vegetation and open spaces. The Lower
Campus contains a 2-acre open space area (Welch Field), a soccer field (the Negoesco Field) located
next to the Koret Health and Recreation Center, and a baseball field (Ulrich Field & Benedetti
Diamond) located at the corner of Golden Gate Avenue and Masonic Avenue. The Koret Health
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and Recreation Center also contains an indoor swimming pool and gymnasium. Excluding the USF
Hilltop Campus property, nearby public parks and open spaces include the Laurel Hill Playground
approximately 0.3 mile north of the project site, the Rossi Playground, 0.2 mile northwest of the
project site, Golden Gate Park, 0.1 mile southwest of the project site and the Panhandle, 0.3 mile
south of the project site.
The closest state route to the project is S.R. 1, Park Presidio Boulevard, which is located
approximately 1 mile west of the project site. U.S. 101, Van Ness Avenue, is located approximately
2 miles east of the project site.
USF is centrally located in San Francisco and has access to four cross-city streets, including:
Masonic Avenue, Turk Street, Fulton Street, and Geary Boulevard. The campus is well served by
public transit, which connects it to the city and region. Fulton Street (Muni bus lines 5 and 5R) and
Geary Boulevard (Muni bus lines 31AX, 38, 38R, 38AX, 38BX) are major transit corridors with highfrequency Muni services. Muni buses also run on Turk Street (31 and 31BX) and Masonic Avenue
(Muni bus line 43) and provide express service to and from the San Francisco downtown and
crosstown services. These bus lines are within a half-mile radius of the project site.

Cumulative Setting
Reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects sponsored by USF are listed in Table 6,
and the projects within the vicinity of the project site outside of USF property are listed in Table 7,
p. 67. Projects listed in Table 7 are mapped on Figure 40, p. 68. In addition to the cumulative
projects identified in Table 6 and Table 7, the following transportation infrastructure projects are
also considered part of the cumulative setting:
•

Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project (A): This project would implement bus rapid
transit improvements along a six-mile length of the Geary Corridor comprising the route
to and from the Transbay Transit Center. The project will include constructing dedicated
bus lanes and new bus stations, improving pedestrian conditions and access to transit, and
signal upgrades.

•

USF Traffic Calming Plan (B) [IMP Project #42]: This plan provides safer crossings and
traffic calming design features—all of which would improve pedestrian conditions under
cumulative conditions. The pedestrian improvements at and near the project site will
include upgrades to existing crosswalks (i.e., from striped to high-visibility, continental
design) at four intersections on Turk Street: Tamalpais Terrace, Chabot Terrace, Parker
Terrace, and Annapolis Terrace. Along Golden Gate Avenue, there will be upgrades to
existing crosswalks at three intersections: Chabot Terrace, Parker Terrace, and Kittredge
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Terrace and new crosswalks at the intersections at Tamalpais Terrace, Roselyn Terrace,
Annapolis Terrace, and Temescal Terrace. Upgrades to curb ramps along Golden Gate
Avenue at Tamalpais Terrace, Annapolis Terrace, and Temescal Terrace would be
included.
Table 6: University of San Francisco Cumulative Project List
Title a b
1

War Memorial Gym

IMP Reference
#26

Descriptionc
Includes seismic and MEP upgrades,

New West Entrance and

relocation of the Main Building entrance

Interior Renovation

to southwest side of building, in the
campus interior.

2

Lone Mountain Main

#31

Replacement of existing heating and

MEPd Replacement

piping system with modern, energy
efficient system for increased reliability.

3

Lone Mountain window

#32

Upgrade the windows from current

replacement

single-pane glazing to improve energy
performance and weather protection.

4

Koret Health and

-

Replacement of Koret Recreation Center

Recreation Center Boiler

boiler with cogeneration options using

Upgrade, Replacement

microturbines.

Notes:
a.

These projects can be found in the USF Institutional Master Plan (IMP).

b.

Not all projects identified in the IMP were included in the cumulative analysis; projects that have not
submitted applications to the planning department, and for which the project details are unknown and
speculative at this time are not included.

c.

The descriptions are for summary purposes only; the full descriptions are contained within the IMP.

d.

MEP: Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing additional

Sources: University
of
San
Francisco,
Institutional
Master
Plan,
August
2013,
https://dgfmssnschws7.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/pdfs/usf_complete_aug05_print.pdf, accessed on
January 17, 2018.
University of San Francisco, 2016 University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan Update,
December
2016:
https://www.usfca.edu/sites/default/files/pdfs/dec-2-2016-institutional-master-planupdate.pdf, accessed on January 17, 2018.
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Table 7: Cumulative Projects in a Half-Mile Radius of the Project Site
Address

Case File No.

Dwelling

Office (gsf)

Units
5

4121 Geary

Commercial

Other

(gsf)

(gsf)

2014-002824ENV

Boulevard a
6

1950 Page Street

2014.000734ENV

7

1735-1751 Fulton

2015-013965ENV

9

2015-011253ENV

9

27,070b
3,625

Street
8

2150A-2166 Hayes
Street

9

2675 Geary

2015-007917ENV

33,210

Boulevard
10

3333 California

2015-014028ENV

558

2007.1347E
2014-002181ENV

49,999

54,117

14,690c

18

8,883

10,863d

121

2,300

Street
11

3637-3657
Sacramento Street

12

2670 Geary
Boulevard

13

350 Masonic

2014-003090ENV

23,000e

Avenue
14

1801 Haight Street

2017-001816ENV

15

2200 O’Farrell Street

2017-008010ENV

16

3700 California

2017-003559ENV

250

Totals

972

7

435

1,600f
20,400g

Street
49,999

102,570

97,623

Notes:
a. This project would demolish two existing vacant buildings and replace them with landscaping and
paving for an extension of an existing maintenance yard.
b. This project proposes a change of use from a community facility to a performing arts school for
elementary and secondary students.
c. Other use includes child care center use.
d. Other uses include classrooms and school offices.
e. Other uses include classrooms and school offices.
f. Other uses include a bike storage, storage for existing Cha-Cha-Cha restaurant, and a trash room.
g. Other uses include a 10,500-square-foot orchard garden, a 2,200-square-foot patio, a 3,200-square-foot
farmer’s market plaza, and a 4,500-square-foot public access area.
Source: Information obtained from San Francisco Planning Department, 2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

67

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Figure 40: Cumulative Projects

Source: San Francisco GIS data and San Francisco Planning Department, 2017.
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C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS
Applicable

Not Applicable

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or
Region, if applicable.
Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other
than the Planning Department or the Department of Building
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps
The San Francisco Planning Code (planning code) incorporates by reference the City’s zoning
maps, and governs permitted uses, densities, and the configuration of buildings in San Francisco.
Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless:
1) the proposed action conforms to the planning code; 2) allowable exceptions are granted pursuant
to provisions of the planning code; or 3) legislative amendments to the planning code are included
as part of the proposed project.

Allowable Uses
The project site is in the RH-2 (residential house, two family) Zoning District. As stated in the
Planning Code section 209.1, the RH-2 District primarily consists of one-family or two-family
houses, which are principally permitted, while institutional uses, such as USF, require a CU
authorization from the planning commission.
The requirements associated with the RH-2 District are described in Planning Code section 209.1
with references to other applicable articles of the planning code as necessary (for example, for
provisions concerning parking, rear yards, street trees, etc.). Within the RH-2 District, residential
uses, including student housing, are principally permitted. Planning commission authorization is
required for the dwelling unit density proposed for the student residence hall, which would exceed
the conditionally permitted density of one dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area under
Planning Code section 209.1. Additional dwelling unit density may be permitted by the planning
commission as a PUD modification under Planning Code section 304 if the proposed dwelling unit
density would be less than the density allowed in, as applicable here, the RH-3 (residential house,
three family) Zoning District. In the RH-3 District, one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot
area is conditionally permitted under Planning Code section 209.1. Accordingly, 155 dwelling units
may be approved through the PUD process based on a proposed lot area of approximately 155,514
square feet. See below for other PUD modifications required under the planning code for the
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proposed project. Post-secondary educational institutions and programs and services affiliated
with the institutions, such as the USF academic space within the student residence hall, and the
dining commons addition, the recycling and waste facility, and the ROTC program relocation
addition, taken together, also require CU authorization from the planning commission (Planning
Code section 209.1).

Height and Bulk
The project site is located within a 40-X Height and Bulk District. This district allows a maximum
building height of 40 feet, as measured per the planning code, and has no bulk limit. The proposed
student residence hall would be 40 feet tall as measured under the planning code, including a
minor deviation from the provisions for height measurement on lateral slopes (Planning Code
section 260) as part of the PUD modification process for the project. The maximum building height
would be approximately 60 feet at the top of the roof of the approximately 20-foot ornamental
tower, which is exempt from the measurement of building height under the planning code. The
proposed dining commons would be a maximum 40 feet tall measured from the average slope of
the ground to the average height of the rise for a pitched roof. The proposed recycling and waste
facility would be approximately 37 feet tall measured from the average slope of the ground to the
average height of the rise for a pitched roof. The proposed ROTC program relocation addition
would be approximately 39 feet tall as measured from the ground level to the top of the roof in the
case of a flat roof. Therefore, the proposed project components would comply with the 40-X District
height limit.

Affordable Housing
San Francisco adopted legislation in 2010 and 2012 to incentivize the development of new student
housing. City Ordinance Nos. 321-10 and 188-12 exempt qualified student housing projects from
the City’s inclusionary affordable housing program requirements. Accordingly, no inclusionary
affordable dwelling units are included in the proposed student residence hall.

Street Trees
Planning Code section 138.1(c)(1) requires that for every 20 feet of property frontage along each
street, one 24-inch box tree be planted, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage
requiring an additional tree. The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and the
recycling and waste facility located on the Upper Campus would include 456 feet of property
frontage along Turk Street. A total of 23 street trees would be required (one street tree for every 20
linear feet of frontage). Because there are three existing street trees along Turk Street, 20 net new
street trees would be required. The landscape architect has determined that nine out of the 20 net
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new required street trees could be located along Turk Street. 19 Not all required trees can be
accommodated due to tree spacing requirements and existing utilities and street uses (water
meters, Muni poles, street lights, crosswalks, and a bus stop). Public Works Code section 806(d)(4),
administered by the Bureau of Urban Forestry within the Department of Public Works, provides a
waiver option for the street tree requirement under these circumstances. If a waiver is obtained,
USF would pay an in-lieu fee for the 11 street trees not provided. The ROTC program relocation
addition located at the Koret Health and Recreation Center includes 35 feet of property frontage
along Stanyan Street. There are two existing street trees on Stanyan Street. Construction would not
remove the existing street trees.

Usable Open Space
Approximately 166.25 square feet of common usable open space is required for each dwelling unit
in the RH-2 District under Planning Code section 135. The student residence hall site would include
a total of approximately 32,513 square feet of open space in the interior courts and in the paseo
between the two buildings of the student residence hall as shown on Figure 22, p. 34. Out of the
total open space provided, approximately 26,411 square feet of common usable open space would
strictly comply with Planning Code section 135(g) horizontal dimension requirements, exceeding
the required 25,769 square feet of common usable open space. 20 As the proposed dining commons,
recycling and waste facility and ROTC program relocation addition are non-residential uses, usable
open space is not required under Planning Code section 135.

Rear Yard Requirement
Planning Code section 134(a)(2) generally requires a rear yard equivalent to 45 percent of total lot
depth in the RH-2 District (approximately 69,646 square feet). Rear yards shall be provided at grade
level and at each succeeding level or story of the building. The rear yard open space for the
proposed student residence hall would be distributed throughout the proposed lot totaling
approximately 75,827 square feet. These open spaces would include interior courtyards (15,953
square feet), the interior paseo (16,560 square feet), and other open space areas along the sides of
the buildings, including landscaped areas (42,774 square feet), for a total of approximately 75,827
square feet of open space. While the student residence hall would not strictly comply with the
applicable 45 percent lot depth requirement, the project is proposing more open space than would
be required by the 45 percent rear yard requirement. The project sponsor is therefore requesting

19 The Guzzardo Partnership Inc, Schematic Streetscape Landscape Plan, Street Trees Diagram, USF Student Housing,
November 9 September 11, 2017.
20 Calculated by multiplying 166.25 square feet x 155 dwelling units.
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modification of the rear yard requirement, given the unique site configuration, through the PUD
process.

Vehicle Parking
Planning Code section 151 requires a minimum of one off-street vehicle parking space per dwelling
unit, and one space for each two classrooms proposed for a post-secondary educational
institution. 21 The proposed student residence hall would remove 78 existing surface parking
spaces, and create 156 parking spaces located in two garages, for a total of approximately 78 net
new parking spaces. These 156 vehicle parking spaces would satisfy the planning code requirement
and would be available for faculty and staff only.

Bike Parking
For new residential buildings, Planning Code section 155.2 requires one class 1 bicycle parking
space (i.e., bicycle locker or space in a secure room) for each dwelling unit up to 100 units and one
class 1 space for every four dwelling units over 100 and for student housing, 50 percent more spaces
than would otherwise be required. One class 2 bicycle parking space (i.e., space on a publicly
accessible bicycle rack) is required for every 20 dwelling units and for student housing, 50 percent
more spaces than would otherwise be required. Therefore, at least 171 class 1 bicycle parking
spaces and 12 class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be required for the proposed student residence
hall. The proposed project would include 171 class 1 and 23 class 2 bicycle parking, which would
comply with planning code requirements. The class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided
in a secure storage area located in the east building (93 spaces) accessible by a bike ramp next to
the garage entrance and in another area in the west building (78 spaces). The class 2 bicycle spaces
would be provided in the central paseo between the west and east buildings.
For post-secondary educational institution uses, Planning Code section 155.2 requires one class 1
bicycle parking space for every 20,000 square feet of occupied floor area, as defined in the Planning
Code section 102, and a minimum of two class 2 spaces, with one class 2 space for every 10,000
square feet of occupied floor area. The post-secondary educational institutional components of the
project would total approximately 9,250 net new square feet of occupied floor area, including the
proposed academic space in the student residence hall. Six to 10 new class 2 bicycle parking spaces
would be provided at Lone Mountain Main, which would exceed the planning code requirement
based on the net new occupied floor area proposed. Furthermore, as explained above, 23 class 2
bicycle parking spaces would be provided as part of the student residence hall component, and

21 As the proposed project consists of 155 dwelling units and two classrooms, a minimum of 156 parking spaces is
required for the student residence hall per Planning Code section 151.
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substantial overlap between student residence hall residents and dining commons patrons would
be anticipated.

Loading
Planning Code section 152 requires two off-street freight loading spaces for residential and postsecondary educational institution uses greater than 200,001 square feet and less than 500,000 square
feet. The proposed 205,160-square-foot student residence hall would provide two loading spaces
along the north side of Lone Mountain Drive, interior to Upper Campus and located within close
proximity to the garage entrances and paseo walkway and shown on Figure 21, p. 34. Because
these off-street loading spaces would be on a separate lot from the student residence hall, the
project sponsor is requesting modification of planning code section 155's requirement that off-street
freight loading be provided on the same lot as the use served. The remaining uses are all below
Planning Code section 152 requirements for off-street freight loading spaces. However, it should
be noted that the dining commons would utilize an existing off-street service vehicle loading space
on the west side of the proposed renovated area and the recycling and waste facility would be
designed to accommodate campus and Recology waste and recycling hauling vehicles.

Plans and Policies
San Francisco General Plan
The general plan establishes general policies and objectives to guide land use decisions related to
physical development of the city. The general plan contains 10 elements (Commerce and Industry;
Recreation and Open Space; Housing; Community Facilities; Urban Design; Environmental
Protection; Transportation; Air Quality; Community Safety; and Arts) that set forth goals, policies,
and objectives for the physical development of the city.
A conflict between a proposed project and a general plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a
significant effect on the environment within the context of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). Any physical environmental impacts that could result from such conflicts are
analyzed in this initial study. In general, potential conflicts with the general plan are considered
by the decision-makers (normally the planning commission) independently of the environmental
review process. Thus, in addition to considering inconsistencies that affect environmental issues,
the planning commission considers other potential inconsistencies with the general plan,
independently of the environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or
disapprove a proposed project. Any potential conflict not identified in this environmental
document would be considered in that context and would not alter the physical environmental
effects of the proposed project that are analyzed in this initial study.
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The Accountable Planning Initiative
In November 1986, the San Francisco voters approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning
Initiative, which added section 101.1 to the planning code to establish eight priority policies. These
policies are: (1) preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection
of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing; (4)
discouragement of commuter automobiles; (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from
commercial office development and enhancement of resident employment and business
ownership; (6) maximization of earthquake preparedness; (7) landmark and historic building
preservation; and (8) protection of open space. The priority policies, which provide general policies
and objectives to guide certain land use decisions, contain certain policies that relate to physical
environmental issues. Where appropriate these issues are discussed in the topical sections of this
initial study.
The above priority policies are also incorporated into the preamble to the general plan, which is
intended to be “an integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of objectives and
policies, and its objectives and policies are to be construed in a manner which achieves that intent.”
The priority policies “shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the general plan are
resolved.” 22 Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA,
and prior to issuing a permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking
any action which requires a finding of inconsistency with the general plan, the City is required to
find that the proposed project or legislation would generally be consistent with the priority
policies. As noted above, the physical environmental effects of the project as they may relate to the
priority policies are addressed in the analyses in this initial study. The information contained in
this initial study will be referenced as appropriate in the planning department’s comprehensive
project analysis and findings regarding the consistency of the proposed project with the priority
policies.

Other Local Plans and Policies
In addition to the general plan, the planning code and zoning maps, and the Accountable Planning
Initiative, other local plans and policies that are relevant to the proposed project are discussed
below.

22 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, 1988, as amended through 2009. Available at
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/index.htm.
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•

The San Francisco Sustainability Plan is a blueprint for achieving long-term
environmental sustainability by addressing specific environmental issues including, but
not limited to, air quality, climate change, energy, ozone depletion, and transportation.
The goal of the San Francisco Sustainability Plan is to enable the people of San Francisco
to meet their present needs without sacrificing the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs.

•

The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse
Emissions is a local action plan that examines the causes of global climate change and the
human activities that contribute to global warming, provides projections of climate change
impacts on California and San Francisco based on recent scientific reports, presents
estimates of San Francisco’s baseline greenhouse gas emissions inventory and reduction
targets, and describes recommended actions for reducing the city’s greenhouse gas
emissions. The 2013 Climate Action Strategy is an update to this plan.

•

The Transit-First Policy (City Charter, section 8A.115) is a set of principles that underscore
the City’s commitment to prioritizing travel by transit, bicycle, and on foot over travel by
private automobile. These principles are embodied in the objectives and policies of the
transportation element of the general plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments
are required by law to implement transit-first principles in conducting the City’s affairs.

•

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is a citywide bicycle transportation plan that identifies
short-term, long-term, and other minor improvements to San Francisco’s bicycle route
network. The overall goal of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan is to make bicycling an integral
part of daily life in San Francisco.

•

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan consists of illustrative typologies, standards, and
guidelines for the design of San Francisco’s pedestrian environment, with the central focus
of enhancing the livability of the city’s streets.

The proposed project has been reviewed in the context of these local plans and policies and would
not obviously or substantially conflict with them. Staff reports and approval motions prepared for
the decision-makers would include a comprehensive project analysis and findings regarding the
consistency of the proposed project with applicable local plans and policies.

Regional Plans and Policies
The five principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policy plans to guide planning
in the nine-county Bay Area include the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Plan Bay Area, the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District’s (air district) Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s Water Quality Control San Francisco Basin Plan, and the Bay Conservation and
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Development Commission’s San Francisco Bay Plan. The proposed project has been reviewed
against these regional plans and policies, and due to its size, location, and nature, no conflicts with
regional plans would occur.
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D. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below, for which
mitigation measures would be required to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than
significant. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each
environmental factor.

Land Use

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Aesthetics

Greenhouse Gas

Geology and Soils

Emissions
Population and Housing

Wind and Shadow

Hydrology and Water
Quality

Cultural Resources

Recreation

Hazards/Hazardous
Materials

Transportation and

Utilities and Service

Circulation

Systems

Noise

Public Services

Mineral/Energy Resources
Agricultural and Forest
Resources
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
All items on the Initial Study Checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated,” “Less than Significant Impact,” “No Impact” or “Not Applicable”
indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the proposed project could not have a
significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A discussion is included for those
issues checked “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” and “Less than Significant
Impact” and for most items checked with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items
checked “Not Applicable” or “No Impact” without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential
significant adverse environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and
expertise on similar projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning
department, such as the department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review, or the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered
the impacts of the components of the proposed both individually and cumulatively.
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Aesthetics and Parking Analysis Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Section 21099
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on
January 1, 2014. Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding section 21099 regarding
analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects.
CEQA section 21099(d) states that, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall
not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, aesthetics and parking
are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant
environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:
a) The project is in a transit priority area 23
b) The project is on an infill site 24
c)

The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center 25

The proposed project does not meet all of the above criteria. The dining commons, recycling and
waste facility, and the ROTC program relocation addition do not meet criterion c) since the
components would not be a residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. Thus, for
the purposes of a conservative analysis, the initial study considers aesthetics in determining the
significance of the proposed project impacts under CEQA for all components of the proposed
project. Topic 2, Aesthetics, evaluates whether the project would result in a significant CEQA
impact on aesthetics. Topic 5, Transportation and Circulation, evaluates whether the project would
result in a significant CEQA impact on parking.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis
In addition, CEQA section 21099(b)(1) requires that the state Office of Planning and Research
develop revisions to the CEQA guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of

23 According to SB 743, a “transit priority is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major
transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute
periods.”
24 According to SB 743 an “infill site means a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or on a
vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public
right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.”
25 According to SB 743, an “employment center project means a project located on property zoned for commercial uses
with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and that is located within a transit priority area.”
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transportation impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA section
21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation
impacts pursuant to CEQA section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of
service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a
significant impact on the environment under CEQA.
In January 2016, the State Office of Planning and Research published for public review and
comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA 26 recommending that transportation impacts for projects be measured using a
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric. On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of the future certification of
the revised CEQA guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the State Office of
Planning and Research’s recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to
evaluate the transportation impacts of projects (resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not
apply to the analysis of impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking,
and bicycling.)
Accordingly, the initial study does not contain a discussion of automobile delay impacts. Instead,
a VMT and induced automobile travel impact analysis is provided in Topic 5, Transportation and
Circulation. The topic of automobile delay, nonetheless, may be considered by decision-makers,
independent of the environmental review process, as part of their decision to approve, modify, or
disapprove the proposed project.

26 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA - Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), January 22, 2016,
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf, accessed on November 8,
2017.
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Topics:

1.

LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project:

a)

Physically divide an established community?

b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community.
(Less than Significant)
The division of an established community would typically involve the construction of a physical
barrier to neighborhood access, such as a new freeway or the removal of a means of access, such
as a bridge or a roadway. The proposed project would be incorporated into the existing USF Hilltop
Campus configuration and would add new pedestrian access to enhance connectivity within the
campus. The proposed project would not alter the established street grid or permanently close any
streets or impede pedestrian or other travel through the neighborhood. Although the sidewalk on
the north side of Turk Street from the Lone Mountain Drive central driveway to the eastern-most
driveways would be closed during construction of the student residence hall, these closures would
be temporary and public access to Lone Mountain Drive by the west and central entrances would
be retained during construction.
The proposed project would intensify the use of the project site, but would not alter the general
land use pattern of the immediate area, which already includes a mix of institutional and
residential buildings that characterizes the surrounding established community. The surrounding
uses and activities would remain and they would interrelate with each other as they do currently.
They would not be affected substantially by the proposed project.
Accordingly, the proposed project would not disrupt or physically divide an established
community. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
physically dividing an established community. No mitigation is required.
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Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)
Land use impacts are considered to be significant if the proposed project would conflict with any
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect. Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly address environmental issues and/or contain
targets or standards, which must be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the city’s
physical environment. As discussed in Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans,
(pp. 69 through 77), the proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any
such adopted environmental plan or policy. Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict
with the San Francisco General Plan policies that relate to physical environmental issues. Therefore,
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with
existing plans, policies, and regulations. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any
cumulative significant land use impacts. (Less than Significant)
Cumulative development projects sponsored by USF and the projects within the project vicinity
(within a 0.5‐mile radius of the project site) that are either under construction or for which the
planning department has an environmental evaluation application on file are listed and discussed
in Section B, Project Setting. Table 6, p. 66 and Table 7, p. 67 identify and Figure 40, p. 68 shows
the cumulative development projects in the vicinity of the project site. Developing these projects
would intensify land uses in certain locations within the project vicinity as shown on Figure 40,
p. 68. Although these development projects would introduce new infill, residential, commercial,
and institutional uses in the project vicinity, these uses currently exist in this area. Therefore, the
proposed project, as well as nearby cumulative development projects would not introduce any
incompatible uses that would divide an established community. Accordingly, the proposed
project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result
in a less-than-significant cumulative land use impact. No mitigation is required.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

81

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

2.

AESTHETICS.
Would the project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

vista?
b)

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

c)

Substantially

degrade

character

quality

or

the
of

existing

the

site

visual
and

its

surroundings?
d)

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

Impact AE-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
(Less than Significant)
Scenic vistas are views from public areas that generally encompass a wide area with long-range
views to surrounding elements in the landscape. Scenic vista views are often of local and regional
value. Such views are often visible because of a flat landscape with little vegetation or an elevated
viewing point that allows for views out and over the surrounding landscape. Vistas also have a
directional range, which is to say that some viewpoints have scenic vistas with a 360-degree view
in all directions, while others may be limited in one direction in a manner that reduces the line-ofsight, angle, and amount of vista that is visible.
There are no officially designated scenic vistas from the USF Hilltop Campus or from areas
surrounding the campus, however, corridor views along certain local streets, are recognized as
notable resources in the urban design element of the San Francisco General Plan, 27 due to the
quality of views they provide. The city streets within close proximity to the project that were
identified include Turk Street, Stanyan Street, and Masonic Avenue. Views along these streets
include corridor views to distant vistas framed by surrounding urban development and limited

27

City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Urban
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/I5_Urban_Design.htm, accessed on January 17, 2018.
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only by topography, as well as views of important buildings or landmarks that define the urban
environment.
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility would not
cross into public rights-of-way and are completely sited on private USF property away from Turk
Street and Masonic Avenue. Therefore, the proposed project components would not have the
potential to block views along these streets. The proposed ROTC program relocation addition
would be located above the natatorium portion of the Koret Health and Recreation Center.
Therefore, the proposed addition would not encroach on the public right-of-way, and would not
have the potential to block views along Stanyan Street. The project components are designed to be
consistent with the existing height profile of nearby buildings and features, and would be located
within existing campus boundaries, and therefore would not impact those existing notable views
or the quality of the corridor views. The project would not impact views of important buildings
(e.g., City Hall) or landmarks (e.g., the Golden Gate Bridge) from elevated locations on campus or
from within the surrounding community. The proposed project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista. The impact would therefore be less than significant. No mitigation
is required.
Impact AE-2: The proposed project would not damage scenic resources including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. (Less
than Significant)
A scenic resource is a site, object, or landscape feature that contributes to the visual character of the
surrounding area or is important because of its visual characteristics or scenic qualities. Scenic
resources are elements in the environment such as topographic features, trees, rock outcroppings,
or other features of the built or natural environment that contribute to a scenic public setting. Scenic
resources may be protected by federal, state, or local regulations or highly valued by the local
community. The San Francisco General Plan and the planning code do not specifically identify any
USF Hilltop Campus buildings or features as landmarks, and there is no part of the USF Hilltop
Campus that falls within a special use or historic preservation district (i.e., article 10 or 11 districts).
There are also no listed landmark or significant trees within the project area.
The proposed student residence hall, dining commons, recycling and waste facility, and ROTC
program relocation addition would be located entirely within the existing campus environment.
The student residence hall, which would represent a more intense use than what currently exists,
would require the removal of the existing Underhill Building (Figure 41), a surface parking lot
known as the Loyola Lot (Figure 42), two regulation-size tennis courts (Figure 43, p. 85), and
approximately 75 trees. In addition, the proposed infiltration facility would remove grass and
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vegetation outside the project boundary, south of the proposed student residence hall. These uses
would be replaced by two new two- to four-story buildings and approximately 81 new trees.
The Underhill Building was constructed in 1948 and is currently used by USF for its ROTC program
and a youth development program. None of the trees that would be removed are landmark,
significant, or street trees.
Figure 41: Underhill Building (future student residence hall location) looking north towards the tennis
courts

Source: WSP June 2016.
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Figure 42: Loyola Lot Parking (future student residence hall location) looking south towards Turk Street

Source: WSP, June 2016.

Figure 43: Tennis Courts (future student residence hall location) looking northwest

Source: WSP, June 2016.

The proposed dining commons would be located northwest of the proposed student residence hall,
on a site currently occupied by the Wolf & Kettle Café, which is within the Lone Mountain Main
Building. Just east of the Lone Mountain Main Building is an undeveloped lawn area upon which
the expanded dining facility's pavilion building would be constructed (Figure 44).
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Figure 44: Lawn Area (future dining commons pavilion location) east of Lone Mountain Main Building
looking west

Source: WSP, June 2016.

The proposed recycling and waste facility would be located northwest of the Lone Mountain Main
Building in the Upper Campus’ northwest quadrant and would be sited on a vacant area removed
from off-campus neighbors (Figure 45). The proposed site is near an access ramp that would be
modified to accommodate the new facility.
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Figure 45: Lone Mountain Main Building (future recycling and waste facility location) northwest corner
looking west

Source: WSP, June 2016.

The proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be located on a 2-acre, flat and rectangular
portion of the Lower Campus as an addition to the Koret Health and Recreation Center adjacent to
Negoesco Field (Figure 46). Approximately 550 square feet of the total addition would extend
beyond the Koret Health and Recreation Center’s current footprint, interior to the campus and
adjacent to Negoesco Field. The remainder would be constructed on the existing roof of the onestory natatorium portion of the Koret Health and Recreation Center.
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Figure 46: View of Koret Health and Recreation Center (future ROTC Program location)

Source: WSP, August 2017.

Implementing the project would remove existing trees from the proposed student residence hall,
dining commons, and recycling and waste facility sites. None of the trees that would be removed
are landmark, significant, or street trees. The preservation of trees and the addition of replacement
trees and street trees have been incorporated to the extent feasible for the project to reduce potential
impacts resulting from tree removal; refer to the landscaping plan (see Figure 23, p. 36). Trees
removed as part of the project would be replaced with species that blend in with the surrounding
trees as stated in the project description and Topic 13, Biological Resources. The project proposes
additional trees and new landscaping between the Ewing Terrace neighborhood and the student
residence hall to create a visual buffer and to reduce visibility of the student residence hall from
Ewing Terrace and visibility of Ewing Terrace residences from the student residence hall.
Overall, the proposed project would not damage existing resources or affect the overall scenic
setting of the campus which lends to the recreational and social opportunities of the campus for
the USF community and neighborhood residents. The student residence hall, dining commons,
recycling and waste facility, and ROTC program relocation addition would be additions to or
replacement of existing campus facilities and would not damage or otherwise alter existing
resources that contribute to the existing scenic character and quality of the campus environment.
The preservation of trees and the addition of replacement trees have been incorporated into the
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landscaping plans to the extent feasible for the project to reduce potential impacts resulting from
tree removal. Trees removed as part of the project would be replaced with appropriate species that
blend in with the surrounding trees. Replacement trees would not be the same size and maturity
than the existing trees; however, this impact would still be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.
Impact AE-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. (Less than Significant).
The USF Hilltop Campus is located on approximately 55 acres between the Golden Gate Bridge
and Golden Gate Park. The Upper Campus is located on Lone Mountain, one of San Francisco's
major geographical features. Views from the Upper Campus extend to Golden Gate Park, the
Presidio and the Golden Gate Bridge. Large mature trees located on campus are a prominent visual
feature seen from nearby streets; however, landscape quality varies across the campus, especially
on the edges of campus.
The Upper Campus was designed in traditional campus form, with wide lawns and trees spread
out along Turk Street, framing buildings built in a neo-traditional southern European style and
providing a dramatic sense of arrival. Open space is a defining characteristic of the Upper Campus,
and against the backdrop of the built urban environment, the Upper Campus provides the USF
community and neighborhood residents with recreational opportunities and a sense of visual
openness and spaciousness.
Topography is also a defining characteristic of the USF Hilltop Campus, with the Upper Campus
being approximately 150 feet higher than the Lower Campus, creating opportunities for dramatic
siting of buildings. The Lone Mountain Main Building is a visually prominent feature of the Hilltop
Campus because of its placement on the Upper Campus. The stairway and entry arch leading from
Turk Street to the Upper Campus define the Hilltop Campus entrance and provide a unique entry
experience. Upper Campus architecture is composed of primarily two- to four-stories-tall
buildings. Lower Campus buildings provide a range of architectural styles including the eclectic
“Jesuit Baroque” style complementary of the Saint Ignatius Catholic Church, the complementary
traditional styles of the first USF buildings like Campion Hall, and subsequent buildings with more
restrained contemporary style. 28 Lower Campus buildings face towards the campus center rather
than outward toward the neighboring community. Visitors cannot easily see into the Lower
Campus core from the street.

28 University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan, August 2013, p. 28,
https://www.usfca.edu/sites/default/files/pdfs/usf_complete_aug05_print.pdf, accessed on November 8, 2017.
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The project’s effect on existing visual character and quality includes consideration of the character
of the proposed project relative to the existing visual environment and how the site user (student,
employee, or visitor) would experience the visual environment under existing and with-project
conditions. Building size (height and bulk) is one factor in the consideration of visual character.
Another consideration is the pattern of development as it relates to existing site uses. The proposed
project would continue the pattern of a post-secondary educational institutional use within a
mixed-use neighborhood. The project components would be constructed on the already developed
Upper and Lower campuses, and the proposed residential and post-secondary educational
institutional uses would be consistent with the existing uses on the USF Hilltop Campus.
To facilitate the analysis of the project’s effect on the visual character and quality of the campus,
seven key views were selected to illustrate potential impacts, particularly as they relate to each of
the project components (i.e., each of the building additions on campus) (Figure 47). The use of key
views and simulations helps to show the visual effects of the proposed changes and clearly
demonstrates the visual effects of those changes. The key views were chosen based on their
proximity to each of the project components, sensitivity of views (e.g., public views) and notable
views as identified by local urban design policies.
The following section describes and illustrates the existing views, visual quality, and character of
each key view for use in comparing photo simulations of the proposed project within the visual
context of the project.
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Figure 47: Location of Key Views

Source: Google Earth, WSP, December 2017.
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Key View #1 (Figure 48 and Figure 49) shows the existing and proposed views of the student
residence hall looking northeast from Turk Street near Chabot Terrace. The view shows the project
site for the proposed student residence hall and is just east of the Upper Campus entry with its
iconic stairs (Spanish Steps), arch, and Lone Mountain Main Building entrance. The east wing of
the Lone Mountain Main Building can be seen through the surrounding trees. The Underhill
Building, Loyola parking lot, and tennis courts, which the proposed student residence hall would
replace, cannot be seen from this location. Turk Street is considered a street “important to urban
design and views,” as well as “important for the quality of views” and “sources of light, air and
open space.” 29 The San Francisco General Plan identifies Turk Street along the entire length of the
campus as important for these qualities. Views of the Upper Campus open space, trees, iconic
structures, and street-corridor horizon views lend themselves to the perception of the city and the
importance of views from this street.
As seen in the photo simulation (Figure 49), the student residence hall would have a similar urban
character and complementary architectural style and landscaping to the existing campus buildings
and landscaped areas. To reduce the building mass, the student residence hall would be
constructed of visually distinct components ranging from two to four stories, at a maximum height
of 40 feet. The scale is consistent with the scale of the Upper Campus and the surrounding
neighborhood. The aesthetic style of the buildings would complement the southern European style
of the other Upper Campus buildings.
The proposed student residence hall would have minimal impact on the existing views from this
location. The building would not block corridor views along Turk Street or degrade existing open
space at this location. The building would not block views of iconic structures on or around the
campus. The proposed student residence hall is somewhat obtrusive from this viewpoint; however,
it would blend into the existing campus environment.

29 San Francisco General Plan, Urban Design Element Maps 1-3 show that Turk Street falls within the locations identified
for their important urban design resources (i.e., Visually Prominent Landscaping, Landscaping and Lighting, and
Sources of Light, Air, and Open Space.).
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Figure 48: (Key View 1) Existing View of the Student Residence Hall from Turk Street (South Side)

Source: University of San Francisco, April 2017.

Figure 49: (Key View 1) Proposed View of the Student Residence Hall from Turk Street (South Side)

Source: MVE+Partner, June 2017.
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Key View #2 (Figure 50 and Figure 51) shows the existing and proposed views of the student
residence hall looking north from Turk Street near Roselyn Terrace. This view encompasses the
open lawn area east of Lone Mountain and a path leading to the Underhill Building, which is visible
just beyond the trees that frame the open lawn. This view also represents views along Turk Street
that lend to the image of the city and are important for their scenic quality.
As seen in the photo simulation (Figure 51) with the proposed student residence hall, the building
would add visible urban elements to the existing open space. Despite the addition, the structure
would not affect corridor views along Turk Street or block views across the open lawn. The scale
and height of the structure would be consistent with the Lone Mountain Main Building and would
not degrade the important visual qualities associated with Turk Street at this location (i.e., visual
openness and spaciousness).
Figure 50: (Key View 2) Existing View of the Student Residence Hall from the East Sidewalk of Roselyn
Terrace

Source: University of San Francisco, April 2017.
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Figure 51: (Key View 2) Proposed View of the Student Residence Hall from the East Sidewalk of Roselyn
Terrace

Source: MVE+Partner, June 2017.

Key View #3 (Figure 52) shows the existing and proposed view towards the proposed student
residence hall from the corner of Turk Street and Masonic Avenue, east of Key View #2. The view
extends west up Turk Street and encompasses the School of Education, Sisters of the Presentation,
and Professional Studies buildings. The trees surrounding the Lone Mountain Main Building and
the lawn leading up to it are visible just beyond the buildings. As seen in Figure 52, the area
proposed for the student residence hall would not be visible from this location. The proposed
structure would not affect corridor views or the visual openness along Turk Street.
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Figure 52: (Key View 3) Existing and Proposed View of the Student Residence Hall (Not Visible) from the
Southwest Corner of Turk Street and Masonic Avenue

Source: University of San Francisco, April 2017.

Key View #4 (Figure 53 and Figure 54) shows the existing and proposed views of the dining
commons from Anza Street between Wood Street and Collins Street looking southwest towards
Loyola Village Housing. This view includes corridor views along Anza Street, the enhanced
streetscape in front of Loyola Village, the colorful and well-articulated Loyola Village residential
building, and just beyond the residential building, the Lone Mountain Main Building, including a
glimpse of the spires associated with the Lone Mountain Main Building. Anza Street is not a street
identified as important for urban design, views, or open space.
The dining commons pavilion building would be architecturally composed of a simple concrete,
steel-and-glass structure that would be northeast of the existing café (Figure 54, p.98). The lower
north and south elevations would be cast-in-place concrete with limited openings onto existing
residential and academic buildings. The dining commons would consist of four large areas
constructed as glass storefront systems, with large window areas facing northeast to take
advantage of hillside and city views. The proposed dining commons would be integrated into the
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existing Lone Mountain Main Building and would not block views along Anza Streets or change
the general character of the existing visual environment.
Figure 53: (Key View 4) Existing View of the Dining Commons from Anza Street between Collins Street
and Wood Street

Source: University of San Francisco, April 2017.
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Figure 54: (Key View 4) Proposed View of the Dining Commons from Anza Street between Collins Street
and Wood Street

Source: Field Paoli, April 2017.

Key View #5 (Figure 55 and Figure 56) shows the existing and proposed views of the recycling
and waste facility looking south from Anza Street near Spruce Street. The view is primarily of street
parking along Anza Street and the trees and vegetation covering the hillside leading to the Lone
Mountain Main Building. The building is partially visible through the trees. Anza Street is not a
street identified as important for urban design, views or open space.
The recycling and waste facility would be constructed with materials to complement adjacent
buildings. The exterior elevations of the building would have cement stucco textured finish,
extended eves and soffit, and a roofing system with form and finishes similar to the adjacent
campus buildings.
As shown in the photo simulation (Figure 56) the proposed recycling and waste facility would be
integrated into the existing facility site and would only be slightly visible from Anza Street. Views
along Anza Street and surrounding residential streets would not be blocked. The proposed facility
would fit the existing character of the campus and would not degrade the quality of views from
this location.
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Figure 55: (Key View 5) Existing View of the Recycling and Waste Facility from the Northeast Corner of
Anza Street and Spruce Street

Source: University of San Francisco, April 2017.

Figure 56: (Key View 5) Proposed View of the Recycling and Waste Facility from the Northeast Corner of
Anza Street and Spruce Street

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., March 2017.
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Key View #6 (Figure 57 and Figure 58) shows the existing and proposed views of the ROTC
program relocation addition from Stanyan Street near Paramount Terrace looking southwest
towards the Koret Health and Recreation Center. The view shows the proposed site for the ROTC
program relocation addition, which would be located above the natatorium portion of the existing
Koret Health and Recreation Center, adjacent to the Hagan Gymnasium. The view is of the west
side of the Koret Health and Recreation Center showing limited setbacks, landscaping or building
articulation. The buildings appear slightly industrial in nature in contrast to the surrounding
residential buildings.
The proposed ROTC program relocation addition would be integrated into the existing Koret
Health and Recreation Center (Figure 58). The proposed structure would be one- to two stories in
height. The exterior walls would be a stucco textured finish painted to match with existing building
elevations. All proposed external windows and door frames would be anodized aluminum to
match by color and finish of those on the existing building. The building would have a roof with
parapet and a perimeter metal flashing cap to match the roofs of the existing Main Building. The
flat roof section of the proposed addition would be covered in a monolithic patented sheet roofing
system to match the current flat roof sections of the existing building. The addition would be
compatible with the character and scale of the existing campus buildings and would blend with
the existing character and quality of structures within this view. The proposed addition would not
change the existing visual character of views from this location.
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Figure 57: (Key View 6) Existing View of the ROTC Program Relocation Addition from the Northwest
Corner of Stanyan Street and Paramount Terrace

Source: University of San Francisco, April 2017.

Figure 58: (Key View 6) Proposed View of the ROTC Program Relocation Addition from the Northwest
Corner of Stanyan Street and Paramount Terrace

Source: Oculus Architects Inc., March 2017.
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Key View #7 (Figure 59 and Figure 60) shows the existing and proposed views of the student
residence hall looking west from the public right-of-way within the Ewing Terrace residential
neighborhood located east of the Upper Campus, specifically from the southeast corner of the
Ewing Terrace cul-de-sac. The existing view includes mature vegetation that defines the edge of
campus and partially screens views of the Lone Mountain Main Building. The student residence
hall would replace the existing Underhill Building, Loyola parking lot, and tennis courts.
The student residence hall would represent a more intense use than currently exists; however, it
would replace existing campus uses and would not convert open space to university facilities. To
reduce the building mass, the student residence hall would be broken up into two components: the
east building and west building. The scale would be consistent with the scale of the Upper Campus.
The student residence hall buildings would step down the slope, fitting within the land form, and
would be set back from the public right-of-way and therefore would not affect the open setting of
the campus. The structure would not block views currently visible from the Ewing Terrace public
right-of-way. The proposed student residence hall would minimally affect existing views from the
Ewing Terrace public right-of-way, in large part due to the steep hill on which the student
residence hall would be located (Figure 60). The project proposes additional trees and new
landscaping between the Ewing Terrace neighborhood and the student residence hall to create a
visual buffer and to reduce visibility of the student residence hall from Ewing Terrace residences.
The rendering in Figure 60 below is shown with the existing foliage; although trees would be
removed, it would not change the overall foliage and view from Ewing Terrace.
Figure 59: (Key View 7) Existing View of the Rossi Wing from Ewing Terrace

Source: University of San Francisco, November 2017.
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Figure 60: (Key View 7) Proposed View of the Student Residence Hall from Ewing Terrace

Source: MVE+Partner, November 2017.

The proposed project components (student residence hall, dining commons, recycling and waste
facility, and ROTC program relocation addition) would include expansions or replacements of
existing post-secondary educational institutional uses on the USF Hilltop Campus within
proximity to other post-secondary educational institutional buildings, which would be consistent
and compatible with the existing uses. The height and massing of the proposed project components
also would be in keeping with the existing character of the post-secondary educational institutional
buildings on the USF Hilltop Campus and in the vicinity. All the proposed project components
would be designed to be compatible with the character, use, and scale of existing USF Hilltop
Campus buildings, as well as the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project components
would not substantially affect the existing visual character or quality of views within or of the
campus or the sense of visual openness and spaciousness that contributes to the campus setting.
The impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact AE-4: The proposed project would not create a substantial adverse effect on light and
glare. (Less than Significant)
Existing sources of illumination on campus include lighting along roadways and pathways, safety
lighting, and lighting on and within buildings. General sources of urban lighting off campus
include street lights, intersection signalization, residential lighting, and some limited commercial
lighting.
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Most of the proposed project would be an extension of existing uses on campus that already
represent sources of light and glare; including the dining commons, the recycling and waste
facility, and the ROTC program relocation addition. The proposed student residence hall would
create a new use with associated light and potential glare. Sources of light would include interior
lighting, exterior safety lighting, and pathway lighting. Sources of glare may include windows,
exterior facades, and paving. Lighting associated with all project components would be similar in
nature to what currently exists on campus. Exterior lighting would be limited to what is necessary
for safety and would primarily be directed downward or towards areas needing illumination. To
reduce potential glare impacts, landscaping and replacement plantings would be used to screen
uses and reduce potential glare.
The project is located in an urban environment that includes substantial sources of light and glare
and is not expected to increase the intensity or amount of illumination that currently exists. Per San
Francisco Planning Commission resolution no. 9212, the proposed project would be prohibited
from the use of highly reflective or mirrored glass in new construction. Additionally, the proposed
project would be required to adhere to San Francisco Planning Code section 139, which addresses
topics such as light and glare minimization through building façade treatments in the context of
bird safety. Section 139 requires 90 percent of glazing in the Bird Collision Zone (i.e., 60 feet above
grade, plus 60 feet above an adjacent vegetated roof, 2 acres or larger) to be treated (i.e., fritted,
stenciled, frosted, or covered with netting, screens, grids, or bird-visible ultraviolet patterns, as
defined in section 139). The Bird-Safe Building Ordinance specifies façade treatments for glazing
and lighting design, as outlined above. Areas that represent a high potential for glare and light
include those that are facing the sun or which are in the path of vehicle lights. Most of the proposed
project components are located within the interior of the campus and would include replacement
plantings to reduce potential glare or visibility from exterior locations. The ROTC program
relocation addition would not include street-facing windows or highly reflective materials.
Implementation of the city’s Planning Commission resolution no. 9212 and Planning Code
section 139 would ensure that all light and glare impacts on surrounding areas would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-AE: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future development in the project area would not have a significant cumulative
impact on visual character or the quality of scenic vistas or public view corridors and would not
cumulatively contribute to new sources of light, glare, or shadows. (Less than Significant)
As discussed in the Section B, Project Setting, cumulative projects include ongoing campus facility
improvements of the USF Hilltop Campus as detailed in Table 6, p. 66, as well as residential, office
and commercial development projects in the vicinity, shown in Table 7, p. 67. These development
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projects may result in changes to the existing visual environment and may result in limited effects
on identified visual resources. However, the projects would be required to be reviewed for
compliance with local policies and guidelines for compatibility of design with existing visual
character of the urban environment. These policies also focus on protecting structures, sites, and
trees of special character and/or history; and conserving protected trees; protecting significant
visual features, and the aesthetic value of urban character. Local policy objectives address
aesthetics and visual resources and identify areas of particular scenic value and therefore guide
design of new development and work to maintain the desired character and quality of the existing
urban environment. In addition, the proposed project improvements would be consistent with
these policies and therefore would not have a significant impact on visual character or the quality
of scenic vistas or public view corridors.
The USF Hilltop Campus is located in a dense urban setting adjacent to commercial retail,
residential neighborhoods, and offices that emit relatively high levels of ambient nighttime
lighting. Streets around and on the campus would also have existing forms of street lights along
sidewalks, and existing buildings would also emit light from windows and building entrance
lights. Vehicle lighting on the roads would also be an existing source of light and glare in the area.
Glare is a common phenomenon due mainly to the occurrence of a high number of days per year
with direct sunlight and the highly urbanized nature of the region, which result in a large
concentration of potentially reflective surfaces, such as windows and vehicles. The other
cumulative projects would involve redevelopment or infill of urban sites that already generate light
and glare or receive light and glare from surrounding existing sources. Therefore, these buildings
are not anticipated to be large enough in scale to result in a substantial increase in nighttime
lighting and glare conditions in the area. The proposed project components are all located within
close proximity to existing sources of light and glare. New structures would be designed to
minimize reflective surfaces consistent with Planning Code section 139. The project would include
replacement plantings to reduce potential glare and limit visibility from adjacent uses, which
would reduce potential light spill-over. The proposed project would be required to comply with
Planning Commission resolution 9212 and Planning Code section 139, which would ensure that
the project’s impact related to light and glare is less than significant.
Therefore, cumulative impacts to visual and aesthetic resources would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
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Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial
population growth in San Francisco. (Less than Significant)
In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation would result in
substantial population increases or new development that might not occur if the project is not
implemented.
Housing and employment projections forecasted for the San Francisco Bay Area through 2040 are
provided in Plan Bay Area, which is the current regional transportation plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and ABAG in
July 2013. An increasing percentage of Bay Area growth is projected to occur as infill development
in areas with good transit access and where services necessary to daily living are provided in
proximity to housing and jobs. With its abundant transit service and mixed-use neighborhoods,
San Francisco is expected to accommodate an increasing share of future regional growth. However,
in the past few years, the supply of housing has not met the demand for housing in San Francisco.
In July 2013, the association projected regional housing needs in the Regional Housing Need
Allocation. The allocation is the process by which each community is assigned its share of the
region's housing need for an eight-year period. Students living in college dormitories (known as
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“group quarters”) are not included as part of the household population and are not considered as
part of the Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area (2014-2022) process. 30
The proposed student residence hall would provide 600 beds for students and six beds for staff,
increasing the on-campus resident population by an estimated 606 persons. The addition of
600 students and six staff to the USF on-campus resident population would not result in a
substantial increase to the population of the larger neighborhood or to the City and County of San
Francisco. The 2010 U.S. Census indicates that the population of the census tract in which the
student residence hall is located (Census Tract 157 31) is approximately 7,832 persons. 32 The
proposed project would increase the population in Census Tract 157 by approximately 8 percent33
and the overall population of San Francisco by less than 0.1 percent. 34 The student residence hall
would be used to house some of the USF campus student enrollment of 8,901 students. 35 USF has
committed to limit its population growth on the USF Hilltop Campus to less than one percent per
year on average to limit impacts on the neighborhood. 36 Therefore, the student residence hall
would accommodate the existing student population and would not accommodate increased
enrollment growth of the campus.
Institutions of higher learning have typically been unable to provide sufficient housing for their
student population. As noted in the housing element of the general plan, students generally require
smaller housing units near their school. Without dedicated housing, students often must resort to
overcrowded and/or costly accommodations. Policy 1.9 of the housing element of the general plan

30 Association of Bay Area Government, Regional Housing Need Plan - San Francisco Bay Area, 2014-2022,
https://abag.ca.gov/files/ABAG_Final_RHNA_Publication.pdf accessed on November 8, 2017.
31 The project site is located in Census Tract 157, which is generally bounded by Geary Boulevard to the north, Fulton Street
to the south, St. Joseph Avenue and Baker Street to the east, and Parker Avenue and Stanyan Street to the west.
32 U.S. Census, DP-1- Geography-Census Tract 157, San Francisco County, California: Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics: 2010, 2010.
33 According to Residence Rule and Residence Situation for the 2010 Census, “College students living away from their parental
home while attending college in the U.S. (living either on campus or off campus) are counted at the on-campus or offcampus
residence
where
they
live
and
sleep
most
of
the
time.”
http://www.census.gov/population/www/cen2010/resid_rules/resid_rules.html, accessed on February 8, 2017.
34 The population is based on the 2010 Census Data that estimate a population for the city and county of San Francisco of
805,235 persons. (U.S. Census, DP-1- Geography, San Francisco County, California: Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics: 2010, 2010). This calculation assumes that the 600 students are not currently living in San Francisco. It is
more likely that many will move to campus from another San Francisco location.

35 USF Student Census for Fall 2016. The University 2014 Institutional Master Plan proposed a 1 percent growth of the
Hilltop Campus Enrollment per year for 10 years. Student enrollment in 2011 of 8,731 serves as the baseline. Actual
enrollment since 2011 has been less than the projected 1 percent per year.
36 University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan, August 2013, p. 58,
https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/planning-documents, accessed on November 5, 2017.
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requires “new commercial developments and higher educational institutions to meet the housing
demand they generate, particularly the need for affordable housing for lower-income workers and
students.” 37
In fall 2016, USF provided 2,123 beds of student housing on the USF Hilltop Campus, and an
additional 98 student beds off campus at Pedro Arrupe Hall at 490 6th Avenue. All housing facilities
are operating at full capacity. 38 When the institutional master plan was released, the USF
undergraduate population on the Hilltop Campus totaled 5,497 undergraduates 39 and the housing
facilities accommodated approximately 39 percent of the undergraduate student population. In
2016,

the

6,745 6,425

undergraduate
undergraduates 40

population

on

the

USF

Hilltop

Campus

increased

to

reducing the percentage of undergraduate student population

served by these facilities to about 34 percent. The proposed 600 beds would increase the number
of student beds to 2,723, which would accommodate approximately 42 percent of the
undergraduate student population. The student residence hall would accommodate existing
students only and would not include an expansion of the student population. The renovation of
the Wolf & Kettle Café and the construction of the dining commons would accommodate the
residents of the Upper Campus, including the proposed new residents of the student residence
hall, as well as other students, faculty and staff, and reduce the need to travel to the Lower Campus
and off-campus for dining services.
The proposed dining commons would create approximately 13 new full-time jobs and eight parttime jobs 41 and the student residence hall would create an estimated one new maintenance job. 42
The ROTC program relocation addition and the recycling and waste facility would not generate

37 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan Housing Element, 2014, p.11, http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed on January 25, 2017.
38 University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan, August 2013, p. 64,
https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/planning-documents, accessed on January 8, 2017.
39 University of San Francisco Student Census for fall 2011, University of San Francisco, University of San Francisco
Institutional Master Plan, August 2013, p.16, https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/planning-documents, accessed on
January 8, 2017.
40 University of San Francisco, Facts and Statistics - Student Body Statistics for 2016, https://www.usfca.edu/about-usf/what-youneed-to-know/facts-statistics, accessed on January 25, 2017.
41 This analysis is using a conservative approach regarding jobs creation. This approach is elaborated in the transportation

impact study (Nelson Nygaard. University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, p.1-4, January 2018). However,
the project sponsor is planning to hire 12 new employees instead of 13 full-time and eight part-time employees for the
dining commons. (Miles, Elizabeth, Master Plan Manager, University of San Francisco, e-mail correspondence with
Lyne-Marie Bouvet, Environmental Planner, WSP, June 6, 2017).

42 Miles, Elizabeth, Master Plan Manager, University of San Francisco, e-mail correspondence with Lyne-Marie Bouvet,
Environmental Planner, WSP, June 6, 2017.
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new jobs or result in a loss of jobs since the two facilities would continue their existing operations
at the proposed locations. The retail/restaurant and maintenance employment created by the
proposed project would not likely attract new residents to San Francisco as these jobs would
typically be filled by existing area residents. Therefore, it can be anticipated that most of the
employees would live in San Francisco (or nearby communities), and the proposed project would
generate negligible demand, if any, for new housing. Furthermore, employment in San Francisco
is forecast to increase by 34 percent (191,000 jobs) between 2010 and 2040, for a total of
approximately 760,000 jobs. 43 As employees generated by the proposed project would constitute a
negligible increase in the number of jobs in the project vicinity and San Francisco as a whole, this
increase would be accommodated within the planned employment growth in San Francisco.
There would be an overall increase in the number of students and employees residing on the Upper
Campus property as a result of the proposed project; however, the project-related student
population and employment increases would not be substantial relative to the existing number of
residents and employees in the project vicinity, nor would the increase in residents and/or
employees exceed the projections for growth and employment in the ABAG projections, the
housing element of the general plan, 44 or Plan Bay Area. 45 Therefore, the proposed project would
not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth in the area, which would be a lessthan-significant impact. No mitigation is required.
Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace existing housing units or substantial
numbers of people, or create substantial demand for additional housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project would not displace existing housing units or people and would create a
minimal demand for additional housing elsewhere. As noted above, the proposed student
residence hall would be constructed on a site currently occupied by a parking lot, a tennis court
and the Underhill Building, which houses the ROTC program. The proposed project would
relocate the ROTC program as an addition to the Koret Health and Recreation Center building. The

43 Association of Bay Area Government and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy,
Table 3.1 Employment and Housing Growth by County, revised in 2012,
http://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/pdf/JHCS/May_2012_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Main_Report.pdf,
accessed on January 12, 2017.

44 Association of Bay Area Government projects continued population growth from 807,755 persons in 2012 and 981,800
by 2030, which represents a 21 percent increase. 2014 Housing Element Part I: Data and Need Analysis, p. I-4,
http://208.121.200.84/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/housing-element/2014HousingElementPart_I_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed on September 8, 2017.
45 Plan Bay Area 2040, Table 3.1, is forecasting a growth of 2,400,000 persons in the Bay Area between 2010 and 2040,
which represents a 33 percent increase. Plan Bay Area 2040 Final Plan, Forecasting the future,
http://2040.planbayarea.org/forecasting-the-future, accessed on September 8, 2017.
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dining commons expansion and the recycling and waste facility would be located on currently
vacant sites. The proposed project would increase the amount of on-campus housing available to
undergraduate students, thereby reducing the demand for student housing elsewhere. The
proposed project also would not displace existing employees. An estimated 21 new jobs would be
created with the establishment of the dining commons and one new maintenance job would be
generated by the proposed student residence hall. As this is a minimal number of new jobs, the
project would not be anticipated to attract new employees to San Francisco. Therefore, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to the displacement of housing
units, people, or employees, or create a substantial demand for new housing elsewhere. No
mitigation is required.
Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not make a considerable contribution to any
cumulative population and housing impacts. (Less than Significant)
The geographic area of impact for potential cumulative population and housing impacts
encompasses the people living and working within the Bay Area region, generally including: the
San Francisco Peninsula, adjacent areas in the North Bay, East Bay, and South Bay. As noted above,
Plan Bay Area is the current regional transportation plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
that was adopted by the transportation commission and the ABAG in July 2013, and contains
housing and employment projections anticipated to occur in San Francisco through 2040. The
population of San Francisco is projected to increase by approximately 280,490 persons for a total of
1,085,725 persons by 2040. 46 The number of housing units in San Francisco is expected to grow by
25 percent by 2040. 47
As described above, the proposed project would not induce substantial direct or indirect
population growth or displace a substantial number of existing housing units, people, or
employees, or create demand for additional housing elsewhere. The approved and proposed
projects identified in Table 7, p. 67, and mapped on Figure 40, p. 68, would add approximately
2,090 new residents 48 within 972 dwelling units in the vicinity of the project site. When these

46 Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, July 2013, p. 40,
http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FINAL/Plan_Bay_Area.pdf, accessed on November 5, 2017.
47Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area Chapter 3: Where we
live, where we work, p. 55, http://files.mtc.ca.gov/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FINAL/3-Where_We_Live_Where_We_Work.pdf,
accessed on January 12, 2017.

48 Approved and proposed projects located in the vicinity of the proposed student residence hall are not exclusively
located in the census tract of the proposed project. Cumulative projects are located in a half-mile radius of the project
site and thus, ten census tracts were combined to evaluate the population increase. Census tracts considered for the
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approved and proposed projects are combined with the 606 beds proposed as part of the project, a
total of 2,696 new residents would be added to the project vicinity (generally within a half-mile
radius of the project site), representing a residential population increase of approximately
6 percent.
Because San Francisco’s housing supply has not met the demand for housing, the city identified
Priority Development Areas as part of the planning process for Plan Bay Area to identify existing
neighborhoods near transit that are appropriate places to concentrate future growth. Two projects
listed in Table 7, p.67, of the cumulative list (2670 and 2675 Geary Boulevard) are located at the
limit of the Downtown-Van Ness Geary Priority Development Area. The population growth in the
project vicinity generated by the cumulative projects would not represent substantial unplanned
growth. This population growth has been anticipated and accounted for in the association’s and
the city’s projections and therefore would accommodate planned population growth that, in and
of itself, would not result in a significant impact on the physical environment. Other sections of
this document that address physical environmental impacts related to cumulative growth with
regard to specific resources can be found in Topic 5, Transportation and Circulation; Topic 6, Noise;
Topic 7, Air Quality; Topic 10, Recreation; Topic 11, Utilities and Service Systems; and Topic 12,
Public Services.
In addition, the approved and proposed projects near the project site would be required to comply
with the San Francisco’s Inclusionary Housing Program (Planning Code section 415 et. seq.) and,
therefore, would be required to contribute towards the creation of affordable housing.
Based on the conservative assumption that all new employees in the city created by the cumulative
projects would be new San Francisco residents, an estimated 740 new employees 49 (including the

evaluation of the cumulative impacts are the following: 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158.01, 158.02, 164, 165, and 166. The
population calculation was made by doing a weighted average of the number of people/household for the ten census
tracts. The estimation is 2.15 persons per household that are smaller households than the citywide average of 2.32
persons per household.
49 Uses associated with the projects of the cumulative setting are: residential, office, commercial, childcare services,
classroom. Estimation of number of employees is based on the San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation
Impact Analysis Guideline for Environmental Review. It assumes an average of:
one employee per 350 square feet for retail and restaurant uses (294 employees)
one employee per 276 square feet of office use (415 employees).
For other uses, estimation is based on the Candlestick Point- Hunter Point Shipyard Phase II Development Project,
Section III.C Population, Housing and Employment, Table III.C-7
25 units/jobs for residential uses (39 employees);
0.26 jobs per acres (1 employee)
For childcare services, since the number of children was not available, the retail and restaurants ratio was used to
estimate the number of employees:
- 350 square feet per employee for the childcare facility) (42 employees).
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22 net new employees associated with the proposed project) would be added within the vicinity of
the project site. The 740 new employees would generate a potential demand for 583 new dwelling
units. 50 Based on ABAG’s projected housing needs in San Francisco, the employment-related
housing demand associated with the proposed project, as well as nearby cumulative development
projects could be accommodated by the city’s projected housing growth of 28,869 units.51
Furthermore, nearby cumulative development projects would add to the city’s housing stock (972
dwelling units) and could potentially accommodate some of the new employment-related housing
demand. In combination with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, the estimated
employment growth would account for only approximately 1.9 percent of projected citywide
household growth.
For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would have a less than considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
related to population and housing. The impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.

Change of use from a community facility to a performing arts school was not assumed to be a net new number of
employees. Total of new employees in the area is (including the 22 net new employees associated with the proposed
project): 740 employees.
50 Assumes the 2014 Housing Element figure of 1.27 workers per household for San Francisco in 2015.
51 Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Housing Need Plan for the
San Francisco Bay Area, p. 24, https://abag.ca.gov/files/ABAG_Final_RHNA_Publication.pdf accessed on November 8, 2017.
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a)
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Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5, including those resources listed in
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code?
b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance

of

an

archaeological

resource

pursuant to §15064.5?
c)

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

d)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined
in Public Resources Code §21074?

Project effects to historic architectural resources and campus landscape features were analyzed in
a two-part historic resources evaluation report in 2015 and 2017 (details below). A historic resource
evaluation response was prepared by the historic preservation planning staff of the San Francisco
Planning Department on August 7, 2017. Planning department staff concurred with the findings of
the evaluation, except for minor boundary adjustments for an identified potential historic district.
The following information is from the Historical Evaluation of the Underhill Building on the Lone
Mountain Campus, 52 and the Historical Evaluation of Landscape Features and Buildings on the Lone
Mountain Campus of USF, 53 prepared by William Kostura, and the historic resource evaluation
response, 54 prepared by the historic preservation planning staff.

52 Kostura, William, Historical Evaluation of the Underhill Building on the Lone Mountain Campus, USF, 2015.
53 Kostura, William, Historical Evaluation of Landscape Features and Buildings on the Lone Mountain Campus of USF, 2017.
54 McMillen, Frances, Historic Resource Evaluation Response. Case No: 2015-000058ENV, prepared August 7, 2017.
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Impact CP-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in section 15064.5, including those
resources listed in article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than
Significant)

Regulatory Background
Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in CEQA section 21084.1 and
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. Historical resources include properties listed in, or formally
determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or in an adopted
local historic register. Historical resources also include resources identified in a historical resource
survey meeting certain criteria. Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise
determined to be historically significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered
historical resources. A historic resource is defined “as any building, structure, site, or object listed
in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register, or determined by a lead agency
to be significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational,
social, political, or cultural annals of California.”
A resource is considered “historically significant” if it meets at least one the following criteria for
listing in the California Register:
1) Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
2) Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
3) Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possess high artistic value; or
4) Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history [14 California Code of Regulations section 4852(b)].
The California Register generally follows the age requirement set forth in the National Register;
that is, resources may be considered for evaluation if they are more than 50 years old. Historical
resources achieving significance in less than 50 years may also be considered for listing in the
California Register if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its
historical importance (California Code of Regulations, title 14, chapter 11.5, 4852(d)(2)).
For this reason, and to give sufficient time for reporting and review, resources more than 45 years
of age can be considered. A resource eligible for listing in the California Register must meet one of
Case No. 2015-000058ENV
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the criteria of significance described above, must be 45 years old or older, and must retain enough
of its historic character or appearance (integrity) to be recognizable as an historical resource and to
convey the reason for its significance. There are seven aspects of integrity—location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association.
A project that would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
is one that would materially impair the resource. Material impairment is defined as the demolition
or substantial alteration of those physical characteristics that convey the resource’s historical
significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register. 55

Project Site History and Context
As described in the historic resources evaluation, the Upper Campus is composed of Gothic Revival
style buildings constructed between 1932 and 1968: a six-story high-rise dormitory tower erected
in 1961, a 1999 residential building, and a 2001 residential complex designed in a contemporary
style. The Upper Campus landscape consists of hilly and steep terrain, expansive lawns, and thick
vegetation on its eastern and northern borders. The earliest building, the original Lone Mountain
Main Building (the former San Francisco College for Women, constructed in 1932), was designed
by Henry A. Minton in a Collegiate Gothic style. That building is prominently sited on the
property's high point allowing it to be the focal point of the campus. The Spanish Steps, a Baroque
style formal entrance to the campus, is located at the base of the hill along Turk Street. A series of
staircases, ornamented with a fountain, balustrades, an arch and other decorative features climb
the hill towards the Lone Mountain Main Building, further emphasizing its importance. A
summary of the Underhill Building and potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District
are included below, with additional detail provided in the historic resources evaluations and
historic resources evaluation response. The following discussion summarizes the significance
evaluation under the California Register for the historic resources present in the project area, as
adapted from the evaluations and evaluation response.
Lone Mountain Campus Potential Historic District
The historic resources evaluation determined that there is a potential historic district on the Upper
Campus that appears to be eligible for listing on the California Register under Criteria 1 (events)
and 3 (architecture).

55 CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(C), https://www.califaep.org/images/ceqa/statuteguidelines/2017/CEQA_Handbook_2017_with_covers.pdf, accessed on October 27, 2017.
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The historic resources evaluation identified this potential historic district as the USF Lone
Mountain Campus Historic District. Additionally, the evaluation response concurred with the
historic resources evaluation findings and included a modification to the suggested boundaries of
the potential historic district. Specifically, the suggested boundary provided by the historic
resources evaluation includes Anza Street to the north, Turk Street on the south, and Parker
Avenue on the west. The suggested eastern boundary spans the property line from Anza Street to
Turk Street and borders Ewing Terrace and the former Presentation High School. Boundaries of
the potential historic district are shown on Figure 61.
Figure 61: Lone Mountain Campus Potential Historic District

Source: WSP, November 2017, adapted from McMillen, Frances, Historic Resource Evaluation Response. Case No:
2015-000058ENV, prepared August 7, 2017.

The USF Upper Campus was originally the San Francisco College for Women. That institution
dates to 1921, when a college was added to the Religious of the Sacred Heart’s high school in Menlo
Park. The USF Upper Campus was built beginning in 1932. It was one of only a small number of
colleges in the San Francisco Bay Area that was a women's college. Therefore, it possesses
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significance as a rare women’s college in the Bay Area and therefore would be significant under
Criterion 1. 56
The historic resources evaluation and the evaluation response include a list of contributing
character-defining features and non-contributing features, including the Underhill Building, to the
potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District. The evaluation response concludes the
potential historic district encompasses the original boundaries of the former San Francisco College
for Women campus dating to 1932. The period of significance of the potential historic district is
1931-1968, which starts at the construction of the Lone Mountain Main Building.
Several buildings and landscape features constructed on the USF Lone Mountain campus during
the period of significance possess common stylistic details and view corridors. The Main Building
and Nurses’ Wing are examples of the Collegiate Gothic style, while the Rossi Wing presents
ornamental details similar to the Main Building. The Spanish Steps, including the streetlights and
pedestals, constructed in the Baroque style, provide a level of detail, care of composition, use of
historic imagery, and materials compatible with the buildings. Additionally, the three driveways
constructed as part of the original development, provide views of the Main Building, especially its
tower, from vantage points to the southeast and southwest. Collectively, these buildings and
landscapes form a compact area that retains integrity in location, design, materials, workmanship,
association, feeling, and setting that are contributing features of the historic property under
California Register Criterion 3. Other contributing features are the trees planted in the 1930s and
1940s, the open grassy areas between them, the steep slope of the hillside, and the view corridor
looking north up the Spanish Steps from Turk Street to the Main Building. The potential historic
district includes various non-contributing buildings and features that have been modified over
time, but the changes have not compromised the site’s integrity of location, design, workmanship,
setting, feeling and materials. The campus retains sufficient integrity to be eligible for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3. 57 Therefore, the potential USF Lone Mountain Campus
Historic District is a historic resource under CEQA.
The 2015 and 2017 historic resources evaluations determined that the following buildings and
features are character-defining features of the potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic
District.
Buildings
•

The Lone Mountain Main Building (1932)

56 Kostura, William, Historical Evaluation of the Underhill Building on the Lone Mountain Campus, USF, 2015, p.45.
57 Ibid, pp.47-48
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•
•

The Nurses’ Wing (1963 addition to the west side of the Lone Mountain Main Building)
The Rossi Wing (1967-1968 addition to the east side of the Lone Mountain Main Building)

Landscape Features
•

Structures
•
•
•
•
•

•

Vegetation and Open Space
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

The Spanish Steps
Retaining wall along Turk Street from Parker Avenue to East Drive
Two lanterns on round columns located at West Drive and Middle Drive
Two lanterns on square columns located at the foot of the Spanish Steps
Two pedestals with lions located at East Drive

West Lawn
Middle Lawn
East Lawn
Cypress trees, pine trees, deodar cedar trees, and other evergreen trees dating to the
period of significance located in the three identified lawns
Planting beds within the Spanish Steps
Lawns and cypress trees in the Parker Avenue Landscape
Small lawns in front of the Lone Mountain Main Building, both west and east of the
tower

Topography
•
•
•

The slope of the West, Middle, and East lawns, and the slope of the Spanish Steps
(running uphill from Turk Street northward)
The slope of the Park Avenue Landscape (running uphill from Parker Avenue
eastward)
The top of the hill, where the Lone Mountain Main Building is situated

•

View corridors
• Spanish Steps: View north from Turk Street near Chabot Terrace up the Spanish Steps
to the tower of the Lone Mountain Main Building
• Views of the campus, including buildings, lawns and other landscape features, from
vantage points along the West, Middle and East drives

•

Circulation
• Spanish Steps (also listed as a contributing structure)
• West Drive
• Middle Drive
• East Drive
Sidewalks dating to the Period of Significance surrounding the small lawns in front of
the Main Building
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The following buildings and features were determined to be non-contributing features of the
potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District:
Non-Contributing Buildings
•
•
•
•

Underhill Building (1947-1948)
Lone Mountain North dormitory (1961)
Loyola Hall (1999)
Loyola Village (2001)

Non-Contributing Landscape Features
•

Structures
• Streetlights with fiberglass housing
• Sign at the south end of Parker Avenue landscape
• Waterfalls, stonework, and plantings adjacent to the southwest corner of the west
parking lot in front of the Main Building installed in 2017
• Semicircular terrace in the small lawn east of the Main Building’s entrance tower
adjacent to the building’s east wing

•

Circulation
• North Drive
• Northward extension of West Drive
• Driveway from Middle Drive to Loyola House
• Driveway from East Drive north to parking lot
• Enlarged parking area at the front of the Main Building

•

Vegetation
•
•
•
•
•
•

Palm trees throughout the campus (see the 2017 historic resources evaluation for
detailed locations)
Juniper plantings along the Spanish Steps
Hedges planted atop the Turk Street retaining wall
The two palms trees directly in front of the main entrance in the tower of the Main
Building
The two rows of three palm trees (six in all) running between the Spanish Steps and
the tower entrance
The two palms at the top of the Spanish Steps.

Several campus features were not evaluated as a part of the 2015 and 2017 historic resource
evaluations. Further research and evaluation of these features is necessary to determine their
significance. They are identified in the Historical Evaluation of Landscape Features and Buildings on the
Lone Mountain Campus of USF as:
•
•
•

1961 Chapel Addition
Anza Street landscape
Landscape of mature trees east and west of a staircase running from North Drive south to
Loyola House

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

119

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

•

Eucalyptus trees in the Parker Avenue Landscape

These features were not evaluated in the 2015 and 2017 historic resource evaluations because they
would not be affected by construction of the proposed project. Therefore, if these features are later
determined to be contributing features to the potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic
District, the development of the proposed project would not result in any further impacts to the
potential district.
The potential historic district property does not appear to be associated with any significant
persons, and therefore is not eligible for the California Register under Criterion 2. The property is
generally not considered to be eligible for the California Register for its association with Henry
Minton because his role as an architect was to design specific buildings or structures and his
association ended when construction was complete. Henry Minton was a San Francisco architect
who specialized in designing buildings for the Roman Catholic Church and for the Bank of Italy.
He designed the Lone Mountain Main Building, the Spanish Steps, and participated in the design
of the Underhill Building, as well as other campus structures as further described in the historic
resources evaluations.
For similar reasons, this property does not appear to be eligible for the California Register under
Criterion 2 for its association with Mother Rosalie Hill because her role was in planning, conferring
with architects regarding architectural aesthetics, and overseeing construction of the Lone
Mountain Main Building during the late 1920s and early 1930s. She directed this work from
Chicago and sent specifications to the architect, Henry Minton during construction. Mother Hill
also oversaw the construction of the San Diego College for Women from 1949 to 1952. It is not
known whether Mother Hill was involved with the San Francisco College for Women
administratively after its first phase of construction was completed in 1932, due to lack of
documentation.
Therefore, based on the foregoing, the potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District is
not significant under Criterion 2. 58
Because the Koret Health and Recreation Center built in 1990 has undergone considerable
modifications and retains little of its original form and materials, and is located outside of the
potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District, it was not formally evaluated as part of
the evaluation.

58 Kostura, William, Historical Evaluation of Landscape Features and Buildings on the Lone Mountain Campus of USF, 2017,
p.63.
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Underhill Building
The Underhill Building was constructed in 1947 and is proposed to be demolished to construct the
student residence hall. The Underhill Building was evaluated against the California Register
criteria as both a potential individual resource and as a potential contributor to the potential USF
Lone Mountain Campus Historic District. The evaluation determined, and evaluation response
concurred, that the Underhill Building is not individually eligible for inclusion on the California
Register under any criterion.
The Underhill Building does not appear to be associated with any historically significant events,
nor was it connected with broader patterns of development in the area; therefore, the building is
not significant under California Register Criterion 1. Two possible historical themes associated
with the building are as a medical school building and as a classroom for women. The Underhill
Building is a very minor example of a medical school building. The older medical buildings at USF,
constructed in 1917 and 1933, are much larger than the Underhill Building and would have had a
greater capacity as a medical school. The Life Sciences Building at the University of California,
Berkeley (1929-1930) is also much greater in scale and offered a greater depth of medical science
instruction than at the Underhill Building. As a classroom building for women, the Underhill
Building is a very late and modest example of this historic theme compared to the Lone Mountain
Main Building (1932) and buildings at Mills College, which dates from 1871 through the 1920s. The
Underhill Building lacks significance compared with these larger and older buildings. As a minor
structure, the building is not significant as a part of a larger property or as a part of the potential
historic district under California Register Criterion 1.
The Underhill Building does not appear to be associated with any significant persons, as an
individual structure or as a part of a larger property or historic district and therefore, is not
significant under California Register Criterion 2. Planning Department Historic Preservation staff
concur with the evaluations’ assessment that the Underhill Building is not eligible under
Criterion 2, persons, because it was not found to be associated with people significant to the San
Francisco College for Women or USF.
The Underhill Building lacks a distinctive style, and is limited in integrity, and therefore is not
significant under California Register Criterion 3. Due to alterations over time, including the
removal of several the original entrances and the introduction of seven new entrance openings,
along with the replacement of most the original doors and windows, the Underhill Building has
greatly diminished integrity, does not contribute to the character of the campus, and is not eligible
for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.
Therefore, based on the foregoing, it is not an individual historic resource under CEQA.
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The Underhill Building is also not a contributing character-defining feature of the potential USF
Lone Mountain Campus Historic District. Although it was constructed during the period of
significance of the potential historic district (1931-1968), it is not in keeping with the Collegiate
Gothic and Baroque style buildings and structures that characterize the campus, and alterations
over time have greatly diminished its integrity. The evaluation response therefore concludes that
while the Underhill Building is within the boundaries of the potential historic district, it is a noncontributor (i.e., it is not a contributing character-defining feature of the potential historic district,
which, as discussed above, appears to be eligible for listing on the California Register).
Compatibility with the Lone Mountain Campus Potential Historic District
The historic resources evaluation considered the other Upper Campus buildings and features,
including landscape features, for the purpose of determining whether there is a potential historic
district on the Upper Campus and if so, whether the proposed project would have a significant
impact on that potential historic district.
The proposed project would not have a significant impact on the potential USF Lone Mountain
Campus Historic District. The demolition of a non-contributing building (the Underhill Building)
would also not impact the potential district.
The new construction of the student residence hall would be located on sections of the Upper
Campus that have previously been developed or sited where they would not impact the historic
Lone Mountain Main Building and landscape configuration. The proposed student residence hall
would be recessed from the private Lone Mountain Drive and would not encroach on the
expansive lawns that characterize the campus and have historically remained open and
undeveloped. Planning Department Historic Preservation staff determined that the proposed
student residence hall would be set back sufficiently from Lone Mountain Drive preserving views
and maintaining the prominence of the Lone Mountain Main Building. The façade of the student
residence hall's west building would be recessed 56 feet from Lone Mountain Drive at its southwest
corner leaving a swath of lawn as a buffer between the drive and the student residence hall at both
the face of the building and its western wall. The student residence hall would also be recessed
76 feet from the drive at the southeast corner of the building. The fenestration, details, and
materials selected for the student residence hall would be in keeping with the character of the
nearby historic buildings, but would be distinguishable from the contributing buildings to the
potential historic district, due in part to the differentiated configuration of window openings and
glazing, as well as the roof structure and tile. Furthermore, the proposed project would not involve
removing trees, hedges or landscaping that are character-defining landscape features of the
potential historic district. The character-defining landscaping features are located far from the
proposed project sites.
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The recycling and waste facility and the dining commons would not have an impact on the
potential USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District. The recycling and waste facility would be
a modest structure that would relocate an existing outdoor recycling and waste function to a
service area next to the Lone Mountain North Residence Hall (a non-contributing building to the
potential historic district), and would be accessed by Lo Schiavo Drive. Similarly, the dining
commons would be located in an underutilized section of the campus concealed behind the main
campus building. 59 The proposed ROTC program relocation addition to the Koret Health and
Recreation Center is outside the boundaries of the potential historic district. Additionally, because
the Koret Health and Recreation Center was constructed in 1990, the building is less than 45 years
old and would not be considered a potential historic resource under CEQA.
Accordingly, based on the foregoing, the proposed project would not have an adverse impact on
the potential historic district or any other historical resource under CEQA, and the impact would
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact CR-2: The proposed project could result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
This section discusses archeological resources, both as historical resources per CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5 as well as unique archeological resources as defined in CEQA section 21083.2(g).
The potential for encountering archeological resources is determined by several relevant factors
including archeological sensitivity criteria and models, local geology, site history, and the extent
of a potential project's soils disturbance/modification, as well as any documented information on
known archeological resources in the area. A planning department archeologist completed a
preliminary archeological review for the proposed project, which is summarized below. 60
The archeological review determined that the project site has a generally low potential for
prehistoric archeological resources due to the distance to the shoreline, steep and unstable slopes
of Lone Mountain, and the limited number of prehistoric sites found in this area of San Francisco.
Based on the geotechnical reports, 61 the Upper Campus generally consists of 10 to 25 feet of sandy

59 McMillen, Frances, Historic Resource Evaluation Response. Case No: 2015-000058ENV, Prepared August 7, 2017, p.8.
60 Vanderslice, Alison, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review: Checklist. Case No: 2015-000058ENV,
Prepared June 15, 2017.
61 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Lone Mountain Sobrato Hall Project University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, August 9, 2016.
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fill and dune sand above bedrock. The 1899 Sanborn maps (vol. 4, sheets 431 and 432) show the
project site as vacant. A review of the 1914 Sanborn maps (vol, 4, sheets 396 and 402) show very
limited development within the subject blocks.
There would be a greater likelihood of encountering historical archeological remains. Although
archival research found that limited recorded development occurred within the Upper Campus
area during the 19th and early 20th centuries, the archival information may not document all
development that may have occurred. The project area was owned by the Catholic Archdiocese,
and archeological research indicates that this area was not used as a cemetery, despite previous
records indicating it was used as a cemetery (see below). Further, the top of Lone Mountain hill
was graded for the construction of the Lone Mountain Main Building in the early 1930s. Therefore,
the dining commons proposed area was likely graded at that time and any archeological features
would have been removed. The proposed ROTC program relocation would consist of a vertical
addition to an existing building, and would include limited excavation in an area that was
primarily disturbed by the construction of the existing building in the 1980s. Geotechnical
information for the ROTC program relocation addition 62 indicates backfill associated with the
construction for the existing building extends down 10 feet in the proposed footprint. As there is
also low sensitivity for prehistoric resources within the project area, the proposed foundations are
unlikely to impact significant archeological resources, either historic or prehistoric. However,
limited previous disturbance was identified in the areas of the student residence hall and the
recycling and waste facility replacement. Therefore, there is a potential for significant archeological
resources within these project component areas, specifically the student residence hall. However,
this impact would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M‐CR‐2: Archeological Monitoring for the student residence hall and recycling and
waste facility replacement components of the project.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐2: Archeological Monitoring is required to avoid
any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or
submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a)(c). This measure

Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Upper Campus Dining Hall, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, November 10, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, Trash Enclosure Facility, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco (USF)
San Francisco, California, November 11, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, November 14, 2016.
62 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, November 14, 2016.
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requires that archeological resources be avoided and, if accidentally discovered, that they be
treated appropriately.
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Monitoring. Based on the reasonable
potential that archeological resources may be present within the project site, the following
measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational department qualified
archeological consultants list maintained by the planning department archeologist. The
project sponsor shall contact the department archeologist to obtain the names and contact
information for the next three archeological consultants on the qualified list. The
archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological monitoring program (AMP). All
plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first
and directly to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and comment, and
shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO.
Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction
of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such
a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines sections
15064.5(a) and (c).
Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site63
associated with descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate
representative 64 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor
archeological field investigations of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any
interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the final archeological
resources report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group.

63 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or
evidence of burial.
64 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any
individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by
the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical
Society of America.
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Archeological monitoring program. The archeological monitoring program shall minimally
include the following provisions:
•

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on
the scope of the monitoring program reasonably prior to any project-related soilsdisturbing activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the project
archeologist shall determine what project activities shall be archeologically
monitored. In most cases, any soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition,
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work,
driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require
archeological monitoring because of the potential risk these activities pose to
archaeological resources and to their depositional context.

•

The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert
for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the
evidence of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event
of apparent discovery of an archeological resource.

•

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a
schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO
has, in consultation with the archeological consultant, determined that project
construction activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits.

•

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples
and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis.

•

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in
the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be
empowered to temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/construction crews and
heavy equipment until the deposit is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The
archeological consultant shall, after making a reasonable effort to assess the
identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit,
present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a significant
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:
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•

The proposed project shall be re-designed to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant archeological resource and a protection plan shall be drafted by the
archeological consultant and reviewed and approved by the ERO; or

•

An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO
determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data
recovery program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan.
The project archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on
the scope of the recovery plan. The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft recovery
plan that shall be submitted to the ERO for review and approval. The recovery plan shall
identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant information
the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the recovery plan will identify
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what
data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would
address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to
the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed
project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the
archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.
The scope of the recovery plan shall include the following elements:
•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public interpretive program
during the course of the archeological data recovery program.

•

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

•

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

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

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human
remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soilsdisturbing activity shall comply with applicable state and federal laws, including
immediate notification of the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner coroner of the City and
County of San Francisco and in the event of the coroner’s determination that the human
remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American
Heritage Commission who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Public
Resources Code section 5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon
discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and
MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days after the discovery to make all reasonable
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or
unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation,
removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human
remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing state
regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to
accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain possession
of any Native American human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until
completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the
treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by
the archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is reached, state regulations
shall be followed, including the reinternment of the human remains and associated burial
objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).
Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft final
archeological resources report to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research
methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s)
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided
in a separate removable insert within the draft final report.
Copies of the draft final report shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once
approved by the ERO, copies of the final report shall be distributed as follows: California
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center shall receive one copy and the
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ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the final report to the information center. The
environmental planning division of the planning department shall receive one bound, one
unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the final report along with
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical
Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require
a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐2: Archeological Monitoring, project
construction would have a less-than-significant impact with mitigation on prehistoric or
historical archeological resources.
Impact CR-3: The proposed project could potentially disturb human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The project is subject to the provisions of the California Health and Safety Code section 7050.5 with
respect to the discovery of human remains. Public Resources Code section 5097.98 regulates the
treatment and disposition of human remains encountered during project grading and construction.
Proposed excavation for the student residence hall would be 20 feet for the underground garage
level and the building would require deep foundations. For the dining commons, minimal
excavation and a deep foundation system is proposed. For the recycling and waste facility,
excavation to 15 feet is required for an approximately 300-foot area and drilled, cast-in-place
concrete piers that extend into bedrock are proposed. For the ROTC program relocation addition,
no excavation is anticipated. Drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers may be used to upgrade the
existing foundations if necessary.
The USF Upper Campus is within an area identified on both the 1869 U.S. Coast Survey and the
1869 Goddard survey map as the Calvary Cemetery, which is shown between Geary Street and
approximately Baker, Turk, and Parker streets. The Calvary Cemetery was opened by Catholic
Archdiocese in 1860. San Francisco Morning Call describes the cemetery on March 27, 1887:
Calvary is the most populous cemetery of San Francisco at the present time. When first
opened it was in the country; it is now between Parker and Masonic avenues and Geary
and Turk streets. It has been gradually filling up with coffins for these twenty-six years,
and now the headstones in some parts of the grounds seem as thick as standing corn.
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Hardly a day passes that three or four funeral processions do not climb the hillside leading
to the entrance gate. It is indeed a city of the dead… 65
However, later and more detailed maps only identify the Calvary Cemetery as east of Masonic
Avenue, and not including the Upper Campus area. For example, the 1889 Sanborn maps (vol. 3)
do not include sheets for this area but show that the Calvary Cemetery is east of Masonic Avenue
only. The 1899 Sanborn maps (vol. 4, sheets 431 and 432) show the project site as vacant. The 1914
Sanborn maps (vol. 4, sheets 396 and 402) show very limited development within the subject
blocks, including a tombstone cutter and several scattered houses prior to the development of the
ballpark known as Ewing Field. Ewing Field opened in 1914 to the east of the project site and
historic photographs of the field show the project site primarily undeveloped.
Although no known human burials have been documented on the project site or within its general
vicinity, and the likelihood is low, the possibility of encountering human remains cannot be
entirely discounted, as human remains could be buried with no surface indicators. Earthmoving
activities associated with project construction could directly affect previously undiscovered human
remains. Therefore, the potential impact regarding disturbance to human remains could be
significant. Mitigation Measure M‐CR‐2 also contains language to ensure the sound handling of
any encountered human remains. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, as
described above, the impact on human remains would be less than significant with mitigation.
Impact CR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource. (Less than Significant)
CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources are sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register
of historical resources. Based on discussions with Native American tribal representatives, in San
Francisco, prehistoric archeological resources are presumed to be potential tribal cultural
resources. A tribal cultural resource is adversely affected when a project causes a substantial
adverse change in the resource’s significance.
Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1(d), within 14 days of a determination that an application for a
project is complete or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency is
required to contact the Native American tribes that are culturally or traditionally affiliated with

65 San Francisco Genealogy, Calvary Cemetery, http://www.sfgenealogy.com/sf/history/hcmcal.htm, accessed on June 14, 2017.
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the geographic area in which the project is located. Notified tribes have 30 days to request
consultation with the lead agency to discuss potential impacts on tribal cultural resources and
measures for addressing those impacts. On January 6, 2016, the planning department contacted
Native American individuals and organizations for the San Francisco area, providing a description
of the project and requesting comments on the identification, presence and significance of tribal
cultural resources in the project vicinity.
No Native American tribal representatives have contacted the planning department to request
consultation. Department staff has determined that the proposed project would not be expected to
affect tribal cultural resources, including prehistoric archeological resources. Therefore, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on previously unknown tribal cultural
resources. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative cultural resource
impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on cultural resources is the potential USF
Lone Mountain Campus Historic District. As described above, while the student residence hall,
dining commons, and recycling and waste facility would be constructed within the potential USF
Lone Mountain Campus Historic District there would be a less than significant impact to historic
architectural resources. Other cumulative projects located within the boundaries of the potential
historic district include the mechanical, electrical and plumbing, and window replacement on Lone
Mountain Main which involve upgrading the existing heating and piping systems as well as the
windows to improve energy efficiency. These cumulative projects would have a less-thansignificant impact on the potential historic district, and therefore, the proposed project would not
combine with other cumulative projects to result in significant cumulative impacts to the potential
USF Lone Mountain Campus Historic District.
Project-related impacts on unknown archeological resources, tribal cultural resources, and human
remains that may be discovered during project construction are site-specific and generally limited
to a project’s construction area. Cumulative projects identified in the vicinity are assumed to cause
some degree of ground disturbance during construction and thus could contribute to a potential
significant cumulative impact on buried cultural resources. As discussed above, the project could
have a significant impact related to archeological resources and disturbance of human remains,
and the projects contribution would be cumulatively considerable. This impact would be reduced
to a less than significant level with mitigation through implementation of Mitigation Measure MCR-2.
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The project is not located within an airport land use plan area nor is it located near a private airstrip.
Therefore, Question 5c is not applicable to the project.
A transportation impact study was prepared for the proposed project. 66 The following discussion is
based on information provided in the transportation study prepared for the project.

66 Nelson\Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018.
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Setting
The project site is located in the eastern portion of San Francisco’s Inner Richmond District at the
USF Hilltop Campus.
Access to the project site by vehicle, transit, walking, or bicycling is available through the existing
public street network, campus access roads, bus transit service, sidewalks, and bicycle routes. The
study area for the assessment of project effects on various transportation modes includes the blocks
bounded by Turk Street to the south, Parker Avenue to the west, Anza Street to the north, and
Masonic Avenue to the east. Turk Street and Masonic Avenue are both designated as major
arterials in the Congestion Management Plan and residential throughway streets in the San
Francisco Better Streets Plan. Turk Street is providing east-west access between the neighborhoods
and Civic Center, downtown, and South of Market employment centers and Masonic Avenue is
providing north-south access with connections to Market Street and north to the Presidio and
U.S. 101 via Presidio and Lincoln boulevards.
Parker Avenue and Anza Street are neighborhood residential streets in the Better Streets plan.
Access to the site of the student residence hall would be via Lone Mountain Drive opposite
Temescal Terrace, which is a one-way campus access road with off-campus exits at Kittredge
Terrace and between Roselyn and Tamalpais terraces to the east. Access to the proposed recycling
and waste facility would be via Lo Schiavo Drive, while the proposed ROTC program relocation
addition would be accessed from Parker Avenue or by walking from the internal campus
pedestrian network.
USF faculty and staff members who live outside half-mile radius from the campus may purchase
a parking permit. USF parking policy prohibits students who live in residence halls from bringing
and storing vehicles on campus. One exception is the Loyola Village Residence Hall that is geared
toward upperclassmen, graduate students, faculty, and staff and features its own garage that
provides 129 parking stalls. Loyola Village resident parking permits are valid only for the Loyola
Village lot. Students who live off-campus beyond a 3-mile radius are eligible to participate in a
lottery for allocation of 150 student parking permits. Beyond the lottery, qualifying off-campus
students may purchase evening, one day, or motorcycle permits within the first three weeks of
each semester.
Off-street parking facilities on the Upper Campus are provided at three existing surface parking
lots (Lone Mountain Fee Lot, Loyola Lot, and School of Education Lot) and permit-only on-street
parking spaces located adjacent to the project site. Off-street parking surveys were conducted on
Tuesday, March 29, 2016 during a typical weekday morning at 8 a.m. and evening at 7 p.m.
Observed occupancies were low to moderate with the highest utilization rate of spaces observed
Case No. 2015-000058ENV

133

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

in the Loyola Lot in the morning at 51 percent and in the School of Education Lot in the evening at
72 percent; below the 90 percent peak occupancy industry standard. In general, on-street parking
occupancies for block faces abutting the perimeter of the Upper Campus were high, with all
segments directly adjacent to the property above 95 percent during both morning and evening
periods.
Most deliveries on the Upper Campus are made at the Pacific Wing loading dock of the Lone
Mountain Main building, which is located away from the majority of the vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian activity. The primary location for student and faculty loading activities is a yellow curb
in front of the Lone Mountain Main building (less than 200 feet from the project site), that is
reserved for loading and unloading from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. daily. During an on-site visit Wednesday,
March 30, 2016, there was no truck loading activity, but the yellow curb was used consistently for
passenger pick-up and drop-off activities. 67
A total of eight San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) bus routes operate within a two-block
walkshed of the project site (5-Fulton, 5R-Fulton Rapid, 31-Balboa, 31BX-Balboa B Express, 38Geary, 38BX-Geary B Express, 38R-Geary Rapid, and 43-Masonic) serving the site. These transit
routes generally operate at below 85 percent of capacity during both morning and evening
weekday peak periods. 68 The local transit service can be used to access regional transit operators
(e.g., bus routes 5, 31, and 38 travel to the Powell Street Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Station,
with the 5 and 38 continuing to the Temporary Transbay Terminal and the 31 continuing to the
Ferry Building). The Muni bus routes that serve the project area provide connections (transfers) to
other regional transit providers, including Caltrain, Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC
Transit), Golden Gate Transit, San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans), and Western Contra
Costa Transit Authority (WestCAT) Lynx. In addition, USF provides subsidized shuttle peak
period service between the USF Hilltop Campus and the Temporary Transbay Terminal for fulltime and adjunct faculty and full-time staff. The Department of Student Leadership and
Engagement and the Department of Public Safety co-sponsor an American with Disabilities Act
(ADA) Shuttle and Night Safety Program that provides transportation to classes, on campus
locations, and off-campus residences near USF. All undergraduate students are also provided a
Muni pass every year.

67 Nelson/Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018, pp. 1-14, 2-22.
68 Nelson\Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018.
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Bicycle facilities serve the Upper and Lower campuses. There are class II bicycle lanes that operate
along Turk Street, Golden Gate Avenue, and Arguello Boulevard; and class III signed bicycle routes
that operate along Turk Street, Parker Avenue, Masonic Avenue, and McAllister Street.
The project site is located within an established pedestrian network with continuous sidewalks,
curb-ramps, and painted, high-visibility crosswalks at most area intersections. The highest levels
of pedestrian activity occur along Turk Street, accessing the Upper Campus via the Spanish Steps.
During the morning and evening commute periods, there are high pedestrian volumes north-south
along Masonic Avenue at Anza Street and at Turk Street.

Approach to the Analysis
Trip Generation
The proposed project involves the demolition of the existing Underhill Building, a 78-space surface
parking lot, and two tennis courts and construction of a new 606-bed student residence hall, a 156space underground parking garage, a dining commons, replacement of the recycling and waste
facility, and relocation of the ROTC program. The proposed residential units would accommodate
undergraduate on-campus housing demand from the existing student population, rather than an
increase in student population.
To determine project trip generation of the proposed project, the San Francisco Planning
Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 69 were used
and calculated using a conservative scenario. The project is anticipated to eliminate the commute
from home to campus for the 600 students currently residing off-campus, who would instead
reside on campus at the proposed student residence hall. However, to conservatively estimate
travel demand characteristics, the standard trip generation presented in the transportation
guidelines, including the number of estimated person- and vehicle-trips associated with the
proposed number of residential units (i.e., 155 units), were used. The student residence hall was
assumed to comprise two or more beds per unit, and therefore, standard trip generation for two
bedrooms plus residential units were applied. The proposed student residence hall is expected to
generate approximately 1,550 total daily person trips (10 trips/unit), which include 268 person trips
(178 inbound and 90 outbound) occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The relocation of
the recycling and waste facility and ROTC program addition would not increase staff or services
at these facilities and thus, no measurable increase or decrease in trips would be generated from

69 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002, http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/Transportation_Impact_Analysis_Guidelines.pdf
accessed on November 8, 2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

135

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

their relocation. For this reason, the trip generation analysis evaluates the new trips that would be
generated by the student residence hall and dining commons, and not the recycling and waste
facility and the ROTC program relocation.
Based on mode split rates for residential uses obtained from the 2010-2015 American Community
Survey for Census Tract 157, the project person trip generation rates were assigned to different
transportation modes to determine the number of person trips by mode - transit, pedestrian, and
other - to and from the project site. The project would generate approximately 519 auto person trips
(including 110 carpool trips), 500 transit trips, 223 walk trips, and 309 other trips (bike, etc.) on a
typical day. During the p.m. peak hour, the project would generate 88 auto person trips (including
18 carpool trips), 88 transit trips, 38 walk trips, and 54 “other mode” trips.
The travel demand analysis is a conservative estimate of new person trips (including vehicle trips)
generated by students and employees associated with the new on-campus housing development
and expanded dining commons development. USF distributes a commute travel survey
approximately every two years to all current students (including on- and off-campus students),
faculty, and staff. The most recent commute travel survey was conducted between April and July
2014. Survey results indicated that the majority of on-campus students typically walk (78 percent),
take public transit (18 percent), bike or take other means (4 percent) as their primary mode of
transportation due to the USF parking policy which prohibits students living on campus from
bringing their vehicle to campus or parking on campus. For off-campus students, the survey
indicated that 44 percent of off-campus students took public transit, 33 percent drive or carpool,
and 23 percent used a bike, walked, or other means to access campus. 70 As such, existing students
who move into the residence hall—and who would have otherwise lived off-campus—would
likely shift their non-walking commute trips from primarily auto and transit to and from the
campus to primarily walking and biking from on-campus housing.
The proposed project would add up to 13 new full-time employees and up to eight part-time
employees to service the proposed dining commons. 71 Not all of the estimated full-time and parttime employees would be at the dining commons at the same time each day as employee shifts
would vary on a daily basis. Approximately 11 employees would be scheduled to work any given

70 Based on survey findings, the majority (75 percent) of off-campus students live greater than one mile from campus. For
students that live closer to campus (within 0.50 miles), the walk and public transit mode share is predominant (64 – 80
percent walk mode and 10 – 23 percent transit mode), as opposed to other modes. However, for students that live
beyond 0.50 miles from campus, there is a larger use of public transit (45 – 49 percent) and private auto/carpool (up to
44 percent) than walk or other modes.
71 For the purposes of trip generation, the estimated employee numbers were derived from the San Francisco Planning
Department Transportation Guidelines for Environmental Review.
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day with up to six employees arriving between 6 a.m. and 9 a.m. and departing by 3 p.m., while
an additional three employees would work from late morning to early evening (9 a.m. and
5:30 p.m.) and up to two employees would work between 1 p.m. and 9:30 p.m. It is assumed that
up to three employees would depart the campus during the weekday p.m. peak hour, adding up
to three vehicle trips during the peak period.
The 2014 commute travel survey indicated that most faculty/staff drive their own vehicle or carpool
to the campus daily, while about a third use public transit, walk, or bike. According to the survey,
about 35 percent of faculty/staff respondents indicated that they drive, and park along neighboring
streets daily. The proposed on-site parking spaces would only be for faculty/staff members and
therefore, these existing auto trips would shift from on-street to on-site parking, reducing current
on-street parking demand along neighborhood streets. Even if the number of faculty/staff driving
to/from campus increased in response to the net increase in parking spaces, the overall demand for
on-street parking in the neighborhood would still be reduced.

Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) Analytical Approach
Policy 10.4 of the transportation element of the general plan directs city decision-makers to
“consider the transportation system performance measurements in all decisions for projects that
affect the transportation system.” In January 2016, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
published a Revised Proposal on Updates to CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts recommending that analysis of transportation impacts be measured using a vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) metric. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research guidelines provide
substantial evidence that VMT is an appropriate standard to use to analyze transportation impacts
to protect environmental quality and that it is a better indicator of impacts to greenhouse gas, air
quality, and energy than automobile delay (e.g., level of service (LOS)). On March 3, 2016, the San
Francisco Planning Commission adopted Resolution 19579, which directed the Environmental
Review Officer to remove automobile delay as a factor in determining significant impacts and
replace it with VMT criteria.

Vehicle Mile Travel Patterns in San Francisco and the Bay Area
Many factors affect travel patterns and behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land
uses, design of the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality
transit, development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically,
low-density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access
to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generates more automobile travel compared to
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options
other than private vehicles are available.
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As a dense urban environment, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower VMT ratios than other
areas of the city. These areas of the city can be evaluated through data collection and modeling of
travel patterns in transportation analysis zones, which vary in size from single city blocks in the
downtown core to multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods.
The San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the San Francisco Chained Activity
Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate and forecast VMT by private automobiles and taxis for
different land use types. Travel behavior in the model is calibrated based on observed travel
behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data regarding
automobile ownership rates, county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and
transit boardings. The model uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that
represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete
day. The transportation authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which
examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day. For retail uses, the transportation
authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT for individual trips to and from the starting
point. A trip-based approach is necessary for retail projects because a tour is likely to consist of
trips stopping in multiple locations and would over-estimate VMT. 72
Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not cause substantial additional VMT nor
substantially induce automobile travel. (Less than Significant)

VMT Analysis
A proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial
additional VMT. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research recommends screening criteria
to identify types, characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in significant impacts
to VMT. 73 If a project meets screening criteria, then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less
than significant for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. The screening criteria
for different land uses in the proposed project are summarized below:

72 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact analysis,
Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016, http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/AlignCPC%20exec%20summary_20160303_Final.pdf accessed on November 8, 2017.

73 State Office of Planning and Research. January 2016. Revised proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating

Transportation Impacts in CEQA, http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf
accessed on November 8, 2017.
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•

Residential projects - The project would cause substantial additional VMT, if it exceeds
both the existing city household VMT per capita minus 15 percent and existing regional
household VMT per capita minus 15 percent.

•

Office and retail projects – The project would cause substantial additional VMT if it exceeds
the existing regional VMT per office or retail employee minus 15 percent. 74

The targets for VMT reduction for the region and San Francisco were estimated from existing VMT
for the San Francisco Bay Area (regional), San Francisco (local), and the project study area (zone
658) based on information provided in the San Francisco Transportation Information Map. 75 As
shown on Table 8, the target for regional average daily residential household VMT is 14.6 per
capita (existing regional average VMT of 17.2 minus 15 percent). 76 The target for San Francisco
average daily residential household VMT is 7.2 per capita (existing city average of 8.4 minus 15
percent). The project study area (zone 658) average residential VMT is 6.3 per capita, which is less
than both the city and regional averages.
Similarly, the study area average VMT per capita for office and retail employment is 9.0 and 5.2,
respectively, and substantially lower than the regional targets of 16.2 average daily office VMT per
capita for the region and 12.6 average daily retail VMT per capita.
The project site is located within an area of the city where the existing VMT per capita is more than
15 percent below the relevant city and regional average VMT per capita for residential, office, and
retail. Accordingly, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate substantial additional VMT
and the impact would be less than significant.

74 Although the non-residential components of the proposed project (dining commons, recycling and waste facility, ROTC
program relocation addition, and the USF program space within the student residence hall) are considered postsecondary educational institutional uses under the planning code, for purposes of VMT transportation analysis these
uses are treated as office and/or retail employment uses, given that they would be expected to generate employmentrelated vehicle trips, if any. See San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying
Transportation Impact analysis, Attachment F, p.F-4, March 3, 2016, http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/AlignCPC%20exec%20summary_20160303_Final.pdf (accessed on November 8, 2017).
75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Transportation Information Map, http://www.sftransportationmap.org/,
accessed in April 2016.
76 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has developed a statewide VMT reduction target per the

Strategic Management Plan that specifically calls for a 15 percent reduction in per capita VMT, compared to 2010 levels,
by 2020.
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Table 8: Existing VMT per Capita
General Location
Bay Area

San Francisco

Project Study Area

VMT Screening Criteria
Regional
Average

Regional
Average
minus 15%

City
Average

City
Average
minus 15%

TAZ 658
Average

Households (Residential)

17.2

14.6

8.4

7.2

6.3

Employment (Office)

19.1

16.2

n/a

n/a

9.0

Employment (Retail)

14.9

12.6

n/a

n/a

5.2

Land Use

n/a: not applicable
Sources: Nelson\Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018 and San Francisco
Transportation Information Map (Property Search 2500 Turk Street), April 2016.

Induced Automobile Travel Analysis
The project is not a transportation project, but would propose on-site student housing and
additional campus facilities, including parking. The construction of the new parking garage would
provide a net increase of 78 spaces for existing faculty/staff at the Upper Campus and 200 new
bicycle parking spaces for student and faculty use. The conservatively estimated 11 net new daily
vehicle trips (one-way) generated by the new employees of the dining commons would most likely
travel along Turk Street to access the new on-campus underground parking garage. These trips
would be dispersed through the day due to varying work schedules with only about six employees
arriving during the weekday a.m. peak hour and an estimated three employees departing during
the weekday a.m. peak hour.
The net increase of 78 parking spaces from the construction of the new underground parking
garage would increase parking on Upper Campus to about 240 spaces. The additional on-site
parking could induce auto travel by other USF faculty/staff, due to the presence of additional
parking. The 2014 USF commuter survey findings indicated that between 200 and 250 faculty/staff
drive and park on neighborhood streets. The new on-campus parking spaces would be expected
to attract a substantial portion of faculty/staff who currently (or would otherwise) park in the
neighborhood and would be expected to reduce the demand for on-street parking in the
neighborhood.
The introduction of 200 bicycle parking spaces could also encourage bicycle travel and would
encourage the use of bicycling by students for trips to and from campus.
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The increase in parking supply on campus, even with a modest net change in total faculty and staff
driving to and from the campus (approximately 11 trips per day), is expected to result in a reduced
number of faculty/staff parking on neighborhood streets. This would result in increased
availability of on-street parking within the neighborhood. Because the proposed project would
primarily include on-campus housing for students, who typically walk, take transit, or bike as their
primary mode of transportation, and expanded parking supply that would shift faculty/employee
parking away from the neighborhood streets, increased auto travel associated with the additional
on-site parking spaces would not substantially increase VMT rates beyond the current VMT
thresholds and the impacts would be less than significant.
As noted under “Regulatory Background,” the city established a citywide Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Program. Planning code amendments to implement the TDM Program were
approved by the Board of Supervisors on February 7, 2017, and signed by the Mayor on
February 17, 2017 (Ordinance 34-17). This ordinance added Planning Code section 169,
Transportation Demand Management. Planning Code section 169.6 gives the Planning
Commission authority to establish and amend TDM program standards, which define the specifics
of the TDM plans required under section 169. The proposed project would be subject to the
requirements of the TDM program and the project sponsor has agreed to implement several TDM
measures, which are identified on Table 9.
While general traffic and VMT impacts would be less than significant, the following TDM
measures would further reduce these less-than-significant impacts and further promote the use of
alternative modes of transportation as recommended in the requirements set forth in the City’s
Transportation Sustainability Program.
The San Francisco TDM Ordinance adopted in February 2017 includes “point targets” aimed at
reducing VMT for proposed projects. Each TDM measure is assigned a point value based upon the
relative efficacy of each measure to reduce vehicle miles traveled with a maximum number of
points allowed for certain categories. Though the proposed project would not result in any impact
to VMT, the net increase of 78 off-street parking spaces (156 total parking spaces, including 78
replacement spaces) would require the proposed project to achieve a TDM target goal of 27 points.
However, under the provisions of Planning Code section 169.3(e) , projects with an environmental
evaluation application filed on or before September 4, 2016 are subject to 50 percent of the
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applicable target. Such conditions would apply to the proposed project; therefore, the TDM goal is
14 points. 77
USF already provides and administers several TDM-related measures, including on-site bicycle
parking, shuttle bus service, and charging guests, visitors, and employees for parking. In addition,
USF provides transportation information on their website and transportation packets for all
students and employees. USF would exceed the applicable requirements of the TDM ordinance
through the continued application of existing TDM measures summarized in Table 9.
Table 9: USF TDM Ordinance Measures and Points
TDM Measure

Description

Points

ACTIVE-1

Improve Walking Conditions (Option A)

1 point

ACTIVE-2

Bicycle Parking

1 point

Bicycle Repair Station

1 point

Car-share Parking and Membership (Option A)

1 point

Delivery Supportive Amenities

1 point

HOV-1

Contributions or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation (Option A)

2 points

HOV-2

Shuttle Bus Service (Option B)

14 points

INFO-1

Multimodal Wayfinding Signage

1 point

INFO-3

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services (Option A)

1 point

ACTIVE-5A
CSHARE-1
DELIVERY-1

Total Points

23 points

Required Points

14 points

Source: Nelson\Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018, p.5-3.

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system and
would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program. (Less than Significant)

Construction Traffic
To minimize impacts to transportation and circulation, the construction zone and staging area
would be fenced off and access into the area would only be permitted for construction workers and
equipment. No equipment or related materials would be stored within the public right-of-way.

77 The environmental evaluation application for the proposed project was first filed for the student residence hall on
December 23, 2014 and was updated to include the dining commons, the recycling and waste facility and the ROTC
program relocation addition on September 16, 2016.
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Construction vehicles would only be permitted to use the eastern-most campus driveway on Turk
Street; while public access would be directed to use the other two driveways along the north side
of Turk Street. No road closures and sidewalk closures are anticipated in or around the project site.
It is assumed that on average, approximately 114 construction workers would be on site during the
day, but would vary depending on the construction phase. It is anticipated that most of the workers
would drive, but would park at a remote site outside USF Hilltop Campus such as the Kezar
Stadium (670 Kezar Drive, San Francisco) or Wallenberg High School (40 Vega Street, San
Francisco), depending on availability, and would be shuttled to and from the project site. Workers
would not be permitted to park within the project site or nearby neighborhoods. It is reasonable to
assume that some workers would carpool and take transit.
The number of haul trucks traveling to/from the project site would vary each day with concentrated
periods during site excavation. Approximately 60,000 cubic yards of spoils would be removed from
the project site. This would require about 5,217 trucks over a period of up to 60 days, and average
about 87 haul trips (roundtrips) per day. A small number of trucks would continue to enter and
exit the project site throughout the construction period, which would temporary impact traffic flow
on local streets due to slower vehicular speeds and larger turning radii.
Combining trips generated by the construction trucks and construction workers, the project would
conservatively generate an average of approximately 216 two-way trips (432 one-way trips) per
day. It is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle or transit trips would not
substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts would be similar to, or less than,
those associated with the new student residence hall following construction (based on a
conservative analysis) and would occur on a temporary and limited basis. Requiring workers to
park at an off-site location and be shuttled in/out of the site, as proposed, would substantially
reduce the temporary daily influx in vehicle trips to/from the project site. In addition, designating
truck access to the eastern-most driveway on the north side of Turk Street, as proposed, would
minimize potential conflicts with other traffic, pedestrians, and bicyclists.
Since construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their
temporary and limited duration, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant
construction-related transportation impacts. No mitigation is required.
Improvement Measures
Improvement measures could be implemented to further reduce less-than-significant impacts from
construction. Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Limit Construction Truck Deliveries to Off-Peak
Periods and Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Prepare and Implement a Construction
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Management Plan would further minimize disruption of the general traffic flow in the project area
during the morning and evening peak commute period.
Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Limit Construction Truck Deliveries to Off-Peak
Periods
Limiting truck movements to the hours between 9 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if
approved by the municipal transportation agency) would further minimize disruption of
the general traffic flow on adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. As
required, USF and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Sustainable Streets
Division of the municipal transportation agency, police department, Muni, and the
planning department to determine feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion,
including potential disruption to transit and pedestrian circulation. USF would also
coordinate with contractor(s) of any nearby concurrent construction projects.
Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Prepare and Implement a Construction Management
Plan
To address potential construction traffic impacts, the Construction Management Plan will
include the following:
Active Modes, Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers: To further minimize
parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction
contractor will provide incentives to encourage carpooling and transit use by construction
workers in the Construction Management Plan contracts.
Project Construction Updates: To further minimize construction impacts on nearby
businesses, USF will provide regularly-updated information (typically in the form of
website, news articles, on-site posting, etc.) regarding project construction activities,
schedule, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.

Loading
Under the Planning Code section 152.1, development projects with 200,001 to 500,000 square feet
of residential uses are required to provide two off-street freight loading spaces; institutional uses
under 100,000 square feet are not required to provide off-street freight loading spaces. The project
would provide two off-street loading spaces for the student residence hall along the north side of
Lone Mountain Drive, interior to the Upper Campus and located within close proximity to the
garage entrances and paseo walkway, consistent with planning code requirements as modified by
the PUD and with the estimated loading demand for the project.
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The project, including the student residence hall and dining commons, is estimated to result in up
to eight truck freight and/or delivery vehicle trips per day and a demand for less than one
freight/delivery loading space during both the average and peak hour of loading activities. The
new dining commons would be an expansion of the existing campus dining facilities at the Lone
Mountain Main Building where most existing deliveries to the Upper Campus are currently
received. USF estimates that deliveries to the new dining commons would not exceed three daily
trips. Given the temporal distribution of delivery vehicles traveling to and from the university and
that most trips would occur outside the peak hour, the potential increase in daily trips for the new
dining commons would not substantially affect current auto circulation and loading activities.
The proposed project does not include any additional changes to existing loading facilities on
campus. Passenger loading activities for residents, visitors, or employees would continue to occur
within available on-street parking spaces along Lone Mountain Drive or the yellow curb area in
front of the Lone Mountain Main building. The proposed relocation of the recycling and waste
facility would be to a location that is already being used for waste collection. While this would shift
trips from Lone Mountain Drive to Lo Schiavo Drive, fewer trips would be required from the
existing location. Consolidation of the waste collection facilities would not result in an increase in
trips for waste collection or a change in the schedule for collection.
The loading activities at the new student residence hall associated with student residential movein and move-out activities would continue to occur consistent with USF’s move-in-day plan, which
aims to stagger and assist student arrivals to prevent impacts on neighborhoods, local traffic,
pedestrians, and bicyclists. For the past several years, USF has hosted a “Student Move-In-Day”
which involves the arrival of approximately 2,220 student residents in a single day between the
Upper and Lower Campuses. Most of the students arrive by car, with family members, and require
the unloading of the possessions that they intend to bring to campus for the school year. USF has
made a concentrated effort to create a system where arrivals are staggered to prevent traffic
backups and so that staff and volunteers are positioned to move students and belongings from
vehicles to residence halls quickly. The plan, which is reviewed and adjusted with the assistance
of the police department and municipal transportation agency each year, would be updated in the
months prior to the building’s opening to ensure that the loading and unloading of student
belongings would occur efficiently at the project site, and with minimal impact on neighbors and
local traffic.
USF would continue to work with the municipal transportation agency to block off parking on the
campus perimeter to create restricted traffic lanes that allow arriving students to queue around
campus without blocking regular traffic. Staff from both the police department and municipal
transportation agency would continue to be on site during move-in-day to assist with enforcement
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and traffic control. Based on the success of existing move-in/move-out operations, the project
would not be expected to cause any adverse effects to traffic, bicycle, or pedestrian flow along
adjacent streets nor would such activities hinder or obstruct access to the project site. 78 While
impacts associated with residential move-in/move-out activities would not be considered
significant, specific measures, such as existing rules that prohibit oversized vehicles and overhead
storage containers, would reduce potential traffic-related impacts and conflicts between delivery
operations, movers, and pedestrians.
Based on these findings regarding potential changes to loading and loading demand, the proposed
project’s impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase traffic hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses. (Less than
Significant)
The project could result in up to an estimated 83 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour
(54 inbound and 29 outbound) associated with the proposed on-campus housing development and
dining commons based on a conservative traffic analysis. Due to the USF parking policy the vehicle
trips rates from the student residence hall-related are anticipated to be lower.
Field observations conducted by Nelson\Nygaard on Wednesday, March 30, 2016 indicated that
most vehicle traffic is concentrated along Masonic Avenue, which handles a significant number of
north-south regional trips. No considerable queues at surrounding intersections were observed,
indicating that most vehicles could clear the intersection during each signal phase with minimal
delay. The project would not result in any considerable effect to current auto circulation conditions
in and around the project site or nearby streets. There could be a marginal increase in vehicle trips
to adjacent intersections and roadways during the weekday p.m. peak hour (about two percent);
however, it is reasonable to assume that this estimated increase in trips would not result in a
degradation in traffic operations, including traffic flow and vehicle delay.
The potential increase in vehicle trips could result in 54 inbound trips into the main driveway
located east of Parker Avenue (Lone Mountain Drive) from Turk Street; this equates to
approximately one new inbound vehicle trip per minute within the weekday p.m. peak hour.
Inbound traffic from westbound Turk Street (about 50 vehicle trips spread out during the p.m.
peak hour) would have adequate lane capacity and sight distances to enter Lone Mountain Drive
without resulting in any conflicts with other vehicles (including Muni buses) and bicyclists, parked

78 University of San Francisco, Student Housing and Residential Education, https://www.usfca.edu/housing, accessed on
November 8, 2017.
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vehicles. The addition of these new vehicle trips would not result in excessive queues or blockages,
and would not result in conflicts with pedestrians traversing Turk Street. Inbound traffic from
eastbound Turk Street (about four vehicles spread out during the p.m. peak hour) would also have
adequate lane capacity and storage to slow, stop and turn left into the main driveway. Any
potential queues from the estimated four vehicles would not be extensive, as the current lane
storage along Turk Street is approximately 180 feet from the Parker Avenue intersection, which
can store up to approximately nine vehicles at any given time, considerably less than the number
of estimated inbound vehicles from eastbound Turk Street (about four vehicles).
Further, the project could also generate approximately 29 outbound vehicle trips from the two
egress driveways (north of Turk Street) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, which equates to
approximately one outbound vehicle about every two minutes. Based on current travel patterns,
the majority, if not all, of these trips would proceed to exit the campus and head westbound along
Turk Street, as crossing over more than two lanes of traffic and navigating opposing traffic would
not be as convenient as making a right turn when there is a gap in the traffic stream in the
westbound direction. Exiting vehicles would continue to have adequate sight distance of moving
auto traffic, bicyclists and crossing pedestrians, and would not result in any potential conflicts with
other modes or cause a substantial traffic hazard.
The proposed project would not reconfigure Upper Campus driveways or introduce new features
that would impede or hinder circulation in the project area. The proposed project buildings,
facilities, and associated infrastructure would be designed in compliance with all applicable
building and roadway local and state regulations. These regulations would prevent the
construction of project buildings or roadways with design features that would create hazardous
conditions for motorists, pedestrians, transit patrons, or bicyclists. The new student residence hall,
dining commons, and ROTC program relocation addition would not substantially change the
design of interior campus access roadways or sidewalks nor would it result in any changes to
adjacent public roadways, sidewalks, bike or transit routes. The recycling and waste facility would
be relocated to an area with primarily truck access, interior to the Upper Campus.
Overall, because the project would generate a limited increase in vehicle traffic to and from the
main driveways and adjacent streets/intersections and would not result in any evident traffic
hazards related to queuing, blockages, reduction in sight distances, or potential conflicts with other
modes (including pedestrians and bicyclists), the project would result in a less-than-significant
impact to traffic hazards within the study area. No mitigation is required.
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Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than
Significant)
Emergency access to the project site would mostly remain unchanged from existing conditions.
The street network serving the project area currently accommodates the movements of emergency
vehicles traveling to the project site. In the event of an emergency, vehicles could access the campus
and campus access roads as under existing conditions from Lone Mountain Drive via Turk Street
and the internal access road, Lo Schiavo Drive directly to the north. Emergency vehicle access to
the student residence hall would also be provided in the central paseo from Lone Mountain Drive
to the northern edge of the buildings with a hammerhead turnaround at the end. Firefighter access
would be provided around all sides of both student residence hall buildings. Furthermore, the
proposed project would not reconfigure Upper Campus driveways or result in increased traffic to
the area; resulting in no evident impedance or hindrance to the movement of emergency vehicles
in the project area from the neighboring fire stations (Fire Station No. 21, Fire Station No. 10, and
Fire Station No. 5). During construction, emergency access to Upper Campus would be largely the
same as under both existing and future project conditions, with the exception of the closure of the
eastern part of Lone Mountain Drive and the exit from Lone Mountain Drive onto Turk Street at
that location. Because emergency vehicles will still have access to Upper Campus via Lone
Mountain Drive from two Turk Street driveways, as well as via the internal access road, Lo Schiavo
Drive, directly to the north, there would still be adequate emergency vehicle access during the
period of construction.
Based on these findings, the proposed project’s impact to emergency vehicle access would be less
than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact TR-5: The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such features. (Less than Significant)

Transit
The proposed project would result in a limited increased demand for transit services. The small
increase in employees associated with the construction of the dining commons would be expected
to mostly drive to work, rather than take transit, due to off-peak hour shift schedules. The
construction of the new 606-bed student residence hall, however, would relocate existing offcampus students to live on-campus. This would shift student mode choice for travel to/from the
campus from an estimated 44 percent transit trips for off-campus to 18 percent transit and 78
percent walking for on-campus students traveling to/from the campus. Using the transportation
guidelines, the on-campus student transit trips associated with the new residence hall would
Case No. 2015-000058ENV

148

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

conservatively generate about 500 daily transit trips, with 88-person transit trips occurring during
p.m. peak hour travel. If existing transit use patterns as estimated from surveys of on-campus trip
making, then the actual number of transit trips would be expected to be less than the 88-person
p.m. peak hour transit trips calculated under the transportation guidelines.
The impacts to transit services are anticipated to be limited for several reasons. The majority of
resident student trips would most likely occur during non-peak periods as most of the students
would walk to/from campus. The Muni bus routes that serve the project area during the p.m. peak
hour (outbound) direction, have aggregate screenline (i.e., northwest and southwest screenlines)
and sub-corridor (i.e., Geary, Haight/Noriega) capacity utilization of less than 85 percent (the Muni
capacity utilization performance standard), such that the transit routes could accommodate
additional transit trips (see Table 10). The exception is the 5-Fulton outbound bus route on the
Fulton/Hayes sub-corridor during the p.m. peak hour, which currently operates at 104 percent of
capacity at its maximum load point of McAllister Street and Lyon Street; this means that the
number of passengers riding the route at that time exceeds seating capacity. Analysis of the likely
distribution of the anticipated conservative 88 student transit trips during the p.m. peak hour,
however, estimates the student trips would not increase ridership levels by more than two percent
on any sub-corridor level, and would contribute two percent to the Fulton-Hayes sub-corridor,
which currently operates above the 85 percent utilization standard, i.e., the Fulton/Hayes subcorridor.
Table 10: Projected Transit Demand among Muni Screenlines: p.m. Peak Hour
Screenline

p.m. Peak Hour (Outbound)

p.m. Peak Hour (Outbound)

Ridership

Capacity

Utilization

Project
Trips

Existing+
Project

Utilization

Kearny/Stockton

2,245

3,327

68%

--

2,245

68%

All Other Lines

683

1,078

63%

--

683

63%

Screenline Total

2,928

4,405

66%

--

2,928

66%

Geary

1,964

2,623

75%

30

1,994

76%

California

1,322

1,752

75%

--

1,322

75%

425

630

68%

--

425

68%

1,184

1,323

90%

29

1,213

92%

625

974

64%

--

625

64%

5,519

7,302

76%

59

5,578

76%

Northeast

Northwest

Sutter/Clement
Fulton/Hayes
Balboa
Screenline Total
Southeast
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Screenline

p.m. Peak Hour (Outbound)

p.m. Peak Hour (Outbound)

Ridership

Capacity

Utilization

Project
Trips

Existing+
Project

Utilization

782

793

99%

--

782

99%

Mission

1,407

2,601

54%

--

1,407

54%

San
Bruno/Bayshore

1,536

2,134

72%

--

1,536

72%

All Other Lines

1,084

1,675

65%

--

1,084

65%

Screenline Total

4,810

7,203

67%

--

4,810

67%

4,904

6,164

80%

--

4,904

80%

Haight/Noriega

977

1,554

63%

29

1,006

65%

All Other Lines

555

700

79%

--

555

79%

Screenline Total

6,435

8,418

77%

29

6,464

77%

Muni
Total

19,693

27,328

72%

88

19,781

72%

Third Street

Southwest
Subway Lines

Screenline

Note: BOLD indicates line operates at capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies Memorandum,
(updated May 15, 2015); Nelson\Nygaard, January 2018.

The proposed project would not be expected to adversely affect transit operations or require any
permanent relocation of existing Muni bus stops. The location of access driveways to the campus
would not change. The anticipated net new vehicular traffic along Turk Street by new dining
commons employees, mostly during non-peak hours, would likely be offset by the anticipated
reduction in student commuting vehicular trips. Regardless, the 11 net new employee trips and
potential 11 net new (induced) faculty/staff trips conservatively assumed would not substantially
conflict with transit operations, due in part to the existing travel lanes that would allow transit
vehicles to bypass any vehicles slowing on Turk Street to access the campus driveways.
Based on these findings, the proposed project impacts to existing transit capacity utilization, transit
facilities, or transit operations would be less than significant. No mitigation required.

Bicycle
The proposed project, primarily the student residence hall, is estimated to generate 309 daily and
54 p.m. peak hour person trips by other mode choices, including bicycles. These would include
both on-campus and off-campus trips. Qualitative field observations of key intersections in the
surrounding neighborhood during peak periods indicated a low level of bicycle activity despite
class II bike lanes and class III signed bike routes on Masonic Avenue, Golden Gate Avenue, and

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

150

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Turk Street. 79 As such, it would be expected that the number of bicycle trips generated by the
proposed project could be accommodated by existing bicycle facilities.
The proposed project would not result in changes to neighborhood streets, campus driveways, or
otherwise eliminate or impede access to bicycle routes or facilities.
To accommodate anticipated bicyclists, the proposed project includes 200 bicycle parking spaces,
comprising approximately 171 class 1 spaces in the underground parking garage, 23 class 2 spaces
in the central paseo located between the two new residence hall buildings, and six to ten class 2
spaces at Lone Mountain Main near the dining commons. The number of bicycle parking spaces
proposed exceeds the Planning Code (sections 155.1, 155.2, and 155.3), which requires 185 bicycle
parking spaces based on student residential uses (183 spaces) and post-secondary educational uses
(two spaces).
Based on these findings, the proposed project impacts would not eliminate or impede access to
existing bicycle routes, would not create safety conditions for bicyclists, nor substantially interfere
with bicycle accessibility; and therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact on bicycle activity. No mitigation is required.

Pedestrian
The proposed project, primarily the new student residence hall, would generate an estimated
223 daily net new pedestrian trips, including 38 trips during the p.m. peak hour based on the
transportation guidelines. The majority of pedestrian trips would be generated by the students
living at the new residence hall and would primarily occur between the Upper and Lower
campuses, in which case pedestrian traffic would flow through the proposed central paseo between
the two student residence hall buildings and across Turk Street. The conservatively assumed daily
net new pedestrian trips would not result in overcrowding of public sidewalks or creating
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, in part because the existing sidewalks would
sufficiently handle the anticipated pedestrian volume, which would be spread throughout the day
with a maximum of about 38 trips during the p.m. peak hour, some of which would be internal to
the campus.
Pedestrian access to the student residence hall would be provided by two secured pedestrian
entrances, one at each building (including ADA-accessible ramps) to accommodate residents,
faculty, staff, and other visitors. The existing asphalt path linking Loyola Village on Anza Street to
Turk Street and the Lower Campus would be reconfigured to incorporate the new paseo. The

79 Field observations by Nelson\Nygaard on Wednesday, March 30, 2016.
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eastern perimeter of the site would include a landscaped buffer to discourage pedestrian traffic
adjacent to Ewing Terrace.
No changes to the surrounding sidewalks or roadways are proposed as part of the proposed
project, though internal pathways would be upgraded and a new connection would be provided
between Lone Mountain Drive and Loyola Village.
Based on the foregoing, the new pedestrian trips generated by the project would not result in an
increase in the amount of overcrowding on public sidewalks, including local streets such
Tamalpais Terrace, Temescal Terrace, Chabot Terrace, Kittredge Terrace, and Roselyn Terrace,
which connect the upper and lower campus, interfere with pedestrian circulation to nearby areas
and buildings, or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. The project would not
introduce any design features that would conflict with current city plans to improve the pedestrian
network in and around the proposed project site (e.g., Better Streets Plan, San Francisco “Walk
First” project).
Based on these findings, the proposed project impacts on pedestrians, pedestrian walkways, and
overall safety would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact TR-6: The proposed project would not result in a substantial parking deficit that would
create hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians and
where particular characteristics of the project or its site demonstrably render use of other modes
infeasible. (Less than Significant)
The USF Hilltop Campus can be accessed by vehicle, transit, walking, or bicycling through the
existing public street network, campus access roads, bus transit service, sidewalks, and bicycle
routes. Eight Muni bus routes operate within a two-block walkshed of the project site and provide
connections (transfers) to other regional transit providers. USF also provides subsidized shuttle
peak period service between the USF Hilltop Campus and the Temporary Transbay Terminal for
full-time and adjunct faculty and full-time staff. Several bicycle facilities serve the Upper and
Lower campuses including bicycle lanes along Turk Street, Golden Gate Avenue, and Arguello
Boulevard; and bicycle routes along Turk Street, Parker Avenue, Masonic Avenue, and McAllister
Street. The project site also is located within an established pedestrian network with continuous
sidewalks, curb-ramps, and painted, high-visibility crosswalks at most area intersections.
Off-street parking facilities on the Upper Campus are provided at three existing surface parking
lots (Lone Mountain Fee Lot, Loyola Lot, and School of Education Lot) and permit-only on-street
parking spaces located adjacent to the project site. Off-street parking surveys observed low to
moderate occupancies at these lots with the highest utilization rate of spaces observed in the Loyola
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Lot in the morning at 51 percent and in the School of Education Lot in the evening at 72 percent;
below the 90 percent peak occupancy industry standard.
On-street parking near the Upper Campus is primarily regulated as 2-hour/residential parking
permit zones, which are enforced as 2-hour parking between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays
with the exception of local resident permit holders. 80 Four -hour/residential parking permit zones
along Parker Avenue and Turk Street, directly adjacent to the Upper Campus were introduced in
August 2016. On-street parking occupancies for block faces abutting the perimeter of the Upper
Campus are generally high, with many segments directly adjacent to the property above 95 percent
during both morning and evening periods; on-street parking occupancies located on the Upper
Campus were observed with a much greater availability of spaces during both periods, with only
the road behind the Lone Mountain North residence hall between Parker Avenue and Anza Street
showing an occupancy rate above 50 percent (in the evening). Lower Campus also were observed
with many segments' occupancies above 95 percent during both periods.
The proposed project would increase the existing off-street parking supply by approximately 78
net new parking spaces, while generating a demand for up to 11 parking spaces to serve the new
dining commons employees. Parking in the student residence hall garage would be available for
faculty and staff only. The net increase of 78 parking spaces from the construction of the new
underground parking garage would increase permit lot parking on the USF Upper Campus to
about 240 spaces. The provision of an additional 78 spaces would allow faculty/staff, and other
employees who normally park on nearby residential streets to park on campus, therefore shifting
parking demand away from the surrounding neighborhoods.
The project would not result in a parking shortfall, in part because it would include 78 net new
parking spaces and would replace the existing spaces that currently exist on the project site by
including an underground parking garage in the student residence hall that would be available to
staff/faculty only. The provision of an additional 78 spaces would be expected to allow faculty/staff,
and other employees who would otherwise park on nearby residential streets, to park on campus,
therefore shifting parking demand from on street to off street. The provision of on-site housing for
students as part of the student residence hall component of the project would be expected to further
reduce off-site parking demand generated by students who currently drive to campus. The
students housed in the proposed student residential hall would not be permitted to park on
campus or in the surrounding neighborhood per USF policy while living on campus.

80 The RPP zones along the western block faces of Masonic Avenue restrict all parking on weekdays from 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m. to open the lane for southbound peak hour travel.
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Because the project would increase the on-campus parking supply and reduce potential parking
demand by increasing on-site housing for students who would otherwise drive to campus, and
because of the robust sustainable transportation options available in the project area, the project
would not result in a parking shortfall and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation
is required.
Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in substantial cumulative regional VMT. (Less than
Significant)

Cumulative VMT Analysis
San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using the SF-CHAMP model, which
analyzes anticipated residential and job growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable
transportation investments through 2040. Cumulative traffic conditions focus on the projected
VMT of the proposed project relative to the San Francisco Bay Area (regional), San Francisco (local),
and project study area (TAZ 658). The analysis uses information provided in the San Francisco
Transportation Information Map. As shown in Table 11, the 2040 regional average daily household
VMT per capita is 16.1 and the VMT reduction goal for the region is 13.7 (minus 15 percent). For
the project study area (TAZ 658), the 2040 average daily VMT per capita is 5.7.
Table 11: 2040 Future VMT per Capita
Regional Average

Regional Average
minus 15%

Household (Residential)

16.1

13.7

Project Study Area
(TAZ 658)
Average
5.7

Employment (Office)

17.1

14.5

8.3

Employment (Retail)

14.6

12.4

5.1

Land Use

Source: Nelson\Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018, p.4-24.

Similarly, for employment (offices and retail), 81 the 2040 average VMT per capita at the project
study area is 8.3 and 5.1, respectively, which is substantially lower than the 2040 average VMT per
capita for the region and the value is proportionately lower than the existing VMT value compared

81 Although the non-residential components of the proposed project (dining commons, recycling and waste facility,
ROTC program relocation addition, and the USF program space within the student residence hall) are considered
post-secondary educational institutional uses under the planning code, for purposes of VMT transportation analysis
these uses are treated as office and/or retail employment uses, given that they would be expected to generate
employment-related vehicle trips, if any.
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to the regional average. Based on these findings, the proposed project would not cause substantial
additional VMT and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-TR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in substantial cumulative transportation impacts.
(Less than Significant)

Cumulative Traffic Hazards
The potential future increase in traffic levels along Turk Street and adjacent streets (i.e., up to 83
weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips) from the project would not be cumulatively considerable
nor would such traffic increases result in a substantial (or noticeable) degree that would result in
adverse congestion, vehicle queuing effects in adjacent streets or result in a hazardous condition.
USF is currently working with nearby neighborhood organizations to improve pedestrian safety
by developing the USF Traffic Calming Plan, which includes crosswalk upgrades on Turk Street
between Parker Avenue and Masonic Avenue and median treatments on Golden Gate Avenue.
USF would continue to coordinate with these neighborhood groups and the municipal
transportation agency to plan for, and implement appropriate traffic calming devices along
adjacent streets that would further reduce and/or eliminate any potential impacts to localized
circulation (including vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic) along local streets.
Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development projects, would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative traffic hazard
impacts and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Transit Impacts
The analysis of future year 2040 cumulative transit utilization considers foreseeable changes in
local and regional transit service and the change in transit ridership based on changes in land use.
Table 12, below presents projected p.m. peak hour transit demand, capacity, and utilization among
the Muni screenlines (i.e., northwest) with implementation of the proposed project. By 2040,
ridership levels on Muni lines are projected to generally grow faster than increases in capacity, and
overall p.m. peak-hour ridership, as a percentage of overall capacity, would increase from existing
conditions. In some instances, however, total capacity is expected to increase enough that
utilization would be below the 85 percent performance standard.
In the project area, ridership growth on the California, Sutter/Clement, and Fulton/Hayes subcorridors within the northwest screenline is projected to create ridership levels at 87 percent,
99 percent, and 94 percent, respectively; above the 85 percent Muni utilization standard. The
Case No. 2015-000058ENV

155

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

proposed project, however, would contribute less than two percent to Fulton/Hayes sub-corridor
ridership, and less than one percent to any other screenline or sub-corridor that would exceed the
established capacity utilization threshold.
Table 12: Muni Screenline Capacity Utilization (2040) – Weekday p.m. Peak Hour
p.m. Peak Hour (Outbound)

Screenline

Ridership

Capacity

p.m. Peak Hour (Outbound)

Utilization

Project
Trips

Cumulative+
Project

Utilization

Northeast
Kearny/Stockton

6,295

8,329

76%

--

6,295

76%

All Other Lines

1,229

2,065

60%

--

1,229

60%

Screenline Total

7,524

10,394

72%

--

7,524

72%

Geary

2,996

3,621

83%

30

3,026

84%

California

1,766

2,021

87%

--

1,766

87%

749

756

99%

--

749

99%

1,762

1,878

94%

29

1,791

95%

776

974

80%

--

776

80%

8,049

9,250

87%

59

8,108

88%

Third Street

2,300

5,712

40%

--

2,300

40%

Mission

2,673

3,008

89%

--

2,673

89%

San
Bruno/Bayshore

1,817

2,134

85%

--

1,817

85%

All Other Lines

1,582

1,927

82%

--

1,582

82%

Screenline Total

8,372

12,781

66%

--

8,372

66%

Subway Lines

5,692

6,804

84%

--

5,692

84%

Haight/Noriega

1,265

1,596

79%

29

1,294

81%

All Other Lines

380

840

45%

--

380

45%

Screenline Total

7,337

9,240

79%

29

7,366

78%

Muni
Total

31,282

41,665

75%

88

31,370

75%

Northwest

Sutter/Clement
Fulton/Hayes
Balboa
Screenline Total
Southeast

Southwest

Screenline

Note: BOLD indicates line operates at capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies Memorandum,
updated May 15, 2015; Nelson\Nygaard, 2016.
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Under 2040 cumulative conditions, regional transit ridership is not projected to exceed the
available capacity along most the transit screenlines, except for the East Bay BART screenline. The
bulk of the conservatively estimated 88 student transit trips would be anticipated to be local trips
within San Francisco for shopping or entertainment and would therefore not be expected to cross
regional screenlines. Should a conservative estimate of 10 percent (eight student transit trips) cross
regional screenlines, the corresponding increase in ridership on regional screenlines where
capacity is exceeded would be significantly less than one percent, with no cumulatively
considerable effect. Given that no substantial change in mode choice for faculty/staff is anticipated
and that these regional trips are already accounted for in the Year 2040 ridership projections, the
project would not result in a considerable increase in ridership levels or contribute to excessive
ridership levels for regional lines operating above the capacity utilization threshold.
Based on these findings, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable effect
on future local or regional transit service or performance standards, would not result in
overcrowding conditions, and would not substantially contribute to future ridership levels.
Overall, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to these corridors and screenlines,
and therefore, the proposed project in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative transit impacts.
No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts
Pedestrian circulation impacts by their nature are site-specific and generally do not contribute to
impacts from other development projects. The project would not result in overcrowding of
sidewalks or create new potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians under cumulative
conditions. Moreover, USF is proposing to enhance the pedestrian network in and around the
campus by implementing the USF Traffic Calming Plan, which includes plans for safer crossings
and traffic calming design features—all of which would improve pedestrian conditions under
cumulative conditions. The pedestrian improvements at and near the project site would include
upgrades to existing crosswalks (i.e., from striped to high-visibility, continental design) at four
intersections on Turk Street: Tamalpais, Chabot, Parker, and Annapolis terraces. Along Golden
Gate Avenue, there would be upgrades to existing crosswalks at three intersections: Chabot
Terrace, Parker Avenue, and Kittredge Terrace and new crosswalks at the intersections at
Tamalpais, Roselyn, Annapolis, and Temescal terraces. Upgrades to curb ramps along Golden Gate
Avenue at Tamalpais, Annapolis and Temescal terraces would be included.
The increase in project trips or proposed design of the project would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site
and adjoining areas. Based on these findings, the project, in combination with past, present and
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reasonably foreseeable developments in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant
cumulative pedestrian impacts.

Cumulative Bicycle Impacts
The project would not substantially contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions in
the project area. Bicycle trips in the area may increase between the completion of the project and
the cumulative scenario due to general growth in the area. The project would maintain adequate
points of access to bicycle parking and is designed to reduce potential conflicts with private cars
and delivery/freight vehicles. As part of the USF Traffic Calming Plan, proposed bicycle
improvements also include additional sharrows along Golden Gate Avenue (indicating to drivers
and bicyclists that lanes can be shared between both modes) and a new bike box at the intersection
at Masonic Avenue (in the eastbound approach of the intersection), allowing for adequate storage
for bicyclists while they are stopped at the intersection, and with ample spacing between bicyclists
and vehicles. The presence of a bike box would also allow for “No Right Turn on Red” for drivers,
therefore, eliminating potential conflicts between moving vehicles and bicyclists.
Additionally, the project would not reduce access to the existing bicycle routes along Turk Street,
McAllister Street, Masonic Avenue, Golden Gate Avenue, or Arguello Boulevard and these
facilities would be able to accommodate potential increase in bicycle trips over time. The
anticipated increase would not reach a level that would create potentially hazardous conditions
for bicycles. The increase in vehicle trips generated by the project would not be cumulatively
considerable and would not result in hazardous conditions that would potential conflict with, or
reduce access to bicyclists under cumulative conditions.
USF is proposing to enhance the bicycle network in and around the campus, including increased
connectivity along external/internal streets with bike sharrows and traffic calming design
features—all of which would improve bicycle conditions under cumulative conditions. Based on
these findings, the project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
developments in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on
bicyclists. No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Loading Impacts
The project would not contribute to, or result in any potential elimination and/or modification to
existing off-street loading spaces within the campus, nor contribute to such adverse conditions in
combination with other planned projects. The project would not result in any considerable changes
to the current USF move-in-day operations, which is coordinated among USF staff, the
transportation agency and police department staff to assure that there are no adverse effects to
public safety or traffic during this temporary period.
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As such, the project would not result in any cumulative loading impacts, as the estimated loading
demand would be met on-site. Therefore, the project, in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable developments in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant
cumulative loading impacts. No mitigation is required.

Cumulative Construction Impacts
The construction of the project may overlap with the construction of other projects or other planned
cumulative development projects. Consequently, construction activities associated with future
projects could affect access, traffic, and pedestrians on streets used as access routes to and from the
project site (e.g., Turk Street, Masonic Avenue, etc.). Overall, localized cumulative constructionrelated transportation impacts could occur from cumulative projects that would generate increased
traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. The construction manager
for each individual project would work with the various departments of the city to develop a
detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and
pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the temporary duration of any overlap
in construction activity.
Improvement measures (see improvement measures I-TR-2 and I-TR-3) would further reduce the
proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction
activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, including construction truck traffic management,
project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access
for construction workers.
The cumulative impacts of multiple nearby construction projects would not be considerable, as the
construction of the proposed project and other projects would be temporary and not likely for the
entire duration of the project construction schedule. City transportation and public works
departments through the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee would develop coordinated
plans to address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian/bicycle movements adjacent
to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap. Based on these findings, the
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative construction-related
transportation impact. No mitigation is required.
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Topics:

6.

NOISE. Would the project result in:

a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

c)

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

d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

e)

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

f)

For a project located in the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

An environmental noise assessment was prepared for the proposed project and was used as a resource
in determining the potential significance of noise impacts and identifying any needed mitigation
measures. 82

82 Charles M. Salter Associates, Inc., University of San Francisco Projects Environmental Noise Impact Assessment, October 27,
2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

160

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

The project site is not within an airport land use plan area, 83 or in the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, Topics 5e and 5f are not applicable to the proposed project.

Setting
Overview
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves through a medium such as air. Noise
is defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the rate
of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or
energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound pressure level has become the most common
descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient sound level. Sound pressure level is
measured in decibels (dB), with zero dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of human hearing,
and 120 to 140 dB corresponding to the threshold of pain.
Sound pressure fluctuations can be measured in units of hertz (Hz), which correspond to the
frequency of a particular sound. Typically, sound does not consist of a single frequency, but rather
a broad band of frequencies varying in levels of magnitude (sound power). The typical human ear
is not equally sensitive to all frequencies of the audible sound spectrum. Consequently, when
assessing potential noise impacts, sound is measured using an electronic filter that de‐emphasizes
the frequencies below 1,000 Hz and above 5,000 Hz in a manner corresponding to the human ear’s
decreased sensitivity to low and extremely high frequencies. This method of frequency weighting
is referred to as A‐weighting and is expressed in units of A‐weighted decibels (dBA). 84 Frequency
A‐weighting follows an international standard methodology of frequency de‐emphasis and is
typically applied to community noise measurements.
Noise and Community Exposure
An individual’s noise exposure is a measure of the noise experienced by the individual over a
period of time. A noise level is a measure of noise at a given instant in time; however, noise levels
rarely persist consistently over a long period of time. Rather, community noise varies continuously
over time because of the contributing sound sources of the community noise environment.
Community noise is primarily the product of many distant noise sources, which constitute a
relatively stable background noise, with the individual contributors unidentifiable. The
background noise level changes throughout a typical day, but typically does so gradually,

83 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of
San Francisco International Airport, November 2012. See also, Alameda County Community Development Agency,
Oakland International Airport, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, December 2012.

84 All noise levels reported herein reflect A-weighted decibels unless otherwise stated.
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corresponding with the addition and subtraction of distant noise sources such as traffic and wind.
What makes community noise constantly variable throughout a day, besides the slowly changing
background noise, is the addition of short-duration single-event noise sources (e.g., aircraft
flyovers, motor vehicles, sirens), which are readily identifiable to the individual.
These successive additions of sound to the community noise environment result in variation in the
community noise level from instant to instant, requiring the measurement of noise exposure over
a period of time to accurately characterize a community noise environment and evaluate
cumulative noise impacts. This time‐varying characteristic of environmental noise is described
using statistical noise descriptors. The most frequently used noise descriptors are summarized
below:
Leq:

The equivalent sound level is used to describe noise over a specified period of
time, typically one hour, in terms of a single numerical value. The Leq is the
constant sound level that would contain the same acoustic energy as the varying
sound level, during the same time period (i.e., the average noise exposure level for
the given time period).

Lmax:

The instantaneous maximum noise level for a specified period of time.

L50:

The noise level that is equaled or exceeded 50 percent of the specified time. This is
the median noise level during the specified time.

L90:

The noise level that is equaled or exceeded 90 percent of the specified time. The
L90 is often considered the background noise level averaged over the specified
time.

DNL:

The Day/Night Average Sound Level is the 24‐hour day and night A‐weighted
noise exposure level, which accounts for the greater sensitivity of most people to
nighttime noise by weighting noise levels at night. Noise between 10 p.m. and
7 a.m. is weighted (penalized) by adding 10 dBA to take into account the greater
annoyance from nighttime noise. (DNL is also referred to as “Ldn.”)

CNEL: Similar to the DNL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) adds a 5-dBA
“penalty” for the evening hours between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. in addition to a 10‐
dBA penalty between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.
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Effects of Noise on People
The effects of noise on people can be placed in three general categories:
•

Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction

•

Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning

•

Physiological effects such as startle, hearing loss

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. There is no completely
satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise, or the corresponding reactions of
annoyance and dissatisfaction. A wide variation exists in the individual thresholds of annoyance,
and different tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individual’s past experiences with
noise.
Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it
compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so-called ambient noise level.
In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less
acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. Regarding increases in A‐weighted
noise levels, the following relationships occur:
•

Under controlled conditions in an acoustics laboratory, the trained healthy human ear can
discern changes in sound levels of 1 dBA.

•

Outside these controlled conditions, the trained ear can detect changes of 2 dBA in normal
environmental noise.

•

It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear, however, can barely perceive changes in
the noise level of 3 dBA.

•

A change in level of 5 dBA is a readily perceptible increase in noise level.

•

A 10 dBA change is recognized as twice as loud as the original source.

These relationships occur in part because of the logarithmic nature of sound and the decibel
system. The human ear perceives sound in a non‐linear fashion; hence the decibel scale was
developed. Because the decibel scale is based on logarithms, two noise sources do not combine in
a simple additive fashion, rather logarithmically. For example, if two identical noise sources
produce noise levels of 50 dBA, the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not 100 dBA.
Noise Attenuation
Stationary point sources of noise, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles,
attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 6 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, depending on
the topography of the area and environmental conditions (i.e., atmospheric conditions and noise
barriers, either vegetative or manufactured, etc.). Widely distributed noise, such as a large
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industrial facility spread over many acres or a street with moving vehicles (known as a “line”
source), typically attenuates at a lower rate, approximately 3 to 4.5 dBA each time the distance
doubles from the source, which also depends on environmental conditions. 85 Noise from large
construction sites exhibits characteristics of both “point” and “line” sources, and attenuates
generally between 4.5 and 7.5 dBA each time the distance doubles.

Sources of Noise
Transportation sources, such as automobiles, trucks, trains, and aircraft, are the principal sources
of noise in the urban environment. Along major transportation corridors, noise levels can reach
80 DNL (dBA), while along arterial streets, noise levels typically range from 65 to 70 DNL (dBA).
However, noise levels on roadways, like all areas, can be affected by intervening development,
topography, or landscaping. According to the environmental noise assessment, the existing noise
environment surrounding the project site ranges from 57 to 72 DNL (dBA) 86 and is discussed in
the “Existing Ambient Noise Levels.”
Sensitive Receptors
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others because of the
amount of noise exposure, in terms of both duration and insulation from noise, and the types of
activities typically involved. Residences, motels and hotels, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals,
nursing homes, auditoriums, and parks and other outdoor recreation areas generally are more
sensitive to noise than are commercial and industrial land uses.
The Upper Campus, site of the proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and relocated
recycling and waste facility, is surrounded on four sides by predominantly single-family and multifamily residential uses, which would be considered sensitive receptors. The proposed location for
the ROTC program relocation addition on the Lower Campus is bordered on one side by singlefamily residential uses. Nearby uses on Masonic Boulevard and Turk Street are more varied, and
include commercial, residential, and mixed-use buildings. The noise-sensitive land uses bordering
the project site are located as follows:
•

Ewing Terrace is adjacent to the east building grounds of the student residence hall. On
average, the distance of Ewing Terrace from the east building grounds is approximately
60 feet.

85 California Department of Transportation. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. September
2013, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013A.pdf, accessed on November 8, 2017.
86 Charles M. Salter Associates, University of San Francisco Projects Environmental Noise Impact Assessment, October 27, 2017,
p. 10.
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•

Residences along Anza Street are as close as 350 feet from the east building grounds of the
student residence hall, 360 feet from the dining commons, and 200 feet from the recycling
and waste facility replacement location.

•

Residences along Turk Street are as close as 250 feet from the student residence hall.

•

Residences along Parker Avenue are as close as 250 feet from the recycling and waste
facility replacement.

•

Residences along Stanyan Street are as close as 60 feet from the ROTC program relocation.

Regulatory Setting
The proposed project could expose persons to noise levels that exceed established noise standards
by generating noise levels that could result in the exposure of existing or proposed noise-sensitive
receptors on and around the project site to levels above established standards or thresholds. The
noise standards applicable to the project site are discussed below, followed by impact analyses as
they apply to the construction and operation of the proposed project.
California Building Code Standards (Title 24)
The California Building Standards Code (Title 24) establishes uniform noise insulation standards.
The Title 24 acoustical requirement for residential structures is incorporated into section 1207 of
the San Francisco Building Code and requires these structures be designed to prevent the intrusion
of exterior noise so that the noise level with windows closed, attributable to exterior sources, shall
not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable room. Title 24 allows the project sponsor to choose between a
prescriptive- or performance-based acoustical requirement for non-residential uses. Both
compliance methods require wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies to meet certain sound
transmission class ratings or outdoor-indoor sound transmission class ratings to ensure that
adequate interior noise standards are achieved. In compliance with Title 24, the building
department would review the final building plans to ensure that the building wall, floor/ceiling,
and window assemblies meet Title 24 acoustical requirements. If determined necessary by the
building department, a detailed acoustical analysis of the exterior wall and window assemblies
may be required.
San Francisco General Plan
Policy 11.1 of the Environmental Protection Element of the City and County of San Francisco General
Plan 87 provides land-use compatibility guidelines for community noise in terms of DNL.

87 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, http://generalplan.sfplanning.org, accessed December 29, 2016.
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Compatibility levels are defined as follows:
•

Satisfactory – There are no special noise insulation requirements.

•

Conditionally Acceptable – New construction or development should be undertaken only
after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise
insulation features are included in the design.

•

Conditionally Unacceptable – New construction or development should generally be
discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the
noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included
in the design.

Table 13 summarizes these guidelines for residential, commercial, and office building uses. These
guidelines are considered when evaluating the potential impact of project noise sources on existing
land uses.
Table 13: Summary of Land-Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise
Land-Use Compatibility and Noise Levels (DNL) 88
Land Use
Category
Residential
School
Classrooms
Office Buildings
Commercial Restaurants

Satisfactory

Conditionally Acceptable

Less than DNL 60 dB

DNL 60 to 70 dB

Conditionally
Unacceptable
Greater than DNL 65 dB

Less than DNL 65 dB

DNL 63 to 70 dB

Greater than DNL 65 dB

Less than DNL 70 dB
Less than DNL 70 dB

DNL 65 to 75 dB
DNL 67 to 80 dB

Greater than DNL 72 dB
Greater than DNL 77 dB

Source: Charles M. Salter and Associates, Inc., Environment Noise Impact Assessment, October 2017.

Policy 11.3 of the Environmental Protection Element of the City and County of San Francisco General Plan
discourages developments that would bring appreciable traffic into or through noise-sensitive
areas if there are appropriate alternative locations where the noise impact would be less. Where it
is infeasible to or undesirable to relocate such development, special noise-suppressing design
features should be incorporated into the facilities so that the noise impact is reduced.
San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, San Francisco Police Code)
The noise ordinance identifies noise from transportation, construction, mechanical equipment,
entertainment, and humans as having adverse effects on a community. The noise ordinance
contains noise regulations that limit the maximum noise levels due to “fixed noise sources.” Noise

88 “DNL: Average Sound Level is the 24‐hour day and night A‐weighted noise exposure level (dBA)”
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limits are dependent on local ambient noise levels and the property type where the noise source is
located. The following noise ordinance provisions address and limit disruptive noise intrusions.
Construction Noise (Section 2907 and 2908)
The noise ordinance states that construction equipment shall not emit noise in excess of 80 dBA at
a distance of 100 feet, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance. This noise
level limit is not applicable to impact tools and equipment, which would need to have the
manufacturer-recommended noise-attenuating intake and mufflers. Pavement breakers and
jackhammers shall be equipped with manufacturer-recommended acoustically attenuating shields
or shrouds. The impact tools and equipment, as well as the noise-attenuating devices, would need
to be approved by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.
The noise ordinance prohibits construction between the hours of 8 p.m. of any day and 7 a.m. of
the following day if the noise level that would be created would exceed the ambient noise level by
5 dBA at the nearest property line, unless a special permit has been applied for and granted by the
Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.
Fixed Source Noise Limits (Section 2909)
The noise ordinance establishes a not‐to‐exceed noise standard for fixed sources of noise, such as
building mechanical equipment and industrial or commercial processing machinery. The
standards in sections 2909(a) and (b) are applicable outdoors, at the property line of the affected
use, and vary based on the residential or commercial nature of the noise generator’s use. For
residential properties, the noise limits are 5 dBA above the ambient level at any point outside of
the property plane. For commercial and industrial properties, the noise limits are 8 dBA above the
local ambient at any point outside of the property plane.
The standards in section 2909(d) also limit interior noise from a fixed source (e.g., machinery,
mechanical equipment) from causing the noise level measured inside any sleeping or living room
in any dwelling unit located on residential property to 45 dBA from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. or 55 dBA
from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. with windows open, except where building ventilation is achieved through
mechanical systems that allow windows to remain closed.
Waste Disposal Services (Section 2904)
The noise ordinance makes it unlawful for any person authorized to engage in waste removal,
collection, or disposal services, or recycling-removal or garbage-collection services to generate
noise by a waste disposal truck’s mechanical processing system. The ordinance also makes it
unlawful to operate hydraulic compaction on any truck-mounted waste, recycling, or garbage
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loading and/or compacting equipment or similar mechanical device exceeding 75 dBA when
measured at a distance of 50 feet from the truck or equipment.
Impact NO-1: Operation of the proposed project could result in the exposure of persons to or
generation of noise levels that exceed standards established in the noise ordinance, and could
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, but the
proposed project’s residential uses would not be substantially affected by existing or projectgenerated noise levels. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
This impact evaluates the proposed project’s operational noise sources to determine compliance
with the requirements of the city’s noise ordinance, and examines whether the proposed project
would substantially increase ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. In the California Building
Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 89 case decided in 2015, the
California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally require lead agencies to consider
how existing environmental conditions might impact a proposed project’s future occupants, except
where the project would significantly exacerbate an existing environmental hazard or condition.
Accordingly, the noise analysis related to exposure of people to noise levels that exceed standards
specified in the city’s general plan or the noise ordinance, exposure of people to excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, and people being substantially affected by
existing noise levels are relevant only to the extent that the project significantly exacerbates the
existing noise and vibration environment. Thus, the analysis below evaluates whether the
proposed project could significantly exacerbate the existing or future noise environment. An
impact is considered significant if implementation of the proposed project would significantly
exacerbate existing or future noise and vibration levels above the levels that would occur without
the project.
Operation of the proposed project could generate noise from the following sources: (1) mobile
sources, (2) mechanical equipment, and (3) activity noise. Each of these noise sources are evaluated
below after the discussion of the existing ambient noise levels.

Existing Ambient Noise Levels
To characterize existing noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, a total of six continuous longterm measurements were taken at the eastern portion of the proposed student residence hall site
and along Lone Mountain Drive, Anza Street, Turk Street, and Kittredge Terrace between October
28, 2015 and November 10, 2015, and between October 7, 2016 and October 11, 2016. The noise

89 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) Cal. App. 4th (Case No. S213478).
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measurement locations are identified on Figure 62, p. 171. The long-term measurements were
taken at a height of about 12 feet above grade using class 1 Rion sound level meters. Noise levels at
these locations ranged from 57 to 72 DNL (dBA). The primary noise source in the vicinity was
traffic noise.
A total of two short-term (15-minute) measurements were taken at the western portion of the
proposed student residence hall site and along Parker Avenue on November 10, 2015, October 7,
2016, and October 11, 2017. The short-term measurements were taken at a height of about 5 feet
above grade. Noise levels at these locations ranged from 54 dBA to 72 dBA. The primary noise
source was traffic noise along Parker Avenue.
These measurements as shown in Table 14 represent typical existing noise levels along the project
site frontages and noise levels at the interior of the site that are expected to be lower than at the
frontages. As is the case with most urban environments, noise from traffic on the surrounding
roadway network primarily contributed to the noise levels. Measurement locations are shown on
Figure 62, p. 171.
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Table 14: Existing Noise Environment Surrounding the Project Site
No.

Measurement Location

DNL
(dBA)

Daytime a Ambient
Level, Lowest Hourly
L90 b (dBA)

Nighttime c Ambient
Level, Lowest Hourly L90
(dBA)

LT-1

Ewing Terrace North Residences

57

37

35

LT-2

Ewing Terrace South Residences

57

38

37

LT-3

Anza Street East Residences

69

40

37

LT-4

Turk Street Residences

72

38

35

LT-5

Anza Street West Residences

70

48

44

LT-6

Lone Mountain Drive

64

38

35

ST-1

Parker Avenue Residences

66 d

43 d

40 d

ST-2

Student Residence Hall Site

54 d

35 d

32 d

Notes:
a.
b.

Daytime hours are 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
Ln – The sound level exceeded for a stated percentage (n) of a specified measurement period as
described in American Standard Test Method E1686. L10, L50, and L90 are the levels exceeded 10, 50,
and 90 percent of the time, respectively.
c. Nighttime hours are 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. for and 8 p.m. to 7 a.m. for construction noise. Measured L90s
were the same for both time periods.
d. Noise level at this location is estimated and based on correlation with simultaneous measurement at
long-term locations.
Source: Charles M. Salter and Associates, Inc., Environment Noise Impact Assessment, October 2017.
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Figure 62: Noise Measurements Locations

Source: Charles M. Salter and Associates, Environment Noise Impact Assessment, October 2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

171

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Mobile Source Noise Analysis
As discussed above, noise increases of less than 3 dBA are barely perceptible to people, while a
5-dBA increase is readily noticeable. Therefore, permanent increases in ambient noise levels of less
than 3 dBA are typically considered to be less than significant. Generally, traffic volumes on area
streets would have to approximately double for the resulting traffic noise levels to increase by
3 dBA. 90
The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in traffic volumes because the
proposed project would add new onsite student housing to accommodate some of the existing
student population currently residing offsite and would not double the traffic volumes.
Additionally, the ROTC program relocation addition and recycling and waste facility would
relocate existing uses, and the dining commons’ addition would not be expected to generate a
substantial number of new vehicular trips. The proposed infiltration facility may result in a
nominal number of trips associated with USF and SFPUC vehicles for monitoring and/or
maintenance purposes and thus, mobile noise impacts would not significantly increase.
As the proposed project is not expected to substantially increase traffic volume, the project would
not be expected to result in a measurable or even perceptible increase in traffic noise levels along
roadways in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project’s mobile sources would
not have a noticeable effect on ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, and this impact
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Mechanical Equipment Noise Analysis
The proposed project would include fixed noise-generating mechanical equipment. Mechanical
noise sources would include rooftop and garage exhaust fans, the proposed microturbine energy
system, mechanical equipment, an emergency generator, and compacting activity associated with
the proposed recycling and waste facility. Each of these noise sources are analyzed below and
grouped by project component. The project does not propose any mechanical equipment for the
ROTC program relocation addition as this building would be naturally ventilated with operable
windows and skylights. Therefore, the ROTC program relocation addition would not result in
mechanical equipment noise, and this component is not discussed below.
Fixed noise sources are regulated by Police Code section 2909. The requirements of the noise
ordinance are designed to prevent sleep disturbance, protect public health, and prevent the

90 California Department of Transportation. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. September
2013, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS_Sept_2013A.pdf, accessed on November 8, 2017.
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acoustical environment from progressive deterioration. Therefore, if noise generated by fixed noise
sources meets the requirements of the noise ordinance, the project would not result in a significant
noise impact.

Student Residence Hall
The student residence hall would include rooftop and garage exhaust fans, a mechanical room, an
emergency generator, and a microturbine energy system, which would be located in the belowgrade garage. Noise from these fixed noise sources are discussed below.
Rooftop Exhaust Fans
At the student residence hall, the project is anticipated to require 30 small one-quarter horsepower
(HP) rooftop exhaust fans. These fans would be situated behind an approximately 6-foot-high
parapet, which would serve as a noise barrier between the fans and neighboring sensitive
receptors. At the nearest sensitive receptors located to the east at Ewing Terrace (approximately 80
feet away from the proposed fans), all 30 fans are expected to generate an overall outdoor noise
level of 35 dBA with an average noise level of 40 dBA. The exhaust fan noise at the residence
interiors would be 20 dBA, with the windows open. Therefore, exhaust fan noise would meet the
requirements of Police Code sections 2909(a) and 2909(d). In addition, the expected outdoor fan
noise of 35 dBA would also be similar to the existing ambient noise levels at the surrounding
residences. Therefore, the fans would also not be expected to cause a substantial increase in
ambient noise levels, and noise impacts associated with rooftop exhaust fans would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
Garage Exhaust Fans
The project is anticipated to include a single 7.5 HP garage exhaust fan for both the west and east
buildings. Although the location of the exhaust outlet is currently unknown, the environmental
noise assessment conservatively assumed that the outlet would be located at the east façade facing
the Ewing Terrace neighborhood. Under this configuration, the noise analysis concluded that the
property line noise would be 62 dBA, which exceeds the section 2909(a) outdoor noise limit of
50 dBA. 91 At the closest Ewing Terrace residence interiors, fan noise transmitted through open
windows would be 47 dBA, which would exceed the Police Code section 2909(d) nighttime limit
of 45 dBA. The garage exhaust fan would be required to be designed to reduce the property line
noise levels to comply with the Police Code; however, that design is not yet complete for the

91 As discussed above, the ambient noise as calculated pursuant to the noise ordinance is no less than 45 dBA. Section
2909(a) requires that noise generated at residential property lines not exceed 5 dBA for residential uses above the
ambient, which would be 50 dBA in this case.
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proposed project. Therefore, because the proposed project’s garage fans under this configuration
would exceed the requirements of sections 2909 (a) and (d), this impact would be significant.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a shall ensure that the garage fan meets the noise ordinance
requirements and shall reduce potential noise impacts from the garage exhaust fan to less than
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Reduce Garage Exhaust Fan Noise. To meet the Police
Code section 2909 noise requirement, the project sponsor shall construct 15 feet of 2-inchthick acoustically lined duct at the fan discharge location. Alternatively, a combination of
measures (e.g., quiet fan selection, relocation of exhaust outlet, acoustical louvers, duct
silencer) could be implemented instead of the acoustically lined duct to meet the Police
Code standards. Implementation of either of the above noise reduction measures would
reduce fan noise by at least 2 dBA to meet the Police Code section 2909(d) interior noise
requirement in neighboring residences. The final garage exhaust fan configuration shall
demonstrate that noise levels at the property plane are reduced to 50 dBA.
Mechanical Room
The project proposes a mechanical room, expected to be located in the west building. The
mechanical room is expected to contain three 2,000 MBH 92 boilers, two 15 HP pumps, and three
1.5 HP pumps with outdoor vents. The noise assessment estimates that the boilers and pumps
would typically generate noise levels between 70 dBA to 85 dBA near the equipment. This
equipment would be enclosed and would be sufficiently reduced from transmission through
exterior walls. However, noise transmitted through vents or boiler flues could increase outdoor
ambient noise levels, potentially above limits specified in the noise ordinance, resulting in a
significant impact. The noise assessment provides design criteria needed to meet the requirements
of the noise ordinance. This design criteria as specified in Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Reduce
Mechanical Noise shall ensure that the proposed project mechanical room equipment noise shall
meet the requirements of the noise ordinance. Therefore, noise impacts from the boilers, and
pumps would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Reduce Mechanical Noise. To meet the Police Code
section 2909(a) property plane noise requirement, exterior vents and boiler flues (e.g.,
acoustical louvers or silencers) shall be located and attenuated such that noise from these
sources do not exceed 50 dBA at the property plane, which shall also meet the interior
noise requirement of section 2909(d) for neighboring residences. The pumps and boilers
shall demonstrate that noise levels at the property plane are reduced to 50 dBA.

92 Thousand British Thermal unit per hour.
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Emergency Generator
An emergency generator, using diesel combustible fuel to provide 800 kW of electricity, is
proposed to be installed at the southwest corner of the west building. The nearest sensitive
receptors to this location are residences located approximately 300 feet away to the south across
Turk Street. Noise from the emergency generator could exceed 74 dBA, 93 which is the maximum
noise level required to meet the property plane noise requirement of 50 dBA pursuant to Police
Code section 2909(a). Therefore, the potential exists for the proposed emergency generator to
exceed the noise ordinance requirements, resulting in a significant impact. Mitigation Measure MNO-1c: Reduce Generator Noise would ensure that the proposed emergency generator meets the
noise ordinance requirements, and noise impacts from the emergency generator would be reduced
to less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1c: Reduce Generator Noise. To meet the Police Code section
2909(a) property plane noise requirement, the proposed emergency generator shall be located
in an attenuated enclosure that is rated to reduce emergency generator system noise to a
maximum of 74 dBA (as measured at a standard distance of 23 feet or 7 meters). Alternatively,
if the emergency generator is located behind a noise barrier wall or building that provides at
least 10 decibels of noise reduction, the emergency generator shall be rated at 84 dBA.
Microturbine Energy System
The microturbine energy system would be installed in the mechanical room at the garage level of
the west building. There would be a louvered vent at the south exterior wall of the building and a
flue vent that exits at the roof. Sound data provided by microturbine energy system vendor
indicates that the Capstone Model C65 ICHP Microturbine with the “optional acoustics inlet hood
kit” would generate a noise level of 60 dB at a distance of 33 feet (or 10 meters). The vendor also
indicated that the exhaust flue would generate less noise than the noise radiated at the cabinet and
its air intake. 94
The nearest sensitive receptors to the microturbine energy system are residences located
approximately 300 feet away to the south across Turk Street. Noise from the microturbine energy
system through the air intake louvers and though the exhaust flue at the roof is expected to
generate a noise level of 35 dBA, which meets the Police Code section 2909(a) outdoor noise
requirement. At residence interiors transmitted through open windows, the fan noise would be 20
dBA, which meets the Police Code section 2909(a) interior noise requirement. Additionally, the

93 Location where the emergency generator could exceed 74 dBA is at the measurement location LT-4.
94 Marr, Andrea, PE, CEM, Vice President of Energy Solutions, Regatta Solutions, September 12, 2017, email
correspondence with Jeremy Decker, PE, at Charles Salter Associates.
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projected fan noise of 35 dBA would be similar to the existing ambient noise levels at the
surrounding residences. Therefore, noise impacts associated with the microturbine energy system
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Dining Commons
It is anticipated that some of the existing kitchen equipment would be reused at the dining
commons. However, new inline exhaust fans would be installed within the building with outdoor
vents, and the size of this equipment is not yet known. Therefore, the noise assessment analyzes
the equipment noise level that would be required to meet the noise ordinance. At this location, the
measured ambient noise level is as low as 40 dBA. The noise limit, determined by section 2909(b)
of the noise ordinance, would be 53 dBA at the property plane.
To assess equipment noise levels, operational noise was measured from kitchen exhaust equipment
at the existing Wolf & Kettle Café. New kitchen equipment would generate similar noise levels (or
quieter) than the existing equipment. The noisiest equipment used within the dining commons
would be the kitchen exhaust fan, which is anticipated to have a noise level of approximately 61
dBA at 15 feet away. The nearest sensitive noise receptors are located approximately 200 feet away
to the north along Anza Street.
The outdoor noise level from the exhaust fan at those the sensitive receptors was calculated to be
28 dBA, and an indoor noise level would be 13 dBA with transmission through open windows.
The outdoor and indoor noise levels would meet both noise ordinance sections 2909(b) and (d)
requirements. In addition, expected fan noise would also be quieter than the existing ambient noise
levels at the nearest residences. Therefore, the fans would not be expected to cause a substantial
increase in ambient noise levels. For these reasons, noise impacts associated with any new inline
exhaust fans would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Recycling and Waste Facility
Three trash compactors would be the main noise source at the proposed recycling and waste
facility. The compactors would be located inside large roll-up doors that would be opened during
operations. The nearest residential receptors are located along Anza Street. If all three compactors
were used simultaneously with the large, roll-up access doors to the facility opened, the noise levels
generated by the compactors would range between 39 dBA and 55 dBA at the nearest residences.
The noise levels would meet the section 2904 limit of 75 dBA at 50 feet. The DNL (dBA) would also
fall below the general plan land-use compatibility noise standard of 60 dBA for residences. The
noise impacts associated with the trash compactors would be less than significant. No mitigation
is required.

Activity Noise Analysis
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Activity noise by dormitory residents that could potentially impact neighboring residences was
determined to be amplified music and voices. As a fixed noise source, amplified music noise levels
are limited by section 2909(a) of the noise ordinance; however, unamplified voices are not. The
unamplified voices would mainly be from the dormitory residents' use of outdoor courtyards,
dormitory rooms with windows opened, use of the dining commons, and use of the ROTC
program relocation addition.

Amplified Music
Noise ordinance section 2909(a) limits amplified noise, such as that from music, to a maximum of
50 dBA. Section 2909(d) requires that interior residence noise levels not exceed 45 dBA between the
hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. or 55 dBA between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. Noise from
amplified music can vary widely; therefore, maximum allowable noise levels for music were
determined based on this criteria. Ewing Terrace is the nearest neighboring property, located
approximately 60 feet east of the student residence hall. At this distance, noise would be reduced
by approximately 24 dBA. Table 15 establishes the maximum limits of allowable amplified noise
that would be required to meet section 2909(a), property plane noise limits, and section 2909(d),
interior noise requirements, at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors at Ewing Terrace. This analysis
assumes two adjacent rooms at the student residence hall generating amplified noise of similar
noise levels.
Table 15: Maximum Allowable Amplified Music Levels
Outdoors/Courtyards
74 dBA (at 3 feet away)

Inside Nearest Dormitory with
Windows Open
90 dBA

Inside Nearest Dormitory with
Windows Closed
100 dBA

Source: Charles M. Salter and Associates, Inc., Environment Noise Impact Assessment, October 2017

Amplified music noise in excess of the maximum levels in Table 15 would exceed the standards in
the noise ordinance, and would constitute a significant impact. Existing USF mechanisms to
manage the noise levels generated on-campus include the student conduct policy that directs
students to operate stereos or other electronic equipment at reasonable sound levels, especially late
at night or early in the morning and in line with Noise Ordinance section 2909, and establishment
of “quiet hours” at the student residence halls. Quiet hours are between 10 p.m. and 8 a.m. Sunday
through Thursday, and between 12 a.m. and 8 a.m. on Friday and Saturday evenings. During the
quiet-hour period, sound from a room should not be audible outside the room door or in
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surrounding rooms. Twenty-four hour quiet hours are enforced during exam periods beginning at
10 p.m. on the final day of classes of the semester. 95
The student residence hall staff would be responsible for enforcing residence hall policies and
referring disciplinary cases to Student Conduct. Seventeen staff would be assigned to the proposed
student residence hall: a residence hall director, two assistant residence hall directors, two
residence hall ministers, and twelve student resident assistants. Student residence hall rooms
would be organized into “neighborhoods” and each neighborhood would be assigned a resident
assistants whose room would be in that neighborhood.
Additionally, USF provides several venues through which neighbors can report a complaint
including calling the USF Public Safety office at any time, using the USF Neighborhood Relations
website, 96 and USF’s Community Relations website. 97
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d shall ensure that amplified noise meets the limits in the noise
ordinance, and shall thereby reduce this potentially significant impact to less than significant with
mitigation. Additionally, USF will continue to limit amplified noise levels via administrative
restrictions. 98 The USF Neighborhood Relations website currently has existing policies and
procedures to regulate noise and enforce compliance. 99
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d: Reduce Amplified Noise. The following measures are
required to ensure that amplified noise meets the requirements of the noise ordinance
(article 29 of the Police Code).
•

Establish the following maximum noise levels for amplified music for residents
of the student residence hall:
o

100 dB indoors, with windows closed

95 University of San Francisco, The Fogcutter Student Handbook, https://myusf.usfca.edu/fogcutter/student-resident-policies,
accessed on October 25, 2017.
96 University of San Francisco, Neighborhood Relations website, www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations, accessed on October 25,
2017.
97 University of San Francisco, USF Community Relations, https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/reporting-studentbehavior, accessed on October 25, 2017.
98 The USF's Student Conduct Code includes information about disciplinary action related to excessive or prolonged

noise, and is available at: https://myusf.usfca.edu/student-health-safety/student-conduct/student-conduct-code, accessed on
January 24, 2018.
USF's Student Residential Policies includes information about quiet hours and is available at:
https://myusf.usfca.edu/fogcutter/student-resident-policies, accessed on January 24, 2018.

99 University of San Francisco, USF Community Relations, https://www.usfca.edu/neighborhood-relations/reporting-studentbehavior, accessed on October 25, 2017.
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o

90 dB indoors, with windows open

o

74 dB outdoors (at 3 feet from the source) from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

o

Do not allow outdoor amplified sound between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.

Unamplified Voices
There are no specific noise ordinance limits for unamplified voices and unamplified voices are not
considered an impact under CEQA unless the noise could rise to a level of substantial interference
with activities such as sleep, speech, and learning; or physiological effects such as hearing loss. The
project's noise assessment assessed potential noise impacts of the student residence hall on the
nearest sensitive receptors, through a quantitative analysis of voice levels that might disturb
existing residential neighbors. An important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise
environment is the way it compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so
called ambient noise level. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing
ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. This
analysis was conducted to determine whether the proposed project would result in a substantial
increase in ambient noise.
The noise assessment concluded that with respect to the student residence hall use, voice levels at
the nearest residences may at times be higher than existing ambient noise levels, but would be
compatible with those land uses. The noise assessment also determined that activity noise from the
dining commons and ROTC program relocation addition would not be expected to result in
substantial increases in noise that could affect neighboring properties because activity associated
with these facilities would be primarily indoors and include typical activities consistent with
dining and existing activities at the Koret Health and Recreation Center. Furthermore, outdoor
ROTC activities would be expected to be similar to existing ROTC activities and would not be
substantially closer to any sensitive receptors. Activity noise is not anticipated to result from the
recycling and waste facility (other than the equipment noise addressed above). For these reasons,
activity noise from unamplified voices would not substantially increase ambient noise levels above
existing conditions. Accordingly, the noise from unamplified voices would not rise to a level of
interference with activities such as sleep, speech, and learning, or physiological effects such hearing
loss. The impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. The results from the
quantitative analysis of voice levels are presented below for informational purposes.
The noise assessment assumes that typical speech levels for males and females (from casual to loud
conversations) can vary between about 50 dBA to 76 dBA at a distance of one meter. The analysis
also assumes that groups of people may be located as close as 70 feet from neighboring residential
uses. This scenario represents students from the student residence hall congregating at the eastern
boundary of the student residence hall’s east building, approximately 70 feet from neighboring
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residences at Ewing Terrace. Over this distance noise would attenuate (or be reduced) by
approximately 24 dB.
The noise assessment evaluates three scenarios, with one, five and 10 people talking
simultaneously. With 10 people talking simultaneously, the noise level 70 feet away would be
approximately 46 dBA, which is below the 50 dBA property line limit for residential uses pursuant
to section 2909(a) requirements in the noise ordinance.

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Noise Levels in Excess of Standards
In a decision issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not
generally require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a
proposed project’s future users or residents except where a project or its residents may exacerbate
existing environmental hazards. 100 Incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to
implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant, and thus would not
exacerbate the existing noise environment.
Existing ambient noise levels in the location of the student residence hall are well below 60 dBA
DNL and are considered satisfactory for residential uses pursuant to the general plan’s noise
compatibility guidelines. The general requirements for adequate interior noise levels are met by
compliance with the acoustical standards required under the California Building Standards Code
(California Code of Regulations Title 24).” Title 24 (Part 2, Volume 1) of the California Code of
Regulations requires interior noise levels that are attributable to exterior noise sources to have a
DNL (Ldn) of 45 or less in any habitable room. 101 The project would be required to comply with
Title 24 standards.

Summary
In summary, traffic-generated noise, mechanical equipment noise generated from the proposed
rooftop exhaust fans and exhaust fans required for the dining commons, trash compacting
operations associated with the recycling and waste facility, and noise from unamplified voices
from students of the proposed student residence hall would be less than significant.

100 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) Cal. App. 4th (Case No.
S213478)
101 California Building Standards Commission. Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Section 1207.4,

www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/prpsd_chngs/2013/AD-HOC/HCD-02-13-ET-Pt2-ADDENDUM-SRV.doc, accessed on
December 11, 2017.
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Noise from the proposed student residence hall’s garage exhaust fans, boilers, mechanical pumps,
microturbine energy system, and emergency generator have the potential to exceed the limits set
by the noise ordinance and permanently increase the ambient noise environment. These impacts
would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a
through M-NO-1c. Additionally, amplified music from residents at the student residence hall
could exceed noise ordinance requirements as well, but would be mitigated to less than significant
with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d. Overall, with implementation of
mitigation measures identified above, operational noise impacts of the proposed project would be
less than significant with mitigation.
Impact NO-2: Construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in a
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels and vibration in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project and expose persons to or generate noise levels
in excess of standards in the noise ordinance (Police Code article 29). (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
This impact evaluates the potential noise effects associated with the construction of the proposed
project. Noise impacts from construction generally result when construction activities occur during
the noise-sensitive times of the day (early morning, evening, or nighttime hours), in areas
immediately adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors (primarily residential uses), or when
construction noise lasts over extended periods of time.

Compliance with Noise Ordinance
The noise ordinance (article 29 of the police code) regulates construction-related noise. Section 2907
limits noise levels from individual pieces of equipment to 80 dBA at 100 feet, which is equivalent
to 86 dBA at 50 feet. Impact tools, such as jackhammers and pile drivers, are exempt from this noise
limit if they are equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers approved by the Director of Public
Works. Construction hours are restricted to the hours between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. Table 16 lists the
expected noise levels from typical activities during various construction phases. The proposed
project would not involve pile driving. The construction of the proposed project would be
restricted to daytime hours. No construction activities are expected at nighttime hours. As shown
in Table 16 the project’s anticipated construction equipment would meet the noise ordinance
standards of 80 dBA at 100 feet; therefore the impact, as it relates to exposure of sensitive receptors
in excess of standards in the noise ordinance, would be less than significant.
Table 16: Expected Construction Noise Levels from Typical Construction Activities

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

181

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Noise Level
(dBA at 100-feet)A

Phase

Equipment

Excavation/Grading/Off
Haul

Scraper, Compactor, Water Truck, Blade/Grader,
Excavator, Dump Trucks, Soldier Piles/Shoring

79

Utilities

Excavator, Rubber Tire Loader, Water Truck,
Backhoe, Dump Truck

74

Foundation/Concrete
Garage Structure

Crane, Augercast Piles, Forklift, Compressor,
Cement Mixer/Truck, Concrete Finisher, Concrete
Boom Pump

79

Building Exterior

Gradall/Crane, Hand/PowerTools

79

Building Interior

Gradall, Metal Stud Saw (indoors), Paint Sprayer

74

Hardscape and Landscape

Backhoe, Compactor, Dump Truck, Cement
Mixer/Truck, Bobcat

74

Note:
a.

Equipment noise levels are based on data in Section 9 of the Federal Highway Administration
Highway Traffic Noise Construction Noise Handbook (August 2006).
Source: Charles M. Salter and Associates, Inc., Environment Noise Impact Assessment, October 2017.

Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
Demolition, excavation, and building construction would cause a temporary increase in noise
levels within the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate noise that could be
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Project construction activities would
occur over a period of time, which would vary by component. Construction for the student
residence hall would occur over approximately 24 months, for the dining commons, approximately
10 months, for the recycling and waste facility, approximately 10 months, and for the ROTC
program relocation addition, approximately six months. Construction for the infiltration trenches
would occur over approximately two months.
The nearest sensitive receivers from the proposed project would be the Ewing Terrace residences
(approximately 60 feet east of the student residence hall), the Anza Street residences
(approximately 200 feet north from the recycling and waste facility, and approximately 360 feet
north from the dining commons), and residences along Stanyan Street (approximately 60 feet west
from the ROTC program relocation addition). In the worst-case scenario, where construction could
be approximately 60 feet away from residences, construction noise could reach levels as high as
83 dBA, which would not comply with the noise ordinance limit of 80 dBA. The 83 dBA noise level
is expected to occur during the excavation, grading and off-haul phase, the foundation and garage
structure construction phase and during the building exterior construction phase. These
exceedances would not occur throughout the entire construction period. Given that construction
activities would substantially exceed ambient noise levels and the noise ordinance limits for the
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two-year construction duration, the proposed project could result in a significant impact with
respect to exposing sensitive receptors to a substantial temporary increase in noise levels. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Construction Noise Reduction, construction
noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Construction Noise Reduction. Incorporate the following
practices into the construction contract agreement documents to be implemented by the
construction contractor:
•

Post signs at the construction site pertaining to permitted construction days and
hours, and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with
telephone numbers listed.

•

Notify the city (Department of Building Inspection) and neighbors in advance of the
schedule for construction and expected loud activities.

•

Designate a point of contact to ensure coordination between construction staff and
neighbors to minimize disruptions due to construction noise and respond to noise
complaints. Notify neighboring property owners in writing of the contact information
for the point of contact. The point of contact must have the authority to modify
construction noise-generating activities to address complaints. Upon receipt of a
noise complaint, the point of contact shall implement feasible measures to reduce
construction noise. Measures may include but are not limited to plywood barriers,
suspended construction blankets, or other screening devices to break the line of sight
to noise-sensitive receivers.

•

Additional measures that might be considered include noise monitoring and
temporary local noise barriers around specific construction equipment or property
line barriers. The location, height, and extent of the barriers shall be determined once
a detailed construction plan is developed for the project.

•

When feasible, select “quiet” construction methods and equipment (e.g., improved
mufflers, use of intake silencers, engine enclosures).

•

Locate stationary noise sources, equipment, material stockpiles, and vehicle staging
areas as far as is feasible from existing sensitive receptors. Locating stationary nose
sources near existing roadways away from adjacent properties is preferred. Avoid
placing stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., generators, compressors) within
noise-sensitive buffer areas (measured at 20 feet) from immediately adjacent
neighbors. Stationary noise sources shall be enclosed or shielded from neighboring
noise-sensitive properties with noise barriers to the extent feasible.

•

All construction equipment is required to be in good working order, and mufflers are
required to be inspected proper functionality.

•

Prohibit unnecessary idling of equipment and engines.

•

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for
construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid
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noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools.
Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed
air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up
to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where feasible;
this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures, such as use of drills
rather than impact tools, shall be used where feasible.
Impact NO‐3: The proposed project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne noise or groundborne vibration levels during construction or operation
of the project. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project includes the construction of a student residence hall, a dining commons, a
recycling and waste facility, ROTC addition and an infiltration facility. These types of land uses
typically do not generate perceptible groundborne noise or vibration during operations. Therefore,
operation of the proposed project would not expose persons to perceptible groundborne noise or
vibration, and this impact would be less than significant.
Construction activities generate both groundborne noise and vibration, especially during
groundbreaking activities such as excavation, trenching and jack hammering. Construction
activities would not include pile driving. Even where vibration levels are low or imperceptible,
vibrations can nonetheless produce groundborne noise. Groundborne noise and vibration can
cause impacts to people (disturbance and annoyance), buildings (structural or architectural
damage), and to vibration-sensitive equipment located within affected buildings.
Although the perceptibility threshold for ground‐borne vibration is about 65 vibration decibels
(VdB), human response to vibration is not usually substantial unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB.
In terms of vibration during construction, vibration is described in peak particle velocity based on
Federal Transit Administration guidelines, 102 which is the maximum instantaneous peak of the
vibration signal, and is often used in evaluating the potential for building damage. Groundborne
vibration from most construction activities rarely reaches the levels that can damage structures,
but can achieve the audible and sensible ranges in buildings close to the site. Most project‐related
construction activities would generate vibration levels well below the 0.5‐inch per second peak
particle velocity vibration thresholds for building damage.

102 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006, Chapter 7, p. 7-3,

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf, accessed on November 8,
2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

184

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Construction‐related vibration effects would not be perceptible to the off‐site receptors, including
surrounding residential uses, because those offsite receptors are all located a minimum of 60 feet
from the project's four construction footprints. However, as construction is proposed to occur
adjacent to and connecting to the existing Lone Mountain Main, Loyola House, and USF Rossi
Wing buildings, groundborne noise vibration from construction activities, particularly those that
involve ground breaking (e.g., excavation, jack hammering, etc.) could be perceptible to the
occupants of these buildings. However, vibration levels are not likely to exceed 70 VdB; therefore,
construction-related vibration impacts potentially affecting on-campus occupants would be less
than significant. No mitigation is required. It should be noted that implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-NO‐2, which reduces construction noise, would also reduce groundborne noise and
vibration impacts.
Impact C-NO-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative noise impacts. (Less than
Significant)
With regards to cumulative operational noise, cumulative projects would be required to comply
with the fixed noise source requirements of the noise ordinance, similar to the proposed project.
Furthermore, because noise attenuates with distance, noise from the proposed project’s operations
is not likely to combine with noise generated from cumulative projects. As discussed under Impact
C-NO-1, the proposed project would not generate vehicle trips that would measurably increase
traffic noise. Therefore, the proposed project would not have the potential to combine with
cumulative projects to result in cumulative traffic noise. For these reasons, the project in
combination with reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in cumulative noise impacts
and this impact would be less than significant.
Furthermore, the proposed project, along with existing and future planned projects in the area,
would be required to comply with construction-related noise limits in article 29 of the noise
ordinance. In addition, noise impacts from construction are temporary, localized and noise levels
attenuate rapidly with distance. Given the distance between the project’s construction activities
and other cumulative projects as shown on Figure 37, p.57, the proposed project’s construction
noise would not likely combine with construction noise from cumulative projects in a cumulatively
considerable manner. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with reasonably foreseeable
cumulative projects would not result in significant cumulative construction noise impacts, and this
impact would be less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

7.

AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

applicable air quality plan?
b)

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

c)

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

quantitative

thresholds

for

ozone

precursors)?
d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

An air quality technical report was prepared for the proposed project to evaluate the potential for air
quality impacts from construction sources and operational sources. 103

Setting
Overview
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco,
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining air quality in the
air basin within federal and state air quality standards, as established by the federal Clean Air Act
and the California Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to
monitor ambient air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement
strategies to attain the applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state clean air acts
require plans to be developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most

103 Ramboll Environ, Air Quality Technical Report, University of San Francisco, San Francisco, California, June 21, 2017.
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recent air quality plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate (2017 Clean Air Plan),
was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air Plan updates the 2010 Clean
Air Plan in accordance with the requirements of the state clean air act to implement all feasible
measures to reduce ozone; provide a control strategy to reduce emissions of ozone, particulate
matter, and toxic air contaminants; serve as a regional climate protection strategy by reducing
greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; and establish emission-control measures to be
adopted or implemented. The 2017 Clean Air Plan focuses on two primary goals:
•

Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scales
o

Attain all state and national air quality standards.

o

Eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from
toxic air contaminants.

•

Protect the climate
o

Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The 2017 Clean Air Plan represents the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin.
Consistency with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict
with or obstruct implementation of air quality plans.

Criteria Air Pollutants
In accordance with the state and federal clean air acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the
following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter, nitrogen
dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air pollutants
because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as the
basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low concentrations of most
pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is designated as either in
attainment 104 or unclassified for most criteria pollutants except for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for
which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment for either the state or federal standards.
By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is
sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s
individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project’s

104 “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria
pollutant. “Non-attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria
pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status
for a specified criteria air pollutant.
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contribution to a cumulative impact is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would
be considered significant. 105
Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and
operational phases of a project. Table 17 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by
a discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants within the air basin.
Table 17: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds
Construction Thresholds

Operational Thresholds

Average Daily Emissions (lbs./day)
Pollutant

Average Daily Emissions

Maximum Annual

(lbs./day)

Emissions (tons/year)

ROG

54

54

10

NOx

54

54

10

PM10

82 (exhaust)

82

15

PM2.5

54 (exhaust)

54

10

Fugitive Dust

Construction Dust Ordinance or

Not Applicable

other Best Management Practices
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.

Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and
oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation, is based on the state and federal clean air acts emissions limits for stationary sources. To
ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality
standard, the air district regulation 2, rule 2, requires that any new source that emits criteria air
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds per

105 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Guidelines, May
2017, page 2-1, http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en,
accessed on November 8, 2017.
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day). 106 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.
Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions
below these thresholds, would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to constructionphase emissions.
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5). 107 The air district has not established an offset limit for PM2.5.
However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions limit
under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82 pounds per day) and 10 tons per year (54 pounds
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected
to have an impact on air quality. 108 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land
use development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in
vehicle trips, space heating and natural-gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.
Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly
control fugitive dust, 109 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by

106 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 17.
107 PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or
smaller. PM2.5, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter.
108 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 16.
109 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook. September 7, 2006,
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed February 16, 2012.
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anywhere from 30 to 90 percent. 110 The air district has identified a number of management
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities. 111 The San Francisco
Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number
of measures to control fugitive dust and the management measures employed in compliance with
the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is an effective strategy for controlling constructionrelated fugitive dust.
Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the
state standards in the past 11 years, and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards.
The primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Constructionrelated SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and
construction-related CO emissions represent less than 5 percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide
CO emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2.
Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 parts per million (8-hour average) or 20.0 parts per million (1hour average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000
vehicles per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or
horizontal mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO
and SO2 emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2, and quantitative analysis is not
required.
Local Health Risks and Hazards
In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants, which
collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long
duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short term) adverse effects to human health, including
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of toxic air contaminants include birth defects,
neurological damage, cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of contaminants
with varying degrees of toxicity. Individual toxic air contaminants vary greatly in the health risk
they present; at a given level of exposure, one toxic air contaminant may pose a hazard that is many
times greater than another.

110 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 27.
111 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.
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Unlike criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants do not have ambient air quality standards but
are regulated by the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and
pollutants to control as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in
which human health exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with
information regarding the toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of
health risks. 112
Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools,
children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be
exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 70 years. Therefore, assessments
of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all
population groups.
Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory
diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for
cardiopulmonary disease. 113 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The
California Air Resources Board identified diesel exhaust as a toxic air contaminant in 1998,
primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. 114 The estimated cancer risk
from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other toxic air
contaminant routinely measured in the region.
In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of toxic air
contaminants, San Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk
assessment based on an inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile,
stationary, and area sources within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the “air

112 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air
toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, longterm effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants.
113 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-Urban
Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 2008.
114 California Air Resources Board, Fact Sheet, “The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines,” October 1998.
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pollutant exposure zone,” 115 were identified based on health-protective criteria that considers
estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations
with particularly vulnerable populations. The project site is not located within the air pollutant
exposure zone. Each of the air pollutant exposure zone criteria is discussed below.
Excess Cancer Risk. The air pollutant exposure zone includes all areas where the modeled excess
cancer risk is 100 per one million persons or greater. The 100 per one million persons (100 excess
cancer risk) criteria is based on United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the facility
and community-scale level. 116 As described by the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk
of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989
preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
rulemaking, 117 the U.S. EPA states that it “…strives to provide maximum feasible protection
against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) protecting the greatest number of
persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one
million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million]
the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the
maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is
also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on
air district regional modeling. 118
Fine Particulate Matter. In April 2011, the U.S. EPA published Policy Assessment for the Review of
the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In this document, U.S. EPA staff
concludes that the then current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 should be revised to a
level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the
range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. The air pollutant exposure zone for San Francisco is based on the healthprotective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA’s particulate matter policy
assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs.

115 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map,
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/AirPollutantExposureZoneMap.pdf, accessed on April 13, 2017.
116 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 67.
117 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989.
118 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of
Significance, October 2009, p. 67.
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Proximity to Freeways. According to the California Air Resources Board, studies have shown an
association between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory
symptoms, asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses
in close proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse
health effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any
freeway are at an increased health risk from air pollution, 119 lots that are within 500 feet of freeways
are included in the air pollutant exposure zone.
Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the
Bay Area, those zip codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional
protection by lowering the standards for identifying lots in the air pollutant exposure zone to: (1) an
excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 concentrations
in excess of 9 µg/m3. 120
The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving a series of
amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code,
article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective December 8, 2014) (Article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to
protect the public health and welfare by establishing an air pollutant exposure zone and imposing an
enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the air
pollutant exposure zone. In addition, projects within the air pollutant exposure zone require special
consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would add a substantial amount of
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.

Construction Air Quality Impacts
Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project.
Impact AQ-1: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and
criteria air pollutants, but would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to

119 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, accessed at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm, April 2005.
120 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 140806,
Ordinance No. 224-14 Amendment to Health Code Article 38.
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an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than Significant)
Construction activities (short term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions).
Emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter are primarily a result of the combustion of
fuel from onroad and offroad vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that involve
painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving.
The proposed project includes the demolition of a one-story approximately 8,500-square-foot
building; the construction of a 234,450-square-foot student residence hall (above ground); the
renovation of an existing dining facility and creation of a new freestanding pavilion building
(adding approximately 4,000 square feet to the dining commons); the construction of a
3,700-square-foot recycling and waste facility; a 3,740-square-foot addition to the Koret Health and
Recreation Center for the ROTC program relocation; and a 4,400 square foot flow diversion
structure to four infiltration trenches. The proposed student residence hall is a 155-unit residential
dormitory with approximately 1,835 square feet of classrooms, approximately 21,160 square feet of
administrative and common areas, and an approximately 73,846-square-foot underground parking
facility.

121

The construction of the student residence hall would last 24 months, the construction of the dining
commons would last 10 months, the construction of the recycling and waste facility would last
10 months, the construction of the ROTC program relocation addition would last six months, and
the construction of the infiltration trenches would last two months. Construction of the student
residence hall, recycling and waste facility, and ROTC program relocation addition would
commence in summer 2018. Construction of the dining commons would commence in summer
2019 to coincide with completion of the student residence hall. Construction of the infiltration
trenches would commence in spring 2020. These construction activities would have the potential
to result in emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter, as discussed below.

Fugitive Dust
Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause windblown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Although there are
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control

121 Exact land use sizes may change slightly after this analysis is completed. However, land uses analyzed in this report
are larger than land uses that would ultimately be proposed; thus, this analysis produces conservative (i.e.,
overestimates of) results.
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plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According
to the air resources board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations in the San Francisco Bay Area to state and
federal standards of 12 µg/m3 would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths. 122
Dust can be an irritant, causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose, and throat.
Demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust that
adds particulate matter to the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can
occur due to this particulate matter in general and due to specific contaminants, such as lead or
asbestos that may be constituents of soil.
In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San Francisco
Building and Health Codes referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance
176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during
site-preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health of the general
public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop
work by the building department.
The ordinance requires that all site-preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities
within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than
10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or
not the activity requires a permit from the building department. The director of the building
department may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one-half acre that are
unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.
In compliance with the ordinance, the project sponsor and the contractor responsible for
construction activities at the project site would be required to use the following practices to control
construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent dust control that are
acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include watering all active construction
areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be
necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. During excavation and dirt-moving
activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections
where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance

122 Air Resource Board, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne
Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008.
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occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated
material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with
a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent
soil-stabilization techniques. City Ordinance 175-91 restricts the use of potable water for soil
compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction with any construction or
demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, unless permission is obtained
from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). Non-potable water must be used for
soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and demolition. The SFPUC
operates a recycled water truck-fill station at the southeast water pollution control plant that
provides recycled water for these activities at no charge.
For projects over one-half acre, such as the proposed project, the dust control ordinance requires
that the project sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by the San Francisco Department
of Public Health. The building department will not issue a building permit without written
notification from the director of public health that the applicant has a site-specific dust control plan,
unless the director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant improvement projects that are over
one-half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the site-specific
dust control plan requirement.
The site-specific dust control plan would require the project sponsor to submit of a map to the
director of public health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the site; wet down areas
of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and
downwind particulate dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent,
third party to conduct inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down
conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community
members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to
construction activities at any one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines,
as necessary; limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing
with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15-miles-per-hour speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting
construction areas; sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day; install and
utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25
miles per hour; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and sweep off adjacent streets to reduce
particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor
compliance with these dust control requirements. Compliance with the regulations and procedures
set forth by the dust control ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level. No mitigation is required.
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Naturally Occurring Asbestos
Naturally occurring asbestos was encountered at 15 feet to the termination of the boring at
15.75 feet below ground surface (bgs) at the site of the ROTC program relocation addition, at levels
below laboratory detection limits. Effects of naturally occurring asbestos are discussed in Topic 16,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Criteria Air Pollutants
As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from
the use of off- and onroad vehicles and equipment. The air district, in its CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines, developed screening criteria to assist lead agencies in determining whether short-term
construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis to determine whether the
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 17, p. 188. If a
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less
than significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening
levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield 123 sites without any form of
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in
lower emissions.
The proposed project exceeds the criteria air pollutant screening criteria; therefore, a quantitative
analysis was conducted. Construction-related criteria air pollutants generated by the proposed
project were quantified using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and provided
within the air quality technical report. The model was developed, including default data (e.g.,
emission factors, meteorology, etc.), in collaboration with California air districts’ staff. Default
assumptions were used where project-specific information was unknown. The demolition and
construction activities for the student residence hall are estimated to take approximately 24 months
and approximately 60,000 cubic yards of soil would be excavated in an approximately 135,000square-foot excavation area. Construction activities for the dining commons are estimated to take
approximately 10 months, and approximately 200 to 250 cubic yards of soil would be excavated.
Construction activities for the recycling and waste facility are estimated to take approximately 10
months with a total excavation of approximately 800 cubic yards of soil. The construction activities
for the ROTC program relocation addition are estimated to take approximately six months with no

123 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or
industrial projects.
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excavation being anticipated. Construction activities for the infiltration trenches are estimated to
take approximately two months with excavation of approximately 3,000 cubic yards of soil.
Consistent with air district guidelines, emissions associated with excavation and ground
movement are solely from exhaust of the heavy equipment and trucks moving material. The
associated truck trips and equipment use for excavation were provided by USF. As shown in Table
18, unmitigated project construction emissions would be below the threshold of significance for all
pollutants. Therefore, construction criteria air pollutant impacts would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
Table 18: Daily Project Construction Emissions
Pollutant Emissions (Average Pounds per Day)
ROG

NOx

Exhaust PM10

Exhaust PM2.5

Unmitigated Project Emissions

4.1

35

2.3

2.0

Significance Threshold

54.0

54.0

82.0

54.0

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.

Impact AQ-2: The proposed project’s construction activities would generate toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, the project site is not within an air pollutant exposure zone. With regards to
construction emissions, offroad equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a
large contributor to diesel emissions in California, although since 2007, the California Air
Resources Board has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected. 124
Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially lowered the estimates of diesel
particulate matter emissions from offroad equipment such that offroad equipment is now
considered the sixth-largest source of diesel emissions in California. 125
Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner offroad equipment.
Specifically, both the U.S. EPA and California have set emissions standards for new offroad

124 California Air Resources Board, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to
the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p. 1 and p.
13 (Figure 4), October 2010.

125 California Air Resources Board, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to
the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October
2010.
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equipment engines, ranging from tier 1 to tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between
1996 and 2000, and tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines would be phased
in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be
required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full
benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, the U.S. EPA estimates that by
implementing the federal tier 4 standards, NOx and particulate matter emissions will be reduced
by more than 90 percent. 126
In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks
because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines:
“Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of toxic air contaminant
emissions in most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such
equipment is typically within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations. Concentrations of mobile-source diesel PM emissions are
typically reduced by 70 percent at a distance of approximately 500 feet (ARB 2005). In addition,
current models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with
longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary
and highly variable nature of construction activities. This results in difficulties with producing
accurate estimates of health risk.” 127
Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities tend to produce overestimated
assessments of long-term health risks. However, within the air pollutant exposure zone, as discussed
above, additional construction activity may adversely affect populations that are already at a
higher risk for adverse long-term health risks from existing sources of air pollution.
Although onroad heavy-duty diesel vehicles and offroad equipment would be used during the 24month construction duration, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not
be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the proposed
project would be subject to, and would comply with California regulations limiting idling to no
more than five minutes, 128 which would further reduce nearby sensitive receptor exposure to
temporary and variable diesel emissions. Therefore, because the project site is not within the air
pollutant exposure zone and construction activities would be temporary and variable over the 24-

126 United State Environmental Protection Agency, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004.
127 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 8-7.
128 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (onroad) and § 2449(d)(2) (offroad).
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month construction period, contaminant emissions would result in a less-than-significant impact
to sensitive receptors. No mitigation is required.

Operational Air Quality Impacts
Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project.
Impact AQ-3: During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of
criteria air pollutants, but not at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to
an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above in Impact AQ-1, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, has
developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of projectgenerated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment.
The proposed project would generate criteria pollutant emissions associated with vehicle traffic
(mobile sources), onsite area sources (i.e., natural-gas combustion for space and water heating,
microturbine combustion, and combustion of other fuels by building and grounds maintenance
equipment), energy usage, and testing of a backup diesel generator. Operational-related criteria air
pollutants generated by the proposed project were also quantified using CalEEMod, with the
exception of the microturbine energy system and emergency generator, which quantified criteria
air pollutant emissions using equipment specific data, 129 and provided within the air quality
technical report. Default assumptions were used where project-specific information was unknown.
The daily and annual emissions associated with operation of the proposed project are shown in
Table 19. Table 19 also includes the thresholds of significance the City utilizes.

129 For the microturbine combustion, the air quality technical report used equipment-specific data where available, and
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Permit Handbook for microturbines, the California Air Toxics
Emission Factor database, and the Distributed Generation Certificate Program where equipment-specific data was not
available. For the emergency generator, emissions limits for tier 2 engines were used to estimate emissions, providing
a conservative analysis for non-emergency operations such as required, scheduled testing.
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Table 19: Summary of Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
ROG

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

Project Average Daily Emissions
(Lbs/Daya)

7.7 to 7.8

4.6 to 5.3

0.45 to 0.51

0.45 to 0.51

Significance Threshold (Lbs/Day)

54

54

82

54

1.41 to
1.43

0.84 to
0.97

0.082 to 0.093

0.082 to
0.092

10.0

10.0

15.0

10.0

Project Maximum Annual Emissions
(TPY)b
Significance Threshold (TPY)

Notes:
a. Lbs/day = Pounds Per Day
b. TPY = Tons Per Year
Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.

The ranges shown above represent the uncertainty of the reduction in natural-gas usage drawn
from PG&E due to heat generated by the microturbine energy system. As shown in Table 19, the
proposed project would not exceed any of the significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants, and
would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to criteria air pollutants. No mitigation
is required.
Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial air pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, the project site is not within an air pollutant exposure zone. However, the
proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants, as discussed below.

Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants
Vehicle Trips. Individual projects result in emissions of toxic air contaminants primarily as a result
of an increase in vehicle trips. The air district considers roads with less than 10,000 vehicles per day
“minor, low-impact” sources that do not pose a significant health impact, even in combination with
other nearby sources, and recommends that these sources be excluded from the environmental
analysis. The proposed project would add new onsite student housing that is intended to
accommodate some of the existing student population currently residing offsite. The existing
population living offsite generates person trips via various modes, including vehicles. By
accommodating student housing onsite, the portion of person trips that arrive to the campus by
vehicles are expected to shift primarily to walk trips. Furthermore, it is USF policy that all students
living onsite are prohibited from having a vehicle at campus. Additionally, the proposed
infiltration facility may result in occasional vehicle trips associated with USF and SFPUC
monitoring and/or maintenance activities and thus, would not significantly increase vehicle trips.
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Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase vehicle trips. Therefore, a
quantitative assessment of project-generated toxic air contaminants resulting from vehicle trips is
not required, and the proposed project would not generate a substantial amount of toxic air
contaminant emissions from vehicle trips that could affect nearby sensitive receptors.
Microturbine Energy System. The proposed project would include a microturbine energy system
located in the west building garage of the student residence hall. Combustion of natural gas
associated with the microturbine energy system would also release toxic air contaminants. The air
quality technical report evaluates microturbine toxic air contaminant emissions against air district
"Trigger Levels" for toxic air contaminants in Table 1 of air district rule 2-1. The toxic air
contaminant trigger levels are considered to be reasonable de minimis emission rates for use at a
project level. Projects with emissions below the toxic air contaminant trigger levels are unlikely to
cause, or contribute significantly to, adverse health risks. Therefore, because the air district trigger
levels were not exceeded, meaning that the excess cancer risk from the turbines would be less than
one per one million persons exposed, the health risk from the microturbine energy system would
not be substantial.
Onsite Diesel Generator. The proposed project would include a backup diesel emergency
generator to be located at the southwestern corner of the student residence hall. The generator
would use diesel combustible to provide 800 kW of electricity in case of emergency. A screeninglevel health risk assessment was performed as part of the air quality technical report to assess toxic
air contaminant emissions from the emergency generator. The cancer and chronic non-cancer
analyses are based on diesel exhaust concentrations, and are evaluated for the closest sensitive
receptor, including both student residents and offsite residents. To estimate air concentrations of
diesel exhaust, the U.S. EPA SCREEN3 air dispersion model was used. The concentration for the
student resident is assumed to be the maximum concentration SCREEN3 estimated as the closest
student resident who is almost adjacent to the generator. The concentration for the offsite resident
is the concentration SCREEN3 estimated at 100 meters away as the closest offsite residences are
located 100 meters south from the expected location of the emergency generator, the southwest
corner of the student residence hall west building.
The air quality technical report determined that the emergency generator would result in a chronic
hazard index of 0.012 for the student resident and 0.003 for the offsite resident and an excess
lifetime cancer risk of 1.0 in a million for the student resident and 9.7 in a million for the offsite
resident. Additionally, the proposed generator would result in an annual PM2.5 concentration for
the student resident of 0.058 μg/m3 and 0.013 μg/m3 for the offsite resident. These estimated health
risks are conservative as the emissions from the emergency generator are assumed to be at the
maximum allowable emission rate; the emergency generator is assumed to operate at the
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maximum hours of operation every year; and the SCREEN3 model overestimates ground-level
pollutant concentrations to provide a worst-case analysis. The use of a refined dispersion model
would result in lower estimated health risks.
Additionally, emergency generators are regulated by the air district through its new source review
(regulation 2, rule 5) permitting process. The project sponsor would be required to obtain
applicable permits to operate an emergency generator from the air district. Although emergency
generators are intended only to be used in periods of power outages, monthly testing of the
generator would be required. The air district limits testing to no more than 50 hours per year.
Additionally, as part of the permitting process, the air district limits the excess cancer risk from
any facility to no more than 10.0 per one million population and requires any source that would
result in an excess cancer risk greater than 1.0 per one million population to install best available
control technology for toxics.
As shown above, the health risk impact to both the student population and nearby residents would
not be substantial; therefore, toxic air contaminant emissions would be less than significant. The
proposed project would therefore not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant
concentrations. No mitigation is required.

Siting Sensitive Land Uses
As discussed in Topic 6, Noise, the impact of the existing environment on a project’s users is
generally not a CEQA issue unless the project would exacerbate the existing environmental
conditions. 130 As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in substantial levels of
toxic air contaminants and thus, this CEQA analysis need not consider the existing air quality
effects on the project’s users. Moreover, because the project site is not located within an air pollutant
exposure zone, health risks to the project’s users would not be substantial.
Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the
2017 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant).
The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining
consistency with the 2017 Clean Air Plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1)

130 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369. Opinion Filed
December 17, 2015.
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support the primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, (2) include applicable control measures from
the plan, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in
the plan.
The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional
and local scale by attaining all state and national air quality standards and eliminating disparities
among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air contaminants; and (2) protect the
climate by reducing GHG emissions. To meet the primary goals, the 2017 Clean Air Plan
recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into
various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile-source measures,
transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate measures. The 2017
Clean Air Plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode,
and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and
GHGs from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban communities
where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable transportation
options. To this end, the 2017 Clean Air Plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air
pollution in the air basin.
The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and
energy and climate control measures. The proposed project’s impact with respect to GHGs are
discussed in Topic 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project
would have a less than significant impact and would comply with the applicable provisions of the
City’s greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 131
Development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation options ensure
that students, employees, and residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project
site instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would
avoid substantial growth in automobile trips and VMT. The proposed project would add new
onsite student housing that is intended to accommodate some of the existing student population
currently residing offsite. The existing student population living offsite generates person trips via
various modes, including vehicles. By accommodating student housing onsite, the portion of
person trips that arrive to the campus by vehicles is expected to shift primarily to walk trips.
Furthermore, it is USF policy that all students living on campus are prohibited from having a
vehicle at campus. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase vehicle trips.
Transportation control measures that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by

131 Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Table 1 Private Development Projects, University of San Francisco
2500-2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street, Case No. 2015-00058ENV, January 5, 2017.
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the general plan and the planning code, for example, through the City’s Transit-First Policy, bicycle
parking requirements, and the Transportation Demand Management Program. Compliance with
these requirements would ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures
specified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable
control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the plan’s primary goals.
Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would
increase student housing and dining to a walkable urban area near a concentration of regional and
local transit service. It would not preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other
transit improvement, and thus would not disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures
identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan.
For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant)
Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some
odors. However, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon
project completion. Observation indicates that the project site is not substantially affected by
sources of odors. 132 Additionally, the proposed project includes the construction of the student
residence hall, the renovation and expansion of the dining commons, the replacement of an existing
recycling and waste facility, the relocation of the ROTC program as an addition to the Koret Health
and Recreation Center, and the infiltration trenches, none of which would create significant sources
of new odors. Any proposed new kitchen equipment for the dining commons would be required
to meet regulations regarding proper venting of stove and other kitchen equipment. The proposed
project would include the replacement of an existing recycling and waste facility, which would

132 Environmental Planning staff visited the project site on June 24, 2016, July 22, 2016, and June 22, 2017.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

205

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

produce no uncontrolled odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.

Cumulative Impacts
Impact C-AQ-1a: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future development in the project area would result in less–than-significant
cumulative air quality impacts. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, regional air pollution is by nature largely a cumulative impact. Emissions from
past, present, and future projects contribute to any regional adverse air quality on a cumulative
basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional non-attainment of
ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions would contribute to any
existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts. 133 The project-level thresholds for criteria air
pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air
quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, because
the proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-1) and operational (Impact AQ-3) emissions would
not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not
be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts.
Although the project would include the construction of the student residence hall, the renovation
and expansion of the dining commons, the replacement of an existing recycling and waste facility,
the relocation of the ROTC program as an addition to the Koret Health and Recreation Center, and
the infiltration trenches, the project site is not located within an air pollutant exposure zone. The
project’s incremental increase in localized toxic air contaminant emissions resulting from a backup
diesel emergency generator would be minor and would not contribute substantially to cumulative
toxic air contaminant emissions that could affect nearby and/or proposed sensitive land uses.
Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts would be considered less than significant. No mitigation
is required.

133 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

206

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

8.

GREENHOUSE
Would the project:

a)

Generate

greenhouse

GAS
gas

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

EMISSIONS.
emissions,

either

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b)

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

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG
emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the
global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and
future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its
associated environmental impacts.
The air district has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines
are consistent with CEQA Guidelines, sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and
determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA guidelines,
section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions
resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze
and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the
required contents of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 134 which presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs,
and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in
compliance with the CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent
reduction in GHG emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels, 135 exceeding the year 2020 reduction

134 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010,
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/GHG/GHG_Strategy_October2017.pdf, accessed on November 8, 2017.
135 SF Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint, 2016, https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint, accessed August 15,
2017.
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goals outlined in the air district’s Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, and
Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act). 136
Given that the city has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established
under EO S-3-05, 137 EO B-30-15, 138, 139 and SB 32 140, 141 the City’s GHG reduction goals are
consistent with EO S-3-05, EO B-30-15, AB 32, SB 32, and the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan.
Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy would be
consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these plans or
result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s applicable
GHG threshold of significance.
The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact
statement.

136 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions
to below 1990 levels by year 2020.
137Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005, https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861, accessed July 12,
2017. Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million
MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E). Because
of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon
dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”)
potential.

138 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015, https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, accessed

March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April 29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG emissions to 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTCO2E).
139 San Francisco’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and
include: (i) by 2008, determine city GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent
below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG
emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.
140 Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding Section 38566, which directs that statewide GHG emissions to be reduced by 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
141 Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board;
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants;
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions.
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Impact C-GG: The proposed project would not generate GHG emissions at levels that would
result in a significant impact on the environment but may conflict with a policy, plan, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. (Less than Significant)
Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural-gas combustion). Indirect
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations.
The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the site by constructing the student
residence hall and increasing the number of individuals living on-campus by approximately 606
persons. In addition, the dining commons would be remodeled and expanded to provide dining
services for additional students and employees on campus. The addition for the ROTC program
and the recycling and waste facility would not intensify the uses of the site since these uses already
exist and would only be relocated. The infiltration system would not intensify the use of the site as
it removes existing grass and vegetation and would allow runoff to fall directly into the infiltration
trenches. Because USF does not allow students living on campus to have a car, the increase in oncampus residents would not generate substantial increased vehicle trips. Therefore, the proposed
project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of new residential and
increased dining operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater
treatment, and solid-waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary
increases in GHG emissions.
The proposed student residence hall would include a microturbine energy system facility in the
underground parking structure to reduce costs associated with energy consumption. The project
is expected to include three 65 kW natural-gas-fired cogeneration microturbines. Microturbines
release GHG emissions through the combustion of natural gas. GHG emissions were estimated as
part of the air quality technical report analysis and were based on the microturbine rating, expected
operation, and natural-gas combustion emission factors. The microturbine energy system would
generate power for the student residence hall and reduce the amount of electricity and natural gas
that the student residence hall would need to obtain from PG&E. The City has a checklist to confirm
compliance with its GHG reduction strategy, so GHG emissions from project operations do not
need to be quantified or compared against a quantitative threshold. However, stationary sources,
like the proposed microturbine energy system , are not addressed in the GHG reduction strategy,
so emissions from the operation of the microturbine energy system were quantified. 142 The

142 Ramboll Environ, Air Quality Technical Report, University of San Francisco, San Francisco, California, June 21, 2017.
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emissions from energy use in CalEEMod reflect energy that is drawn from PG&E. The actual
amount of energy reduced is dependent on many variables, including the alignment in time of the
heat demand and capacity for the microturbine energy system to generate heat. Thus, the actual
amount of PG&E energy reduced is not definitively known at this time. Results in the air quality
technical report are presented with and without PG&E energy to provide the best and worst-case
emissions from natural-gas combustion. As detailed in the air quality technical report, GHG
emissions from the microturbine energy system are 1,493 million tons (MT) CO2e/year. The GHG
emissions that would be displaced due to the microturbine energy system range from 866 to 1,827
MT CO2e/year. Thus, the net GHG emissions from the use of the microturbine energy system are
between a decrease of 344 MT CO2e/year to an increase of 627 MT CO2e/year. The lower end of the
range represents displaced electricity generated by the PG&E annual average mix and would be
the minimum value for displaced GHG emissions. However, the microturbine energy system
would likely displace electricity generated from fossil-fuel-generated sources instead of the
average mix of generation sources. PG&E’s electricity generation mix includes a large fraction of
sources that does not emit GHGs, such as wind, solar, and nuclear. Due to the energy generation
characteristics of these sources, these sources supply the baseload of demand and run at capacity
even when electricity demand is reduced. The natural-gas power plants tend to be the first to be
ramped down if electricity demand is decreased due to the cost of natural gas and the ability to
control and fluctuate their generation. The microturbine energy system would reduce the
electricity demand on PG&E’s grid. This reduced demand would reduce natural-gas power plant
generation instead of reducing the amount of electricity generation from renewable sources, such
as wind. Accordingly, two comparisons for fossil fuel plants are provided above, including the
clean baseload fossil fuel plants and the existing fossil fuel mix owned by PG&E.
Additionally, the proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG
emissions as identified in the GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the
applicable regulations would reduce the proposed project’s GHG emissions related to
transportation, energy use, waste disposal, wood burning, and use of refrigerants.
The proposed project would be required to comply with the applicable energy efficiency
requirements of the City’s Green Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, Water
Conservation and Irrigation ordinances, and Energy Conservation Ordinance, which would
promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project’s energy-related GHG
emissions. 143 The project would use low-impact design features to decrease stormwater flow to

143 Compliance with water conservation measures reduces the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump
and treat water required for the project.
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match the existing condition. Stormwater will be managed by an infiltration trench that complies
with SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. The project would comply with current water fixture
and fitting efficiency requirements, through installation of water fixtures that provide 30 percent
water reduction. 144 Additionally, the proposed project would be required to meet the applicable
renewable energy criteria of the Green Building Code, further reducing the proposed project’s
energy-related GHG emissions.
The proposed project’s waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the
City’s Recycling and Compositing Ordinance. The project would provide storage, collection, and
loading of recyclables, compost, and solid waste. The proposed project would also comply with
the Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and Green Building Code
requirements. The construction and demolition material associated with the proposed project
would be transported by a registered hauler for recycling, and a waste diversion plan documenting
a minimum of 75 percent diversion of construction and demolition debris from landfills would be
required. These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, reducing GHGs
emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials, conserving their
embodied energy 145 and reducing the energy required to produce new materials.
The project would comply with the City’s street tree planting requirements by planting nine out of
the 20 street trees required, and USF therefore would pursue the waiver option under public works
code section 806(d)(4), and would pay an in-lieu fee for the 11 street trees that cannot be provided.
Although the project construction would remove trees, trees would be replaced on a one-for-one
basis and would serve to increase carbon sequestration. Other regulations, including those limiting
refrigerant emissions, and the Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance would reduce emissions of
GHGs and black carbon, respectively. Regulations requiring low-emitting finishes would reduce
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 146 Thus, the proposed project was determined to be
consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy. 147
The project sponsor is required to comply with these regulations, which have proven effective as
San Francisco’s GHG emissions have measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions

144 Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Table 1 Private Development Projects, University of San Francisco
2500-2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street, Case No. 2015-00058ENV, January 5, 2017.
145 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building
materials to the building site.
146 While not a greenhouse gas, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are precursor pollutants that form ground-level
ozone. Increased ground-level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added
health effects locally. Reducing VOC emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.
147 Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Table 1 Private Development Projects, University of San Francisco
2500-2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street, Case No. 2015-00058ENV, January 5, 2017.
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levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the 2017 Clean Air
Plan GHG reduction goals by the year 2020. Other existing regulations, such as those implemented
through AB 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change. In
addition, San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets are consistent with the long-term GHG
reduction goals of EO S-3-05, EO B-30-15, AB 32, SB 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore,
because the proposed project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also
consistent with the GHG reduction goals of EO S-3-05, EO B-30-15, AB 32, SB 32, and the 2017 Clean
Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s
applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project GHG emissions would be
less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Impact WS-1: The proposed project would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas. (Less than Significant)
A proposed project’s wind impacts are directly related to building heights, orientation, design,
location, and surrounding development context. Based on wind analyses for other development
projects in San Francisco, a building that does not exceed a height of 80 feet generally has little
potential to cause substantial changes to ground‐level wind conditions. The maximum building
height of the tallest proposed structure, the west building of the student residence hall, would be
40 feet (up to 60 feet at the top of the roof with ornamental tower), and would be lower in height
than adjacent buildings such as Lone Mountain Main and Loyola House. The dining commons
would be 40 feet tall, the recycling and waste facility would be 37 feet tall, and the ROTC program
relocation addition would be 38 feet tall. Neither the student residence hall buildings nor any other
proposed structures have a height, orientation, design, location, or surrounding development
context that create a potential to cause substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions
adjacent to and near the project site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not alter wind
in a manner that substantially affects public areas, and the impact would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create shadow in a manner that substantially
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. (Less than Significant)
In 1984, San Francisco voters approved an initiative known as “Proposition K, The Sunlight
Ordinance,” which was codified as Planning Code section 295 in 1985. Planning Code section 295
generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional shadows on
open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission
between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless that
shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Public open
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spaces that are not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission as well as private
open spaces are not subject to Planning Code section 295. The student residence hall would be
40 feet tall, the dining commons would be 40 feet tall, the recycling and waste facility would be
37 feet tall, and the ROTC program relocation addition would be 38 feet tall.
The open space close to these buildings is part of the USF Hilltop Campus and is not subject to
jurisdiction under the Park and Recreation Commission. Any shadow cast by the student residence
hall, the dining commons, the recycling and waste facility and other existing building would be
interior to the campus. The ROTC program relocation addition on the Lower Campus would be
located on the one- to two-story Koret Health and Recreation Center. The proposed addition would
construct a new second floor with a comparable height of the existing Hagan Gymnasium. The
proposed project is not subject to Planning Code section 295 because the four proposed project
components would not exceed 40 feet (except for permitted height exemptions per planning code).
No city parks or other publicly accessible open spaces exist within the potential shadow area of the
proposed project, given the relatively low building heights and their placement interior to the USF
campus; therefore, no parks or open spaces would be affected by project shadow. This impact
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not result in a cumulative wind or shadow impact. (Less than Significant)
As discussed above, buildings shorter than 80 feet have little potential to cause substantial changes
to ground-level wind conditions. Nearby cumulative projects would be within the two- to threestory scale of the existing neighborhoods, which would not be tall enough to alter wind in a manner
that substantially affects public areas. Furthermore, the cumulative projects are located far enough
from each other to not alter the wind conditions. The scale and location of the project in
combination with reasonably foreseeable projects would not have the potential to generate a
cumulative shadow impact upon city parks and public open spaces. As described above, the
proposed project would not cast any net new shadows on any park protected by Planning Code
section 295, nor would it add new shadow to any publicly accessible open space. Accordingly, the
proposed project could not contribute considerably to any cumulative shadow effects that would
result from the combination of the proposed project and other projects. For these reasons, and given
project-level wind and shadow impacts are considered less than significant, the proposed project
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project
vicinity to create a significant cumulative wind or shadow impact. This impact would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
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Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood parks
or other recreational facilities to the extent that substantial physical deterioration or degradation
of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. (Less than Significant)
As shown on Map 07 of the general plan’s Recreation and Open Space Element, 148 the project site
is not located in an area with a greater need of open spaces. The four proposed project components
would include construction of a new student residence hall, a dining commons, and relocation and
construction of the recycling and waste facility and ROTC program. The student residence hall site
currently contains a parking lot, two tennis courts, and one-story institutional building. The
proposed sites for the recycling and waste facility and ROTC program relocation addition are
vacant. The proposed student residence hall would remove the two tennis courts that are currently
used for the USF intercollegiate tennis team and tennis camps for youths between eight and
16 years old. 149 These activities would be relocated to a tennis court next to USF School of
Education (along Turk Street) and the tennis courts located in Golden Gate Park with
implementation of the proposed project. The new on-campus residents would have access to public
off-campus open spaces managed by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.
The department administers more than 220 parks, playgrounds, and open spaces throughout the
city, as well as recreational facilities including recreation centers, swimming pools, golf courses,

148 According to San Francisco General Plan: Recreation and Open Space Element, Map 07: High Needs Areas: Priority
Acquisition & Renovation Areas, April 2014, p.13, http://openspace.sfplanning.org/, accessed on February 8, 2017.
149 As described in the University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan, the tennis courts would likely be moved to a
new site on Anza Street, east of Parker Avenue. The two replacement tennis courts are not part of the proposed
project. There is no application on file to replace the tennis court at the San Francisco Planning Department.
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and athletic fields, tennis courts, and basketball courts. The project site is located on the USF Hilltop
Campus, which also provides open space and recreation facilities for the students and employees.
There are several facilities managed by the department in the project vicinity:
•

Laurel Hill Playground (located at the intersection of Euclid Avenue and Collins Street):
an approximately 1.35-acre recreation park containing a clubhouse, basketball court,
softball field, and tennis court located 0.26 miles north of the project site.

•

Angelo J. Rossi Playground (located at the intersection of Anza Street and Arguello
Boulevard): an approximately 6-acre recreation park containing a playground, tennis
courts, baseball field, and an indoor swimming pool located 0.17 miles northwest of the
project site.

•

Golden Gate Park (delineated by Fulton Street to the north, Great Highway to the west,
Lincoln way to the south and Stanyan Street to the east): an approximately 1,000-acre
regional park containing lakes, picnic groves, trails, museums, gardens, playgrounds,
sports fields, and an aquarium located approximately 0.12 miles southwest of the project
site.

•

The Panhandle (delineated by Fell Street to the north, Stanyan Street to the west, Oak Street
to the south and Baker Street to the east): an approximately 28-acre park connected to the
Golden Gate Park, containing grassy areas, trails, basketball courts, and a playground
located approximately 0.30 miles south of the project site.

The Presidio of San Francisco is a federally owned property managed by the National Park Service
and is located approximately 0.8 miles north of the project site. The approximately 1,000-acre area
includes trails, beaches, observation points, large picnic areas, open lawn areas, and a bowling
center and tennis courts.
The USF Hilltop Campus provides approximately 11 acres of vegetation and open space on the
Upper Campus and an approximately 2-acre open space area (Welch Field and Gleeson Plaza) on
the Lower Campus. New on-campus residents also would have access to the Koret Health and
Recreation Center, which is available for students, alumni, personnel, teachers and a limited
number of neighborhood residents. The Koret Health and Recreation Center offers a variety of
sports facilities that include two levels of cardiovascular equipment, weight rooms, gymnasiums
and an indoor swimming pool. It also supports 27 sports clubs and 10 intramural leagues.
The proposed project would provide on-campus housing for approximately 600 students currently
living off campus. With the availability of open space and recreational facilities on the USF campus
and in its immediate vicinity, and given that the new student residents already frequent the site on
a daily basis, the existing local and regional recreational resources, such as the Laurel Hill
Playground, the Angelo J. Rossi Playground, Golden Gate Park, the Panhandle, and the Presidio
Case No. 2015-000058ENV

216

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

of San Francisco, could accommodate the demand generated by the project. Therefore, the
proposed project would not create a substantial increase in the use of existing parks and
recreational facilities such that physical deterioration or degradation of existing facilities would
occur or be accelerated. The proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on
existing recreational facilities. No mitigation is required.
Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not include the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that would have a significant effect on the environment. (Less than
Significant)
The proposed student residence hall would include passive recreational spaces for the onsite
residents, including four courtyards and other open space areas, as well as social lounges and other
common areas inside both buildings. The four courtyard open spaces would be located on the
interior of both buildings and would total approximately 15,950 square feet. Open space would
also be provided in the paseo between the west and east buildings and would total approximately
16,560 square feet. Total usable open space proposed by the project is approximately 32,513 square
feet, approximately 26,411 square feet of which would strictly comply with Planning Code section
135(g) horizontal dimension requirements, exceeding the 25,769 square feet of common usable
open space 150 required under Planning Code section 135.
The proposed project would therefore not result in the construction of recreational facilities that
would themselves have a physical environmental impact, and there would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to
cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)
The geographic area for potential cumulative recreation impacts encompasses the recreational
facilities and parks in the vicinity of the USF Hilltop Campus, including Golden Gate Park, the
Presidio of San Francisco, the Panhandle, Laurel Hill Playground, and the Angelo J. Rossi
Playground. Similar to the proposed project, other planned projects in the vicinity would
contribute to incremental demand for such recreation facilities and parks, which may increase the
use of these facilities or result in physical deterioration of the facilities.

150 Calculated by multiplying 166.25 square feet x 155 dwelling units.
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Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects located within the vicinity of the USF
campus project site and on the USF campus itself are identified in Table 7, p. 67, and mapped on
Figure 40, p. 68. As discussed in Topic 3, Population and Housing, these projects would add
approximately 2,092 new residents in 972 dwelling units in a half-mile radius of the project vicinity.
These approved and proposed projects, when combined with the proposed project, would add
2,698 new residents in the project vicinity, representing a population increase of approximately 5
percent.
Each residential project identified in Table 7, p.67 would be subject to the City’s open space
requirements, as defined in Planning Code section 135. Section 135 requires new residential
projects to provide common (i.e., shared) and/or private usable open space to partially meet the
demand for recreational needs of future residents. San Francisco voters passed two bond measures,
in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, and renovation of the city’s network of
recreational resources. Also, in June 2016, San Francisco voters approved Proposition B, which
extends funding set aside in the city budget for the department until 2046. Thus, going forward,
the department would have additional funding for programming and park maintenance.
Furthermore, the project site and vicinity is not located in an area with a greater need for open
spaces. For these reasons, physical deterioration of recreational facilities from development of new
housing would not occur, resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. No mitigation is
required.
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

b)

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

c)

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

d)

Have sufficient water supply available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

e)

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

f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

The project site is within an urban area served by utility service systems, including water,
wastewater, and stormwater collection and treatment, and solid-waste collection and disposal.
Water service, wastewater, and stormwater collection and treatment are provided by the San
Francisco Public Utility Commision (SFPUC), and solid-waste collection and disposal is provided
by Recology. The proposed project would add new residents, which would increase the demand
for utilities and service systems on the site, as discussed in more detail below.
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Impact UT-1: The proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board. (Less than Significant)
The project site is served by the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system, which handles both
sewage and stormwater runoff. The Oceanside Water Pollution Control Treatment Plant 151
provides wastewater and stormwater treatment and management for the west side of San
Francisco, which includes the project site and ranges from the Presidio to Lake Merced. The
Oceanside Plant is managed by the SFPUC.
As further explained under Topic 13, Geology and Soils, groundwater was not encountered at the
project site; however, the depth to groundwater at the project site is generally between 19 and 28
feet below ground surface, although it has been encountered as high as 8.5 feet and 12 feet below
ground surface below Stanyan Street and the east side of the Hagan Gymnasium, respectively.
Although encountering the groundwater table during construction is not anticipated, passive
groundwater control with local dewatering may be necessary for those areas where seeping
perched water may be encountered. Generally, if dewatering is expected, the contractor would be
required to fully conform to the requirements specified in a batch wastewater discharge permit
from the SFPUC. This permit regulates specified low-threat discharges of waste to land with
underlying groundwater, including dewatering of construction sites; dewatering of wells drilled
to investigate or mitigate a suspected contaminated site; power-washing of buildings or parking
lots; or any other activity that generates wastewater, other than from routine commercial or
industrial processes.
Campus activities associated with the proposed project would be like those currently being
conducted on the campus. The proposed project would not introduce different types of pollutants
or discharges, and no new pollutants of concern would be introduced into the wastewater system.
This wastewater would be treated to the standards contained within the City’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Permit, mandated by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board, for the Oceanside Plant prior to discharge into the Pacific Ocean through the
southwest ocean outfall. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater
treatment requirements of the water quality board at the Oceanside Plant. This impact would be
less than significant. No mitigation is required.

151 San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Oceanside Treatment Plant, https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=622, accessed on
November 29, 2016.
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Impact UT-2: Implementation of the proposed project could require or result in the construction
of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects and could result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitment. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The student residence hall project site is served by an existing 8-inch city sewer main located on
Turk Street at Tamalpais Terrace. A portion of the student residence hall site drains to the city’s
combined stormwater/sewer system located under Turk Street while the remainder of the student
residence hall site sheet flows north and east to other branches of the combined stormwater/sewer
system. The combined sewer main on Turk Street is at full system capacity downstream from the
project site and no additional flows can be conveyed to the Turk Street sewer. 152 Therefore, in order
for the student residence hall project to not result in additional flows to the combined
stormwater/sewer system, the proposed project would construct a flow diversion structure to four
infiltration trenches with each trench estimated to contain a 4-foot gravel storage depth and a total
footprint of approximately 4,400 square feet. The proposed infiltration trenches would be required
to either maintain existing flow conditions or reduce existing flows to the system. Additional flows
to the combined stormwater/sewer system would result in the system operating over capacity,
which could require a combination of approved stormwater controls with equivalent capability to
meet the Stormwater Management Ordinance (SMO) requirements and the more stringent 5-year,
3-hour design storm event performance criteria.
To reduce or maintain existing flow conditions, the project sponsor would be required to construct
the infiltration system in compliance with the SMO. The SMO requires the project to maintain or
reduce the existing volume and rate of stormwater runoff at the site for 1- and 2-year, 24-hour
design storms by retaining runoff onsite, promoting stormwater reuse, and/or limiting site
discharges before entering the combined stormwater/sewer collection system, and the project
would comply with the SMO. Given the Turk Street sewer main's existing full system capacity
condition downstream from the project site, the student residence hall project component would
be required to exceed the SMO's requirements for stormwater infiltration runoff rates and for
required on-going monitoring and/or maintenance of the proposed infiltration trenches and/or a
combination of approved stormwater controls. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a
significant impact from the determination by the Public Utilities Commission that it has inadequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitment

152 Michael Tran, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, email correspondence with Alesia Hsiao, Senior
Environmental Planner, San Francisco Planning Department November 14, 2017.
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and could require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities, which could
cause significant environmental effects.
To alleviate potential impacts related to additional flows conveyed to the combined
stormwater/sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Measure UT-2: Monitoring and
Maintenance of Proposed Infiltration Trenches would require the project sponsor to monitor and
maintain the proposed infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other approved stormwater
controls to meet performance requirements to maintain the stormwater runoff rate and volume at
or below the existing 5-year, 3-hour design stormwater runoff in perpetuity storm event for the life
of the project. Therefore, impacts to the combined stormwater/sewer system would be reduced to
a less-than-significant impact.
Mitigation Measure M-UT-2: Monitoring and Maintenance of Proposed Infiltration
Trenches
The proposed infiltration trenches shall be monitored and maintained to achieve the
following performance criterion of no net increase of stormwater into the Turk Street
combined sewer up to the 5-year 3-hour design storm event resulting from the project, in
addition to all applicable requirements in the Stormwater Management Ordinance (SMO)
and Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines. Additionally, prior
to building permit issuance, the project sponsor shall submit a Stormwater Control Plan 153
and Hydrologic and Hydraulic Technical Memorandum 154 for review and approval by
SFPUC. To meet the performance criterion of no net increase of stormwater into the Turk
Street combined sewer up to the 5-year 3-hour design storm event, the project sponsor
shall monitor and maintain the proposed infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other
approved stormwater controls. The infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other
SFPUC-approved stormwater controls are subject to the following performance
requirements:
•

The project sponsor shall complete a minimum of five infiltration tests (two tests
for the first 1,000 square feet of infiltration footprint, with one additional test per
each 1,000 square feet of additional footprint) per the SFPUC – Wastewater
Enterprise (SFPUC-WWE) Determination of Design Infiltration Rate for the Sizing
of Infiltration-based Green Infrastructure Facilities (infiltration guidance

153 BKF Engineers, 2500-2698 Turk Street San Francisco, CA Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan, October 11, 2017.
154 BKF Engineers, University of San Francisco Student Housing Project – 2500-2698 Turk St Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analyses
Technical Memorandum, December 6, 2017.
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memorandum). Additional tests shall be performed as determined by SFPUC to
meet all requirements of the infiltration guidance memorandum in connection
with the final infiltration facility layout (i.e. test number, depth of test set at bottom
of facility at proposed locations, etc.).
•

The project sponsor shall monitor and maintain the proposed infiltration trenches,
and/or a combination of approved stormwater controls with equivalent capability
to meet the SMO requirements and the more stringent 5-year, 3-hour design storm
event performance criteria.

•

Due to the proposed scale of the infiltration facility and proximity to adjacent
public right-of-way (ROW) and downstream existing structures, the final layout
design and sizing is subject to SFPUC approval, and review by the San Francisco
Public Works geotechnical engineering team. San Francisco Public Works would
be limited to a determination that the infiltration facility and/or other approved
stormwater controls do not unreasonably interfere with existing San Francisco
Public Works infrastructure or adjacent structures.

•

The project sponsor shall comply with all special conditions determined by the
SFPUC to be required to meet the SMO requirements, and those requirements
determined by the SFPUC to be necessary to maintain the stormwater runoff rate
and volume at or below the existing 5-year, 3-hour design storm event stormwater
runoff levels including but not limited to sizing of infiltration trenches or
development of additional on-site stormwater controls.
o

The infiltration trenches were modeled with the following parameters:


Estimates at a total of 4,400 square foot (0.10 acre) footprint;



Estimates with 4 feet of gravel storage depth with 40% porosity
(1.6 feet of effective storage depth);



Maximum infiltration rate of 5 inches per hour dependent on
depth in the gravel storage trench.

•

The project sponsor shall submit a monitoring and maintenance plan for SFPUC's
review and approval. The plan shall determine how stormwater runoff (from a 5year, 3-hour design storm event) can be retained by the infiltration trenches and/or
approved stormwater controls at an infiltration rate of 5-inches per hour, and shall
describe the on-going monitoring, maintenance, and inspections that shall be
conducted by the project sponsor. The plan shall also include provisions for access
rights for periodic inspections by SFPUC – WWE to determine the adequacy of the
trench maintenance. The infiltration trenches and/or approved stormwater
controls shall be operated and maintained by the project sponsor per the SMO
maintenance agreement.
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•

The diversion structure, stormwater infiltration trenches, and any other approved
stormwater controls shall be operated and maintained by the project sponsor. The
project sponsor shall develop and implement a permanent maintenance plan in
perpetuity to ensure that the infiltration trenches and/or approved stormwater
controls are maintained to perform at pre-development conditions (i) per the SMO
requirements, and (ii) for the 5-year, 3-hour design storm event with respect to the
Turk Street combined sewer.

•

If maintenance is deemed ineffective to ensure that run-off volumes meet the SMO
requirements and for the SMO 5-year, 3-hour design storm event are maintained
to pre-development conditions, the project sponsor shall be required to perform
additional maintenance or on-site improvements as determined by the SFPUC to
be required to meet pre-development conditions, including, if necessary, complete
replacement of the infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other SFPUCapproved stormwater controls.

The project sponsor shall coordinate with the SFPUC regarding the design, minimum
sizing requirements, and construction of the new infiltration trenches. The final design
shall be subject to approval by the SFPUC, specifically the Wastewater Enterprise –
Collection System Division.
Additionally, the dining commons and recycling and waste facility would drain to an existing
private 6-to 8-inch storm drain pipe network which runs northeast and connects into the city’s
combined sewer system located on Anza Street between Cook and Blake Street. The storm drain
network includes an existing sand trap (located outside of the project area) prior to connection into
the city’s combined sewer system in Anza Street. The Anza Street combined sewer main has
capacity to serve the anticipated increase in flows from the dining commons and recycling and
waste facility for the 5-year, 3-hour design storm event of 0.47 cubic feet per second; of this increase,
0.22 cubic feet per second would be attributable to dining commons, and 0.25 cubic feet per second
would be attributable to the recycling and waste facility. 155, 156
Stormwater runoff from the dining commons site would be collected via a series of trench drains
and area drains located within the proposed hardscape and landscape improvements. A new 4 to
6-inch storm drain pipe network would connect into the aforementioned existing private storm

155Michael Tran, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, email correspondence with Alesia Hsiao, Senior
Environmental Planner, San Francisco Planning Department November 14, 2017.
156Sherwood Design Engineers, Lone Mountain Dining Commons & Recycling and Waste Facility Projects Technical
Memorandum, November 3, 2017.
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drain system at the northeast corner of the dining commons site and downspouts from the
proposed pavilion building roof would connect into the proposed storm drain pipe network. The
dining commons is required to submit a stormwater control plan and comply with the SMO
requirement to maintain or reduce the existing volume and rate of stormwater runoff at the site for
1- and 2-year, 24-hour design storms. However, the dining commons project component is not
proposing any stormwater management best management practices due to site constraints.
Instead, the increased stormwater runoff rates and volumes would be addressed under the SMO
for the 1- and 2-year, 24-hour storms by utilizing stormwater credits gained from the student
residence hall component. 157
The recycling and waste facility would be constructed over an area that is currently an
undeveloped, vegetated slope. The recycling and waste facility would include a trench drain, floor
drains and roof scuppers and connect into an existing private storm drain system that ultimately
discharges into the City combined sewer system in Anza Street. The recycling and waste facility,
as well as the ROTC program relocation addition, would replace or create less than 5,000 squarefeet of impervious surfaces, and therefore these project components are not required to submit an
stormwater control plan. The ROTC program relocation addition would add negligible additional
stormwater and sanitary sewer flows to the combined sewer system, which has adequate capacity
to serve these negligible additional flows.
The proposed project would incorporate water-efficient fixtures, as required by the San Francisco
Green Building Code and Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations that would limit the
amount of water consumption and wastewater generation levels. While the proposed project
would increase sanitary sewage flows in the area, this increase would be incremental and as
described above, would not cause collection or treatment capacity of the sewer system in San
Francisco to be exceeded. As described in Topic 3, Population and Housing, the proposed project
would add 606 residents and approximately 22 additional employees at the project site, which
would increase the amount of wastewater generated at the project site by approximately
27,000 gallons per day (gpd). 158 The Oceanside Plant has a treatment capacity of 17 million gpd,159

157 Sherwood Design Engineers, Lone Mountain Dining Commons Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan, October 11, 2017.
158San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Wastewater Service Charge Appeal, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=132,
accessed on January 27, 2017. The calculation of the water use by the proposed project is described in Impact UT-4. The
flow factor is the percentage of metered water use returned to the sewer system as wastewater. For purposes of
determining applicable charges, the percentage of water use returned to the sewers (flow factor) is assumed to be 95
percent for multifamily residential users. 95 percent x 28,390 (consumption without the loss) = 26,971 gpd.
159

San
Francisco
Public
Utilities
Commission,
San
Francisco
https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=622, accessed on November 29, 2016.
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and the project generated wastewater would increase the volume of wastewater treatment by 0.16
percent. This incremental increase would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater collection
system or the Oceanside Plant. 160 In addition, an existing on-site utility map which displays sewer
connections to sewers within the right of way, and the project generated wastewater would be
provided to the SFPUC for their evaluation during the building permit review process.
The proposed project would require new or expanded wastewater or stormwater collection or
treatment facilities that could cause significant environmental effects, or result in significant
impacts to the combined stormwater/sewer system. With implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-UT-2 potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Impact UT-3: The public utilities commission has sufficient water supply and entitlements to
serve the proposed project, and implementation of the proposed project would not require
expansion or construction of new water supply facilities. (Less than Significant)
Domestic water for San Francisco is supplied by both groundwater and imported surface water.
Currently, 85 percent of the domestic water is from the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir. Surface water
from the Hetch Hetchy Reservoir is treated prior to distribution. The remaining 15 percent is
supplied by local water resources within the Alameda and Peninsula watersheds, which also are
treated and filtered before delivery. 161
Water for the proposed project is provided by the SFPUC, which provides both water supply and
wastewater collection and treatment. The SFPUC’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan estimates
future water demand to year 2040, compares available water supplies to meet demands, and
presents water-demand management measures to reduce long-term water demand. Projection
models rely on household and employment forecasts provided by the San Francisco Planning
Department’s Land Use Allocation, which is a city-specific refinement of the ABAG’s population
and employment forecast. Retail-demand projections are based on demographic data and growth
forecasts prepared by the California Department of Finance, ABAG, and the San Francisco
Planning Department. Per the Urban Water Management Plan, the retail demand (excluding water
loss) is projected to increase by about 29 percent (with the presence of water conservation efforts),

160

San
Francisco
Public
Utilities
Commission,
San
Francisco
https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=622, accessed on November 29, 2016.
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161 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Serving 2.6 million residential, commercial and industrial customers,
http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=355, accessed on February 17, 2017.
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from 64.8 million gallons per day (mgd) to 83.9 mgd. 162
The SFPUC’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and 2013 Water Availability Study for the City
and County of San Francisco uses 2040 and 2035 growth projections that were prepared by the
planning department and ABAG to estimate future water demand, respectively. 163 The SFPUC
estimates an additional 500,000 gallons of water per day 164 would be needed to meet future
demand; 165 however, water supply of normal years and multiple dry years are adequate on
existing supplies until 2030. In 2035, a water deficit is only expected if future water supplies are
untapped. 166 The future water supplies include the Future North Westside Groundwater Basin
Expansion and future recycled water projects. 167
As the proposed project would accommodate 606 new residents and approximately 22 net new
employees, the domestic water usage would increase commensurately. The new residents and
employees would use an estimated 31,230 gallons of water per day, 168 which would account for
0.16 percent of the 29 percent projected retail-demand increase. 169 Therefore, while the proposed
project would incrementally increase the demand for water in San Francisco, the estimated increase
in demand could be accommodated within anticipated water supply forecasts.
Since the proposed project’s water demand would be accommodated by the existing and planned
supply and infrastructure, no expansion or construction of new water supply facilities would be
required. The SFPUC has sufficient water supply available to serve the proposed project from

162 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco,
http://www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=8839, accessed on January 27, 2017, p. 4-4.
163 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco,
May 2013, p. 16, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4168, accessed on February 10, 2017.
164 84.2 million gallons per day (year 2035) – 83.7 million gallons per day (year 2015) = 0.5 million gallons per day
165 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco,
May 2013, p. 15, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4168, accessed on February 10, 2017.
166 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco,
May 2013, p. 20, http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4168, accessed on February 10, 2017.
167 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2013 Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco,
May 2013, p. 14 http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4168, accessed on February 10, 2017.
168 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco,

Public review draft, http://www.sfwater.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=8839, accessed on January 27,
2017. The current consumption rate for residents in San Francisco is 45 gallons of water consumed per person per day
(GPCD) and 53 gallons of water per retail employee-day (GED) according to the last update of the Urban Water
Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco in 2015, the plan was adopted on June 14, 2016. 606 new
students x 45 GPCD + 21 new retail employees x 53 GED = 28,390 gpd + 10% loss = (28,390 x 0.10) + 28,390 =
31,230 gpd.

169 The SFPUC projects an increase of 19.1 mgd in water consumption (83.9 mgd ─ 64.8 mgd = 19.1 mgd). 19.1 mgd is the
equivalent of 19,100,000 gpd. The proposed project would use an estimated of 31,230 gpd. 31,230/19,100,000 = 0.16%.
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existing entitlements and resources. The proposed project would be designed to incorporate waterconserving measures, such as low-flush toilets and urinals, as required by the San Francisco Green
Building Code and California Code of Regulations title 24. Since the proposed project would have
sufficient water supply available from existing water supply, it would not require new water
supply or water treatment facilities, and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation
is required.
Impact UT-4: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs and construction and
operation of the proposed project would comply with federal, state and local statues and
regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires municipalities to adopt
an integrated waste management plan to establish objectives, policies, and programs relative to
waste disposal, management, source reduction, and recycling. The Board of Supervisors and the
San Francisco Commission on the Environment have adopted a goal of zero waste by 2020.
The San Francisco Construction and Demolition Ordinance (Ordinance No. 27-06) requires a
minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from
landfills. This requirement has been augmented by the Green Building Ordinance, which requires
that at least 75 percent of construction and demolition debris be diverted from landfills.
Accordingly, during project construction, the contractor would be required to divert construction
and demolition debris from the existing Underhill Building; the vegetation south of the Underhill
Building and Lone Mountain Drive; the Wolf & Kettle Café; the Koret Health and Recreation
Center; and the access ramp to the recycling and waste facility to a registered facility that would
process and divert these materials.
San Francisco uses a three‐cart collection program: residents and businesses sort solid waste into
recyclables, compostable items such as food scraps and yard trimmings, and garbage. The city’s
Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (Ordinance 100‐09) requires everyone in San
Francisco to separate their refuse into recyclable, compostable, and trash. Recology provides solidwaste collection, recycling, and disposal services for residential and commercial garbage, recycling,
and composting in San Francisco through its subsidiaries San Francisco Recycling and Disposal,
Golden Gate Disposal and Recycling, and Sunset Scavenger. Materials collected are hauled to the
Recology transfer station/recycling center on Tunnel Avenue, near the southeastern city limit, for
sorting and subsequent transportation to other facilities. Recyclable materials are taken to
Recology’s Pier 96 facility, where they are separated into commodities (e.g., aluminum, glass, and
paper) and transported to other users for reprocessing. Compostables (e.g., food waste, plant
trimmings, soiled paper) are transferred to a Recology composting facility in Solano County, where
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they are converted to soil amendment and compost. The remaining material that cannot otherwise
be reprocessed (“trash”) is transported to, and disposed of at, the Recology Hay Road Landfill in
Solano County.
In September 2015, San Francisco entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology Inc. that
commenced in January 2016. The agreement is for the disposal of all solid waste collected in San
Francisco at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County for nine years or until 3.4 million
tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first. The City would have an option to renew the
agreement for a period of six years or until an additional 1.6 million tons have been disposed,
whichever occurs first, 170 which would extend the termination date to 2031. At that point, the City
will either further extend the Recology Hay Road Landfill contract or locate and entitle another
landfill site. The Recology Hay Road Landfill has a permitted peak maximum daily disposal of
2,400 tons per day and currently receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which could be accommodated
until 2041. 171
In San Francisco, recycling, composting and waste reduction efforts are expected to increasingly
divert waste from landfill. The Board of Supervisors and the San Francisco Commission on the
Environment have adopted a goal of zero waste by 2020. 172 The City’s ordinance 100-09, the
Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, requires separation of refuse into recyclables,
compostables, and trash. The proposed project building design provides space to accommodate
separate containers for recycling, compost, and landfill-bound trash in accordance with ordinance
100-09. During operation of the proposed project, occupants of the student residence hall and the
students and staff using the other facilities would be expected to participate in the city’s recycling
and composting programs and other efforts to reduce the solid-waste disposal stream at USF.
The USF recycling program collects commingled recyclables including all grades of paper, cans,
glass, cardboard, and all rigid plastics. Program highlights relevant to the proposed project include:
recycling in all residence halls and common building areas (over 200 locations), composting at all
dining service locations; and composting in all residence halls. USF also has a dedicated team, the

170 San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay Road
Landfill in Solano County Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015,
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed on February 8, 2017.

171 San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay Road
Landfill in Solano County Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015,
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed on November 5, 2017.

172 City and County of San Francisco, Zero Waste, https://sfenvironment.org/zero-waste, accessed on January 31, 2017.
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Environmental Safety Office, that manages the education and outreach component of the USF
Recycles Program. Residence hall recycling as well as campus-wide trash collection from external
receptacles (from 32-gallon cans to 3-yard dumpsters) is staffed by a full-time crew with the Office
of Waste Management. In 2013, USF diverted approximately 495 tons of recyclables and
approximately 415 tons of compostables and sent approximately 410 tons of trash to the landfill,
which equated to a landfill diversion rate of 70 percent. 173
Although the proposed project would incrementally increase total waste generation by increasing
the number of residents at the USF campus, the increasing diversion rate through recycling and
composting would result in a decreasing share of total waste that requires deposition into the
landfill. For these reasons, the solid waste generated by the proposed project during construction
and operation would not result in the landfill exceeding its permitted capacity, construction and
operation of the proposed project would comply with all applicable statutes and regulations
related to solid waste and the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-UT-1: In combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
development in the project site vicinity, the proposed project could make a considerable
contribution to any cumulative significant effects related to utilities or service systems. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)
Like the proposed project, cumulative projects development projects in the area would
commensurately increase the demand on citywide utilities and service systems such as domestic
water supply, wastewater facilities and solid-waste services. The SFPUC has accounted for such
increases in its water-demand projections, as noted in the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.
The SFPUC is also currently implementing a $7 billion, 20-year capital program called the Sewer
System Improvement Program to address system-wide needs and update the aging combined
stormwater and sewer system. 174 Cumulative projects identified in the vicinity could add
additional flows to the combined stormwater and sewer that would result in the system operating
over capacity, which could require the construction or upgrade to the city’s existing system.
Therefore, the project could result in cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact to utilities. This impact would be reduced with implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-UT-2. The City has also implemented various waste reduction programs to achieve
100 percent landfill diversion by 2020. Like the proposed project, cumulative projects in the city

173 University of San Francisco, Recycling Overview, https://myusf.usfca.edu/environmental-safety/recycling-overview, accessed
on June 1, 2017.
174 San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Sewer System Improvement Program, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=116,
accessed on February 3, 2017.
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would be subject to the same water conservation and stormwater policies, and wastewater
discharge, recycling, and composting ordinances applicable to the proposed project. Compliance
with these requirements would reduce the effects of nearby cumulative development projects to
less than significant levels. For these reasons the proposed project would not combine with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project site vicinity to make a
considerable contribution to cumulative utilities or service systems impacts. Therefore, the impact
would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

12. PUBLIC SERVICES.
a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of,
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives for any of
the public services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other public
facilities?

The proposed project’s impact to parks and open spaces are analyzed in Topic 10, Recreation.
Impacts to other public services are discussed below.
Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not increase demand for police protection and fire
protection to an extent that would require new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less than Significant)
Police Protection
Police protection for the project site is provided by the Park Police Station located at 1899 Waller
Street (on Kezar Drive, in the southeast corner of Golden Gate Park), 175 approximately 0.85 miles
south of the project site. Although the proposed project could increase the number of calls received
from the area, the increase in services would not be substantial in light of the existing demand for
police protection services. The Park Police Station would be able to provide the necessary police
services and crime prevention in the area. Meeting this additional service demand would not
require the construction of new police facilities that could cause significant environmental impacts.
Given that the proposed project is located near, and already served by existing police services, and
the proposed project would only incrementally increase permanent resident populations in the
area, impacts to police services would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

175 San Francisco Police Department, Police District Map, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed on
December 26, 2017.
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Fire Protection
The project site receives fire protection services from the San Francisco Fire Department. 176 The
four closest stations are Station 10, Station 12, Station 21 and Station 31. 177
•

Station 10 is located at 655 Presidio Avenue, near the corner of Bush Streets, approximately
2,500 feet north of the Lone Mountain Campus and 3,900 feet northeast of the ROTC
program relocation addition.

•

Station 12 is located at 1145 Stanyan Street, at Grattan Street, approximately 5,000 feet
south of the ROTC program relocation addition and 1.10 mile south of the Lone Mountain
Campus.

•

Station 21 is located at 1443 Grove Street, at Broderick Street, approximately 3,000 feet
southeast of the residence hall, the dining commons and the recycling and waste facility
and 4,500 feet east of the ROTC program relocation addition.

•

Station 31 is located at 441 12th Avenue, at Geary Boulevard, approximately 5,000 feet west
of the residence hall, the dining commons and the recycling and waste facility and 4,700
feet west of the ROTC program relocation addition. 178

Although the proposed project could increase the number of calls received from the area, the
increase in responsibilities would not be substantial considering existing demand for fire
protection services. The proposed project structures would be subject to, and would comply with
regulations of the California Fire Code, which establishes requirements pertaining to fire protection
systems, including the provision of state-mandated smoke alarms, fire alarm and sprinkler
systems, fire extinguishers, appropriate building access, and emergency response notification
systems. Meeting this additional service demand would not require the construction of new fire
department facilities that could cause significant environmental impacts, and the impact would
therefore be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
USF Department of Public Safety
USF operates a Department of Public Safety to ensure a safe learning, working, and living
environment on the campus. The department provides a 24-hour communication center and
uniformed public safety officers who respond to all reports of accidents, crimes, suspicious
persons, hazards, and other emergencies. The Office of Student Housing and Residential Education

176 San Francisco Fire Department, Fire Station Locations, http://sf-fire.org/fire-station-locations, accessed on January 25, 2017.
177 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Map,
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/?&name=SFFIND&search=655%20 PRESIDIO, accessed on January 25, 2017.
178 The distances to the police stations were calculated approximately with Google Earth.
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also hires students to work as community assistants in residence halls, where they are responsible
for verifying student identification for building access and assisting the department by providing
additional safety and security assistance. The department has a signed memorandum of
understanding with the San Francisco Police Department. 179 As described in Topic 3, Population
and Housing, the proposed project would provide new housing on the Upper Campus for
600 students and six permanent staff, and add 22 employees (13 full-time employees and eight
part-time employees for the dining commons, and one maintenance employee for the student
residence hall) on campus. The proposed project would result in a more intensive use of the project
site than currently exists.
Given that the proposed project is located near, and already served by existing fire protection
services, the proposed new structures would be required to comply with fire codes, and the
proposed project would only incrementally increase the permanent resident population in the area,
impacts to fire services would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not substantially increase the population of schoolaged children and would not require new or physically altered school facilities. (Less than
Significant)
The San Francisco Unified School District provides school services to residents in the project
vicinity. The proposed project would not result in the construction of new residential units for
families with children. Residents of the proposed project would be undergraduate students and
would not be allowed to have children in the proposed student residence hall. The approximately
22 additional employees at the project site are likely to be residents of San Francisco or the Bay
Area, and the number of additional school-aged children associated with them would be very small
compared to the total school district enrollment. Therefore, the proposed project would not
increase the population of school-aged children to the extent that new school facilities would be
required, and the project would have less-than-significant impacts to schools. No mitigation is
required.

179 Memorandum of understanding between the City and County of San Francisco and the University of San Francisco
(USF), signed on November 29, 2011. Under the memorandum of understanding, USF public safety officers are
authorized under Penal Code Section 830.7 (b) and Vehicle Code section 1808.25 to enforce applicable university,
municipal, and state parking regulations on USF property (excluding all publicly maintained streets and sidewalks).
Also, USF Department of Public Safety personnel who meet the requirements listed in Article 6 of the memorandum
of understanding may exercise peace officer powers of arrest, as described in Penal Code Section 836, while
performing duties within the geographical boundaries of the USF campus as well as off-campus buildings owned or
controlled by USF.
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Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not increase demand for other government services to
the extent that it would require new or physically altered government facilities. (Less than
Significant)
Implementation of the proposed project would add approximately 600 students, six staff, and 22
employees on the USF Hilltop Campus. However, the increase in population would not generate
substantial new demand for libraries, community centers, and other public facilities to the extent
that new or physically altered facilities would be required. USF currently provides a library and
numerous recreational services serving the students and community members on campus.
Although the proposed project could increase demand for governmental services such as public
libraries, the library at the USF Hilltop Campus would be able to accommodate the increased
demand for library services. Therefore, the proposed project would not require new governmental
facilities, the construction of which could have a significant impact on the environment, and this
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in cumulatively considerable impact
to public services. (Less than Significant)
The geographic area for potential cumulative public services impacts encompasses public service
providers in the vicinity of the USF Hilltop Campus. Public services in the project vicinity include
services provided by the police department, fire department, school district, and City and County
of San Francisco. Similar to the proposed project, projects within the vicinity would utilize services
provided by these departments. Development of the proposed project in conjunction with the
cumulative projects identified in the vicinity of the project site in Table 7, p. 67, and projected
population growth in the project area would increase overall demand for public services; however,
this growth would not exceed growth projections for the area or the region, as discussed in
Topic 3, Population and Housing. The police department, fire department, school district, and City
and County of San Francisco have accounted and planned for such growth in order to continue to
provide public services to San Francisco residents. The proposed project’s increase in student
population and employment would incrementally increase demand for public services, in
combination with demands projected for other public services, but would not be beyond levels
anticipated and planned for in the project site vicinity. For these reasons, the proposed project
would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative public service impacts, and this
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a)

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

b)

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

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d)

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

e)

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

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

The project site is located within a built environment and does not include riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; therefore,
Question 13b is not applicable to the proposed project.
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A search of the U.S. EPA My Waters Mapper database confirms that the project areas do not include
wetlands or streams as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and thereby direct removal,
filling, or other hydrological alterations as identified in Question 13c are not applicable. 180
Additionally, none of the proposed project sites fall within any local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan, nor do they conflict with the provisions of any Habitat Conservation Plan or
Natural Community Conservation Plan; therefore, Question 13f is not applicable.
Because the items listed above are not applicable to the proposed project, they are not discussed
further in this section.
Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or specialstatus species, riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities. (Less than Significant)
The project site is located within a built environment and does not include riparian habitat,
wetlands or streams identified in the U.S. EPA My Waters Mapper database, or other sensitive
natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 181 The project site
contains mature trees, shrubs and grasses. Most of the species on the project site are non-native
and were planted during the construction of the university.
A search of the California Natural Diversity database, maintained by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife, as well as the official species list from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service yielded
a list of threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species and critical habitat that may
occur within the general vicinity of the proposed project. 182, 183 A total of 39 special-status species
were evaluated for their potential to occur in the project area based on their range and specific
habitat requirements and associations. Based on these lists provided by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, it was determined that the project site
does not provide habitat for any of these listed plant or animal species nor is there designated

180United States Environmental Protection Agency, My Waters Mapper database, https://watersgeo.epa.gov/mwm/, accessed
on December 7, 2016.
181 Ibid.
182 California Department of Fish and Wildlife Biogeographic Information and Observation System, California Natural
Diversity Database, https://map.dfg.ca.gov/bios/?tool=cnddbQuick, accessed on December 7, 2016.
183 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, IPaC Information for Planning and Conservation, https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/, accessed on
December 7, 2016.
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critical habitat located in the project vicinity, as defined by the service. A complete list of species
and the rationale for elimination from further consideration is included in Table 20.
The habitat at the project site is mainly composed of non-native trees, shrubs, and grasses in an
urban setting. As shown in Table 20, the project site does not support any rare, threatened, or
endangered species. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special-status species, and riparian habitat, sensitive natural communities, native wildlife
nursery sites nor would the project interfere with native resident or migratory fish species or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. This impact would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
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Table 20: List of Species with No Potential to Occur in the Project Area
Element Type

Scientific
Name

Animals Amphibians

Rana draytonii

Animals Amphibians

Federal
Status

State
Status

CDFW
Status

California redlegged frog

Threatened

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Aquatic breeding areas and
riparian habitats

No

Dicamptodon
ensatus

California
giant
salamander

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Wet coastal forest, streams

No

Animals Birds

Rallus longirostris
obsoletus

California
clapper rail

Endangered

Endangered

Fully
Protected
Species

-

Salt and brackish marshes

No

Animals Birds

Riparia riparia

Bank swallow

None

Threatened

-

-

River, stream, ocean coast habitat,
natural bluffs, eroding streamside
banks

No

Animals Birds

Laterallus
jamaicensis
coturniculus

California
black rail

None

Threatened

Fully
Protected
Species

-

Coastal habitat, tidal marshes

No

Animals Birds

Melospiza melodia
samuelis

San Pablo song
sparrow

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Coastal habitat, tidal marshes

No

Animals Birds

Falco peregrinus
anatum

American
peregrine
falcon

Delisted

Delisted

Fully
Protected
Species

-

Cliff habitat near water, artificial
habitats such as towers, bridges

No

Animals Birds

Pelecanus
occidentalis
californicus

California
brown pelican

Delisted

Delisted

Fully
Protected
Species

-

Coastal areas, nesting on islands

No
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Element Type

Scientific
Name

Common
Name

Federal
Status

State
Status

CDFW
Status

Animals Birds

Athene
cunicularia

Burrowing owl

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

Animals Birds

Sterna antillarum
brownii

California
Least tern

Endangered

Animals Birds

Phoebastria
(diomedea)
albatrus

Short-tailed
albatross

Animals Birds

Charadrius
nivosus ssp.
Nivosus

Animals Fish

CA Rare
Plant Rank

Grasslands, open habitat

No

None

Coastal, open beach nesting
habitat

No

Endangered

None

Seabird, marine habitat

No

Western snowy
plover

Threatened

None

Vegetated sand beaches, salt flats,
beach or dune habitat, ponds,
river bars, reservoirs or ponds

No

Spirinchus
thaleichthys

Longfin smelt

Candidate

Threatened

-

Aquatic habitat

No

Animals Fish

Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Chinook
salmon Central Valley
spring-run
ESU

Threatened

Threatened

-

-

Aquatic habitat

No

Animals Fish

Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

Chinook
salmon Central Valley
fall / late fallrun ESU

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Aquatic habitat

No
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Element Type

Scientific
Name

Animals Fish

Federal
Status

State
Status

Hypomesus
transpacificus

delta smelt

Threatened

None

Aquatic habitat

No

Animals Fish

Oncorhynchus
(salmo) mykiss

Steelhead

Threatened

None

Aquatic habitat

No

Animals Fish

Eucyclogobius
newberryi

Tidewater
goby

Endangered

None

Aquatic habitat

No

Animals Insects

Plebejus icarioides
missionensis

Mission blue
butterfly

Endangered

None

-

-

Coastal chaparral, coastal
grasslands

No

Animals Insects

Euphydryas editha
bayensis

Bay
checkerspot
butterfly

Threatened

None

-

-

Typically occur along spine of San
Francisco peninsula, shallow
serpentine-derived soil, dwarf
plantain host plant

No

Animals Insects

Speyeria callippe
callippe

Callippe
silverspot
butterfly

Endangered

None

-

-

Grassland habitat on hilltops and
ridges

No

Animals Insects

Callophrys mossii
bayensis

San Bruno
Elfin butterfly

Endangered

None

Rocky outcrop habitat, larval food
is stonecrop

No

Animals Mammals

Enhydra lutris
nereis

Southern sea
otter

Threatened

None

Fully
Protected
Species

-

Marine habitat

No

Animals Mammals

Corynorhinus
townsendii

Townsend's
big-eared bat

None

Candidate
Threatened

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Requires caves, mines, tunnels,
bridge or other roosting
structures, prefers mesic habitat

No
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Element Type

Scientific
Name

Animals Mammals

Zapus trinotatus
orarius

Animals Mammals

Taxidea taxus

Animals Mammals

Lasiurus
blossevillii

Animals Mammals

Federal
Status

State
Status

CDFW
Status

Point Reyes
jumping
mouse

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Marshy, riparian areas, forests or
alpine meadows

No

American
badger

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Dry, open stages of shrub, forest,
herbaceous habitat with friable
soils for burrowing

No

Western red
bat

None

None

Species of
Special
Concern

-

Roosting habitat includes forests,
woodlands; feeding habitat
includes grasslands, shrublands,
open woodlands, croplands

No

Reithrodontomys
raviventris

Salt Marsh
Harvest mouse

Endangered

None

Saline emergent wetlands or
grassland adjacent to marsh

No

Animals Reptiles

Emys marmorata

Western pond
turtle

None

None

Aquatic habitat

No

Plants Vascular

Layia carnosa

Beach layia

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Coastal sand dune habitat

No

Plants Vascular

Lessingia
germanorum

San Francisco
lessingia

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Sand dunes, restricted to seven
locations in the Presidio

No

Plants Vascular

Pentachaeta
bellidiflora

White-rayed
pentachaeta

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Only a single population west of
Redwood City

No

Plants Vascular

Arenaria
paludicola

Marsh
sandwort

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Marshes, swamps, year-round
moisture

No

Plants Vascular

Arctostaphylos
franciscana

Franciscan
manzanita

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Northern coastal scrub, Serpetine
soil

No
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Element Type

Scientific
Name

Plants Vascular

Arctostaphylos
montana ssp.
ravenii

Plants Vascular

CDFW
Status

CA Rare
Plant Rank

Habitat in
Project Area?

Common
Name

Federal
Status

State
Status

Habitat
Associationsa, b, c

Presidio
manzanita

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Maritime chaparral-coastal prairie

No

Hesperolinon
congestum

Marin western
flax

Threatened

Threatened

-

1B.1

Chaparral, valley grassland,
Serpetine soil

No

Plants Vascular

Clarkia
franciscana

Presidio clarkia

Endangered

Endangered

-

1B.1

Valley grassland, northern coastal
scrub, Serpetine soils

No

Plants Vascular

Sanicula maritima

Adobe sanicle

None

Rare

-

1B.1

Valley grassland, northern coastal
scrub, Serpetine soils

No

Plants Vascular

Plagiobothrys
diffusus

San Francisco
popcornflower

None

Endangered

-

1B.1

Coastal prairie, valley grassland

No

Note:
a.
b.
c.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Environmental Conservation Online System, December 7, 2016.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, Endangered Species, December 7, 2016.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Threatened and Endangered Plant Profiles, December 7, 2016.
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Impact BI-2: The proposed project would interfere with native resident or migratory wildlife
species, with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, and would impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Landscaped areas within urban environments provide habitat and refuge for resident birds and
migratory birds passing through the area. Migratory birds, nesting birds, and nests and eggs of
any bird are protected by California Fish and Game Code (sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513) and the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (section 703 et seq.). Landscape plans for all four components of
the project were reviewed and resulting impacts to trees that provide bird habitat are summarized
below: 184
•

Student residence hall – Loss of 75 trees

•

Dining commons – Loss of 10 trees

•

Recycling and waste facility – Loss of 10 trees

•

ROTC program relocation addition – No tree loss

The proposed project would remove a total of 95 trees and would plant 100 trees (including street
trees), resulting in a gain of five trees and no net loss of associated landscaping. 185 These trees and
the interconnecting ground-level and shrub-layer green spaces provide habitat for resident and
migratory birds. Tree removal activities have the potential to disturb resident and migratory birds
resulting in a short-term reduction in potential nesting and foraging habitat as well as directly
destroying active nests; however, it is anticipated that resident and migratory bird species would
resume nesting and foraging behavior once the construction is complete, and would utilize existing
nearby nesting and foraging habitat during construction. Direct impacts to active nests would be a
significant impact. To mitigate potential adverse impacts to these species, Mitigation Measure MBI-2: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys has been identified to prevent the destruction of active nests
or loss of birds. The implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2 would preserve habitat where
feasible, and protect species by conducting pre-construction bird nesting surveys to identify active
nests and to take recommended precautions to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects before
construction.

184 Quinn Landscape Architects, Landscape Plan for Dining Commons, Recycling and Waste Facility Replacement, Reserve
Officer Training Corps Program Relocation, November 27, 2016.
The Guzzardo Partnership Inc, Tree Disposition Plan, p. L-2, USF Student Housing, November 3, 2017.
185 Ibid.
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Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys
To facilitate compliance with state and federal laws (California Fish and Game Code
and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) and prevent impacts on nesting resident and
migratory birds, the project sponsor shall avoid vegetation/structure removal, grounddisturbing activities, and elevated noise levels near suitable nesting habitat during the
nesting season (February 1 through August 31) or conduct pre-construction surveys, as
described below. If pre-construction surveys are implemented, nesting birds and their
nests shall be protected during construction by implementation of the following measures:
•

If construction does occur during the bird nesting season, a qualified biologist shall
conduct pre-construction surveys within seven days prior to the initiation of
construction or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more to identify active
nests per the California Department of Fish and Wildlife nesting bird survey
protocol.

•

If active nests are located during the pre-construction bird nesting survey, the
qualified biologist shall evaluate whether the schedule of construction activities
could affect the active nest and the following measures shall be implemented based
on their determination:
o

Construction determined not likely to affect the active nest may proceed
without restriction; however, the qualified biologist shall regularly monitor
the nest to confirm that there is no adverse effect, and may revise their
determination at any time during the nesting season.

o

If construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist shall establish
a no‐disturbance buffer. The qualified biologist shall determine the
appropriate buffer to be in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and
Fish and Game Code section 3503, taking into account the species involved,
the presence of any obstruction—such as a building—within line‐of‐sight
between the nest and construction, and the level of project and ambient
activity (i.e., adjacent to a road or active trail). Active nests shall be monitored
and exclusion buffer sizes increased if the monitoring biologist determines this
is necessary based on disturbance behavior exhibited by nesting birds in
proximity to project construction. For bird species of special concern, the
sponsor, supported by the qualified biologist, shall consult with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife
regarding nest buffers.
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•

Removing or relocating active nests shall be coordinated by the sponsor with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife, as
appropriate, given the nests that are found at the site.

•

Any birds that begin nesting within the proposed project areas and survey buffers
amid construction activities are assumed to be habituated to construction‐related or
similar noise and disturbance levels, and no work exclusion zones shall be
established around active nests in these cases.

The proposed project would also be required to comply with the city’s planning code standards
for Bird-Safe Buildings, section 139, which contains building guidelines for reducing the negative
impacts to birds resulting from bird strikes. The proposed project is located within the city’s urban
bird refuge areas (open spaces within the city limits that are greater than 2 acres in size), and as
such are subject to building standards for location-related hazards as stated in section 139(c)1,
which include façade and lighting requirements. 186, 187 The proposed dining commons, student
residence hall, recycling and waste facility, and ROTC program relocation addition would also be
subject to compliance with building feature-related standards for structures with glass and
skywalks, as detailed in section 139(c)2. 188
The construction of the student residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility
would not significantly reduce the total area of open space nor would it impact the status of the
site as an urban bird refuge. It is anticipated that the USF Hilltop Campus would continue to
provide nesting and foraging opportunities for resident and migratory birds by providing open
space connectivity within the urban environment. The loss of trees for the construction of the
proposed project would not be considered a potentially significant reduction in habitat, range or a
threat to existing resident bird or migrating bird populations, and trees removed during
construction would be replaced to ensure no net loss of trees. Additionally, compliance with the
city standards would ensure that the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse impact
to birds. In summary, the proposed project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation
with incorporation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2.

186 San Francisco Planning Department, Urban Bird Refuge Map, https://data.sfgov.org/Energy-and-Environment/Urban-BirdRefuge/v8rh-bhzp, accessed on December 8, 2016.
187 San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, as amended April 27, 2013,

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/publicworks/publicworkscode?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal
:sanfrancisco_ca$sync=1, accessed on December 8, 2016.

188 Ibid.
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Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not conflict with the city’s local tree ordinance. (Less
than Significant)
San Francisco’s Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code article 16, provides for the
protection of landmark, significant, and street trees. The department’s jurisdiction includes hazard
trees on private property as specified in section 809 and 810A, landmark trees on private property,
and significant trees on privately owned property with any portion of the tree trunk located within
10 feet of the public right-of-way and meeting at least one of the criteria in section 810A(a). 189
The proposed project components located within the Upper Campus, which include the student
residence hall, dining commons, and recycling and waste facility, do not abut a public right-of-way
and are completely sited on private property. Because none of these areas include hazard,
landmark, or significant trees, tree removal activities are not subject to the ordinance. 190 There are
no existing trees located within the site of the ROTC program relocation addition; however, the
street trees fronting the Koret Health and Recreation Center are subject to the city’s urban forestry
ordinance. According to the project’s landscaping plan (Figure 23, p. 36), the construction limits
are located more than 25 feet from the nearest street trees and would not be impacted by the
proposed construction activities. 191 Additionally, there are no existing trees that would be
removed for the proposed construction staging areas that are described in “Section A. Project
Description” and shown on Figure 37, p. 57.
The proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation or tree removal policies/ordinances; therefore, the proposed
project would not conflict with the city’s local tree ordinance and this impact would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably
foreseeable projects, could result in cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact to biological resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The cumulative area for biological resources includes the project site and other projects in the
vicinity. The geographic scope for potential cumulative biological resources impacts encompasses
land uses in the vicinity of the Upper Campus and Lower Campus. The area generally includes the

189 San Francisco Public Works Code, Urban Forestry Ordinance,

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/publicworks/publicworkscode?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal
:sanfrancisco_ca$sync=1, accessed on December 8, 2016.

190 San Francisco Public Works, Significant and Landmark Trees, http://sfpublicworks.org/services/significant-and-landmark-

trees, accessed on December 7, 2016.
191 Quinn Landscape Architects, Reserve Officer Training Corps Program Relocation Landscape Plan, November 27, 2016.
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Inner Richmond, Presidio Heights, Western Addition, Golden Gate Park, and Haight Ashbury
neighborhoods. Similar to the project area, the project vicinity does not include riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural communities. With the exception of trees (primarily street trees) and
landscaped areas, the area does not support or provide habitat for any known rare or endangered
species.
Ongoing development of the USF Hilltop Campus involves campus facility improvements as
detailed in Table 6, p. 66, as well as other projects in the vicinity including residential, office and
commercial development, shown in Table 7, p. 67. These development projects in the surrounding
area may also result in the removal of existing trees and vegetation. While these projects would
also be required to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the California Fish and Game Code,
as well as the city’s bird-safe building and urban forestry ordinances, it is possible that cumulative
impacts to nesting birds may result in a significant cumulative impact. As discussed, the removal
of approximately 95 trees at the proposed student residence hall, dining commons, and the
recycling and waste facility project sites could directly destroy active nests. This could result in
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact to biological resources.
However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2, impacts to resident and migratory
birds would be less than significant with mitigation and would not substantially interfere with
the movement of any wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2, the proposed project’s
contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable.
As previously stated, the project vicinity lacks riparian habitat, wetlands, streams, or other
sensitive natural communities and does not support any species identified as candidate, sensitive,
or special-status in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Given the urban built
environment of the project site and surrounding areas where cumulative projects are proposed, the
project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, riparian
habitat or sensitive natural community; therefore, cumulative impacts to these resources would be
less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Topics:

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not
Applicable

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:
a)

Expose

people

or

structures

to

potential

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i)

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

ii)
iii)

Strong seismic groundshaking?
Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv)
b)

Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c)

Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or offsite
landslide,

lateral

spreading,

subsidence,

liquefaction, or collapse?
d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property? 192

e)

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

f)

Directly

or

indirectly

destroy

a

unique

paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

192 Note that the current California Building Code is no longer based on the Uniform Building Code but rather the
International Building Code but nonetheless still contains relatively similar guidance on expansive soils.
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The proposed project would connect to the combined sewer system, which is the wastewater
conveyance system for San Francisco, and would not use septic tanks or other onsite land disposal
systems for sanitary sewage. Therefore, Topic 14e, pertaining to alternative wastewater disposal,
is not applicable to the proposed project.
In the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District case
decided in 2015, 193 the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally require lead
agencies to consider how existing hazards or conditions might impact a project’s users or residents,
except where the project would significantly exacerbate an existing environmental hazard.
Accordingly, hazards resulting from a project that places development in an existing or future
seismic hazard area or an area with unstable soils are not considered impacts under CEQA unless
the project would significantly exacerbate the seismic hazard or unstable soil conditions. Thus, the
analysis below evaluates whether the proposed project would exacerbate future seismic hazards
or unstable soils at the project site and result in a substantial risk of loss, injury, or death. The
impact is considered significant if the proposed project would exacerbate existing or future seismic
hazards or unstable soils by increasing the severity of these hazards that would occur or be present
without the project.
This section describes the geology, soils, and seismicity characteristics of the project area as they
relate to the proposed project. This section's analysis relies on the information and findings in the
geotechnical investigations prepared for the proposed student residence hall, 194 dining
commons, 195 recycling and waste facility, 196 and ROTC program relocation addition, 197 and on
previous geotechnical investigations at the sites and in the vicinity, 198 as well as associated
published geologic maps. Subsurface data was obtained by drilling geotechnical soil borings and
logging test pits at the project sites, and by reviewing subsurface data collected for previous
geotechnical studies at the project site.

193 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369. Opinion filed
December 17, 2015.
194 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Lone Mountain Sobrato Hall Project University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, August 9, 2016.
195 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Upper Campus Dining Hall, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, November 10, 2016.
196 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, Trash Enclosure Facility, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, November 11, 2016.
197 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, November 14, 2016
198 Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation USF Housing, Parker & Anza Streets, San Francisco, California, 1996.
Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical Evaluation Lone Mountain Dormitory Project, University of San Francisco (USF), San
Francisco, California, 2004.
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Potential geology and soil impacts related to the project include seismically induced
groundshaking, as well as ground failures that could damage structures on the project sites.
Construction-related impacts include potential erosion and instability due to excavation. The final
features to be included in the project to avoid or withstand seismic and geologic effects would be
determined based on a design-level geotechnical investigation required as part of the building
permit review process administered by the building department, as discussed below.
Available information indicates the following subsurface conditions for each of the project
component sites:

Student Residence Hall199
The student residence hall site is underlain by fill, consisting of loose to medium dense clayey sand,
sand with gravel, sand, and gravel, at a depth of 43 feet, generally thicker in the northern area of
the site. This fill is underlain by medium dense to dense dune sand at depths ranging from 20 to
67 feet below the existing ground surface. The dune sand is underlain by the Colma Formation,
consisting of medium dense to very dense clayey sand and stiff to very stiff sandy clay to the
maximum depth explored of approximately 101.5 feet. The Colma Formation is underlain by the
Franciscan Complex bedrock consisting of shale and sandstone. Bedrock was encountered at
depths of 36 and 74 feet with weathered rock encountered at depths of 92 feet, 85 feet, and 70.5 feet.
A published geology map of the vicinity indicates the site is underlain by both dune sand and
Franciscan Complex Melange, which is consistent with the geotechnical report findings.
Groundwater was not encountered within the footprint of the student residence hall site; however,
groundwater was encountered at a depth of 34 feet near Turk Street at the southwest corner of the
Upper Campus. The depth to groundwater corresponds to the contact between the dune sand and
the Colma Formation overlying the bedrock. Seasonal fluctuations are likely with increased
seepage occurring after prolonged rains or during the relatively wet season (winter/spring).

Dining Commons200
The dining commons site is underlain by up to 25 feet of sandy fill and dune sand. The fill consists
of layers of loose to medium dense clayey sand, sand with gravel, and sand, while the dune sand
consists of primarily clean sand. The fill and dune sand observed at the borings is underlain by

199 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Lone Mountain Sobrato Hall Project University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, August 9, 2016.
200 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Upper Campus Dining Hall, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, November 10, 2016.
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Franciscan Complex bedrock consisting of shale and sandstone. Borings from prior geotechnical
investigations 201, 202 encountered Hillslope Deposits consisting of dense clayey sand and hard
sandy clay varying from about 10 feet at the southern limits to 25 feet at the northern limits of the
proposed dining hall footprint. A published geology map of the vicinity indicates the site is
underlain by Franciscan Complex bedrock at relatively shallow depths, which is consistent with
the geotechnical report findings for the top of the Upper Campus, but not in agreement with the
slopes to the north and west.
Groundwater was not encountered within the footprint of the dining commons. Perched water,
however, may exist in seams, in the contacts between the fill and the dune sand and the dune sand
and Hillslope Deposits, and within permeable factures of the bedrock.

Recycling and Waste Facility 203
The recycling and waste facility site is underlain by Franciscan Complex bedrock consisting of
shale and sandstone. Portions of the site are blanketed by dune sand up to approximately 5 feet
thick and Hillslope Deposits ranging from 0 to 8 feet thick. A published geology map of the vicinity
indicates the site is underlain by dune sand with Hillslope Deposits and Franciscan Complex
bedrock at shallow depths, which is consistent with the geotechnical report findings. Groundwater
was not encountered within the proposed recycling and waste facility footprint. Perched water,
however, may exist in seams, at the contact between the dune sand and the bedrock or Hillslope
Deposits or within permeable fractures of the bedrock.

ROTC Program Relocation 204
The open area at the rear of the existing Hagan Gymnasium within the footprint of the proposed
ROTC program relocation structure is underlain by fill, dune sand, residual bedrock and
Franciscan Complex bedrock. The fill consists of medium dense sand with gravel to sandy gravel
to a depth of 10 feet. The gravel appears to be bedrock fragments (used as fill) and consists of
serpentine bedrock. Below the fill, medium dense dune sand was encountered at a depth of 15 feet.
Below the dune sand, a thin layer of stiff clay (residual bedrock) was encountered. Below the

201 Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation USF Housing, Parker & Anza Streets, San Francisco, California, 1996.
202 Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical Evaluation Lone Mountain Dormitory Project, University of San Francisco (USF), San
Francisco, California, 2004.
203 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, Trash Enclosure Facility, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, November 11, 2016.
204 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, November 14, 2016.
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residual bedrock, Franciscan Complex bedrock consisting of serpentinite rocks, which is green,
intensely to closely fractured, moderately hard, moderately strong to strong, deep to moderately
weathered was encountered to the maximum depth explored of about 16 feet. A published geology
map of the vicinity indicates the site is underlain by dune sand with Hillslope Deposits and
Franciscan Complex bedrock at shallow depths, which is consistent with the geotechnical report
findings. No free groundwater was encountered during the 2016 field investigation.
As part of a previous geotechnical investigation, 205 two borings drilled in the immediate location
of the proposed ROTC program relocation addition site indicated bedrock at relatively shallow
depths. Dune sand and residual bedrock blanketed the bedrock with varying thicknesses across
the general vicinity of the site. Groundwater was encountered at approximate depths of 8.5 feet
and 15 feet below Stanyan Street and the east side of the Hagan Gymnasium, respectively.
Groundwater was judged to travel toward the west along the contact between the dune sand and
Hillslope Deposits or at the contact between the Hillslope Deposits and bedrock and within
permeable fractures of the bedrock.
Impact GE-1: The project would not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault or seismic-related ground failure due to
liquefaction hazard. (Less than Significant)
The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no active or
potentially active faults exist on or in the immediate vicinity of the sites. 206 The nearest active fault
is the San Andreas Fault, which is located approximately 6 miles west of the project site. Further,
no components of the proposed project would cause or worsen rupture of any known or unknown
earthquake fault. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture is low for the project site, and this
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

205 Lee and Praszker, Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed Health/Recreation Center University of San Francisco, January
1985.
206 C.W. Jennings, W.A. Bryan, California Geological Survey, 2010, Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas,

http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/fam/, accessed on December 30, 2016.Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Lone
Mountain Sobrato Hall Project University of San Francisco (USF) San Francisco, California, p. 9, August 9, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Upper Campus Dining Hall, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San
Francisco (USF) San Francisco, California, p.7, November 10, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, Trash Enclosure Facility, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, p.7, November 11, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF)
San Francisco, California, p.7, November 14, 2016.
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Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated granular sediments temporarily lose their shear
strength during periods of earthquake-induced, strong groundshaking. The susceptibility of a site
to liquefaction is a function of the depth, density, and water content of the granular sediments and
the magnitude of earthquakes likely to affect the site. Saturated, unconsolidated silts, sands, silty
sands, and gravels within 50 feet of the ground surface are most susceptible to liquefaction. The
primary liquefaction‐related phenomena include lateral spreading 207 and vertical settlement. 208
The project site is not located in an area of liquefaction potential identified by the California
Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (seismic hazard
act). 209 Site borings were used to evaluate the potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, and
settlement from differential compaction. No groundwater was observed at the project site during
recent subsurface investigations and any perched water would be within the Colma Formation at
the student residence hall and within the surficial soil (Hillslope Deposits) at the other three
project-component sites. The Colma Formation and Hillslope Deposits contain a large percentage
of fine grained soil and are sufficiently dense to resist the potential for liquefaction. The potential
for liquefaction and lateral spreading at the project site was determined to be very low because of
the absence of groundwater and density of existing soils.
The student residence hall and dining commons sites would, however, be susceptible to
earthquake-induced settlement. An anticipated 30 feet of medium dense to dense dune sand
present below the base of the excavation for the student residence hall would be susceptible to
about 0.5 to 3 inches of settlement from differential compaction beneath the east building and
approximately 0.5 to 4 inches of settlement under the west building. At the proposed dining
commons site, an anticipated 25 feet of loose to dense sandy fill and dune sand is present below
existing site grades and during a major earthquake about 0.5 to 3 inches of settlement from
differential compaction would occur under the site. Supporting the structures on deep foundations
and structural floor slabs, as recommended in the geotechnical report, would prevent the
earthquake-induced settlement. Flexible connections between the structures and utilities also are
recommended.

207 Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which surficial soil displaces along a shear zone that has formed within an
underlying liquefied layer. Upon reaching mobilization, the surficial blocks are transported downslope or in the
direction of a free face by earthquake and gravitational forces.

208 During an earthquake, settlement can occur as a result of the relatively rapid rearrangement, compaction, and settling
of subsurface materials (particularly loose, non‐compacted, and variable sandy sediments). Settlement can occur both
uniformly and differentially (i.e., where adjoining areas settle at different rates). Areas are susceptible to differential
settlement if underlain by compressible sediments, such as poorly engineered artificial fill or bay mud.
209 California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, MyHazards, http://myhazards.caloes.ca.gov/, accessed on May 4,
2017.
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The recycling and waste facility and ROTC program relocation addition would not be susceptible
to earthquake-induced settlement because their foundations would be in bedrock. At the recycling
and waste facility site, it is anticipated that excavation into the existing hillside would remove the
majority of loose to dense sandy dune sand that is present below existing site grades and a drilled
pier foundation would extend through any sandy layers and gain support in the underlying
bedrock. At the ROTC program relocation addition site, all foundations bear or would bear in
bedrock.
Implementing the recommended design and construction methods, as outlined in design-level
geotechnical reports prepared in accordance with the seismic hazard act, California Geological
Survey Special Publication 117A and state building code, and enforced through the building permit
review process, would minimize the effects of ground failure. The building plans would be
submitted as part of the building permit application(s) and reviewed by the building department
to ensure compliance with all state and local building codes regarding structural safety and
conformance with the recommendations in the geotechnical report. Therefore, this impact would
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact GE-2: The project would not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death
involving strong seismic groundshaking or seismic-related ground failure due to landslide
hazard. (Less than Significant)
Development of the proposed project would involve the construction and occupancy of new
buildings in a location where strong seismic groundshaking can be expected to occur over the life
of the project. The student residence hall would be constructed on a deep foundation system
consisting of augercast piles connected by reinforced-concrete-grade beams, which would achieve
the desired reliable deep foundation for building support. The dining commons would be
constructed on a deep foundation system consisting of either drilled piers, cast-in-place piers, or
augercast piles connected by reinforced-concrete-grade beams that extend through the weak soil
and gain support in the underlying Hillslope Deposits and bedrock and gain support from skin
friction. The proposed recycling and waste facility would likely be constructed on drilled, cast-inplace concrete piers embedded in undisturbed bedrock. Where appropriate, the foundation system
may also consist of a grid of interconnected, reinforced-concrete footings or a reinforced-concrete
mat. Drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers may be used to upgrade the existing foundations if
necessary, and to support the ROTC program relocation addition where its proposed footprint
would extend beyond the existing structure. The project buildings would be constructed on
foundations designed to withstand seismic activity. The intensity of seismic shaking, or strong
ground motion, at the project sites during an earthquake is dependent on the distance between the
site and the epicenter of the earthquake, the magnitude of the earthquake, and the geologic
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conditions underlying and surrounding the sites. The magnitude of an earthquake is characterized
by moment magnitude. 210 Earthquakes occurring on faults closest to the sites would likely
generate the largest ground motions.
The U.S. Geologic Survey concluded that there is a 63 percent likelihood that a strong earthquake
(M6.7 or higher) will occur in the San Francisco Bay area in the next 30 years. 211 The faults that
would be capable of causing strong groundshaking at the project sites are the San Andreas Fault,
located within 6 miles; the Hayward Fault, located within 12 miles, and the San Gregorio fault,
located within 9 miles. Based on shaking hazard mapping by the Association of Bay
Governments, 212 the project site would experience strong to very strong groundshaking due to an
earthquake along the North San Andreas Fault.
A portion of the dining commons 213 and the recycling and waste facility 214 sites are located within
an area indicated as being susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides according to the State of
California Seismic Hazard Zones Map for San Francisco. 215 Such areas are defined as “Areas where
previous occurrence of landslide movement, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical and
subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement such that
mitigation as defined in Public Resources Code section 2693 (c) would be required.” The site
vicinity is identified by local steep slopes towards the north and west on the Upper Campus.
Historically, a landslide occurred to the west of the Lone Mountain Main Building above Parker
Street. The map also shows potential for landslides along the northern border of the Upper
Campus. For the dining commons and the recycling and waste facility, minor slope instability in
the form of sloughing and erosion was observed. Therefore, the risk of earthquake-induced
landslides at these two sites was assessed to be moderate in the geotechnical investigations
performed for the proposed project.

210 Moment magnitude is an energy-based scale and provides a physically meaningful measure of the size of a faulting
event. Moment magnitude is directly related to average slip and fault rupture.
211 U.S. Geologic Service Earthquake Hazards Program, 2008 Bay Area Earthquake Probabilities,
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/nca/ucerf/, accessed on January 5, 2017.
212 Association of Bay Area Governments, Resilience Program, http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/Hazards/?hlyr=northSanAndreas,
accessed on January 5, 2017.
213 Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Investigation - Upper Campus Dining Hall University of San Francisco, San Francisco,
California, November 10, 2016.
214 Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Investigation - Trash Enclosure Facility Lone Mountain Campus University of San Francisco, San
Francisco, California, November 11, 2016.
215 State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, released on November 17, 2000.
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For the student residence hall and the ROTC program relocation addition, there are no indications
in the geotechnical reports that significant slope instability such as sloughing or erosion have
developed at the sites and there is no evidence for incipient ground movement underlying the two
sites. 216 The risk of earthquake-induced landslides at the student residence hall and the ROTC
program relocation addition is low.
The seismic hazard act, located in Public Resources Code 2690 et seq, protects public safety from
the effects of strong groundshaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failures or hazards
caused by earthquakes. For project sites located within a state-identified seismic hazard zone, the
site design and construction must comply with the seismic hazard act, its implementing
regulations, and the California Department of Conservation’s guidelines for evaluating and
mitigating seismic hazards. In addition to the seismic hazard act, adequate investigation and
mitigation of failure-prone soils is also required by the mandatory provisions of the California
Building Standards Code (state building code, California Code of Regulations title 24). The San
Francisco Building Code has adopted the state building code with certain local amendments. The
regulations implementing the seismic hazard act requires that a project be approved only when the
nature and severity of the seismic hazards at the site have been evaluated in a geotechnical report
and appropriate mitigation measures 217 have been proposed and incorporated into the project, as
applicable.
The proposed project is required to conform to the state and local building codes, which ensure the
safety of all new construction in the city. State Building Code chapter 18, Soils and Foundations,
provides the parameters for geotechnical investigations and structural considerations in the
selection, design and installation of foundation systems to support the loads from the structure
above. Section 1803 sets forth the basis and scope of geotechnical investigations conducted. Section
1804 specifies considerations for excavation, grading and fill to protect adjacent structures and
prevent destabilization of slopes due to erosion and/or drainage. In particular, section 1804.1,
Excavation Near Foundations, requires that adjacent foundations be protected against a reduction
in lateral support as a result of project excavation. This is typically accomplished by underpinning
or protecting said adjacent foundations from detrimental lateral or vertical movement, or both.
Section 1807 specifies requirements for foundation walls, retaining walls, and embedded posts and

216 Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Investigation - Upper Campus Dinning Hall University of San Francisco, San Francisco,
California, November 10, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, November 14, 2016.
217 In the context of the seismic hazard act, “mitigation” refers to measures that reduce earthquake hazards, rather than
the mitigation measures that were identified in this Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, which are required
by the California Environmental Quality Act to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of a proposed project.
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poles to ensure stability against overturning, sliding, and excessive pressure, and water lift
including seismic considerations. Sections 1808, Foundations), 1809, Shallow Foundations, and
1810, Deep Foundations, specify requirements for foundation systems such that the allowable
bearing capacity of the soil is not exceeded and differential settlement is minimized based on the
most unfavorable loads specified in Chapter 16, Structural, for the structure’s seismic design
category and soil classification at the project site. Building department staff will review the project
plans for compliance with state and local building codes and for conformance with
recommendations in the project-specific geotechnical report. In addition, the building department
staff may require additional site-specific soils reports through the building permit application
process, as needed.
Although the project site would be subject to very strong groundshaking in the event of a major
earthquake, the project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects related
to groundshaking because the project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the
current state and local building code requirements. The building department’s requirement for a
geotechnical report and review of the building permit application pursuant to the City’s
implementation of the local and state building code, local implementing procedures, and state
laws, regulations and guidelines would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant
impacts related to soils, seismic or other geological hazards. Therefore, impacts related to
groundshaking would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Although the dining commons and recycling and waste facility sites could be susceptible to
seismically induced landslides, the building plans submitted as part of the building permit
application and reviewed by the building department would ensure compliance with state and
local building code provisions regarding structural safety. Specifically, as recommended in the
geotechnical investigations, the dining commons foundation would consist of cast-in-place drilled
piers or augercast piles, extending through the soil and gaining support in underlying Hillslope
Deposits and bedrock, and the recycling and waste facility foundation buildings would utilize
foundation systems consisting of footings and cast-in-place drilled piers with support in bedrock.
Therefore, impacts at the dining commons and recycling and waste facility related to earthquakeinduced landslides would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion.
(Less than Significant)
In general, construction activities and pedestrian travel can disturb vegetation and ground cover
that serves to stabilize surface soils, making the soils more susceptible to erosion. Without proper
soil-stabilization controls, construction activities such as excavation, backfilling, and grading can
also increase the potential for exposed soils to be eroded by wind or stormwater runoff, resulting
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in long-term soil loss. Some areas would receive more grading and earthwork activities than others
with a maximum depth of 20 feet of excavation. Open space areas may require minor grading, and
topsoils would be segregated and returned to their point of origin, where possible.
At the student residence hall, approximately 60,000 cubic yards of soil would be excavated to a
depth of approximately 20 feet for the construction of the subterranean level. At the recycling and
waste facility, located on a wooded steep hill, approximately 800 cubic yards of soil would be
excavated to a depth of approximately 15 feet. Construction of the dining commons and ROTC
program relocation addition would require grading and backfilling. Disturbance of site soils would
be temporary during construction, and the project sponsor would be required to adhere to the
requirements of the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance. The ordinance requires all landdisturbing activities to implement best management practices to reduce potential erosion impacts
during construction.
In addition, the project sponsor would be required to implement an erosion and sediment control
plan during construction activities in accordance with article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works
Code and the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance to reduce the impact of runoff from the
construction site. The public utility commission must review and approve the erosion and
sediment control plan prior to implementation, and would conduct periodic inspections to ensure
compliance with the plan. Therefore, impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
The proposed project would include vegetating exposed ground surface as well as drainage control
during operation that would control stormwater runoff at the site. The proposed project would
comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance (discussed in Topic 15, Hydrology and
Water Quality). Thus, the project would not result in the loss of topsoil, nor result in substantial
soil erosion on the project site or surrounding properties. Therefore, impacts of the proposed
project related to loss of topsoil would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project. (Less than Significant)
Ground settlement could result from excavation for construction of buildings. Although
groundwater was not encountered during the geotechnical investigations for the dining commons
and the recycling and waste facility, perched water may exist in seams at the contact points
between fill and dune sand, between the dune sand and Hillslope Deposits, and within permeable
rock fractures in the bedrock. For the proposed ROTC program relocation addition, groundwater
was not encountered during the investigation; however, the study indicated that groundwater flow
could be expected towards the west. The investigation also concluded that while encountering the
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groundwater table during construction is not anticipated, passive groundwater control with local
dewatering may be necessary for those areas where seeping perched water may be encountered.
Seeping groundwater would likely be from rainfall infiltration or neighboring irrigation
percolating through the site. Seasonal fluctuations are also anticipated with increased seepage
occurring after prolonged rains or during the wet season in winter and spring. Should
groundwater be encountered during construction activities, passive groundwater control with
local dewatering could be necessary for those areas where seeping perched water was encountered.
Implementation and monitoring of dewatering would be the responsibility of the sponsor and the
registered design professional for the project.
The student residence hall site is underlain by approximately 10 to 43 feet of loose to medium dense
sand fill. Excavation of the fill materials and the dune sand to a maximum of approximately 20 feet
below ground surface would be necessary to construct the proposed basement level. The fill is
unsuitable for foundation support since building loads would cause unacceptable amounts of
settlement, therefore deep foundations using auger cast piles extending through the fill to the
bedrock would be required for support of the proposed site improvements. The geotechnical report
recommends a combination of cantilevered and tied-back soldier pile and shoring system be used
during construction to prevent the dune sands from caving and to protect neighboring structures.
Shoring installation would be required to retain portions of the excavation during construction for
the subterranean level and the foundation installation to minimize caving and subsequent
settlement and loss of ground outside the excavation limits in accordance with the
recommendations of the geotechnical report.
The dining commons site is underlain by approximately 10 to 25 feet of loose to medium dense
sandy fill and dune sand and adjacent to the north slope of the Upper Campus. The fill would not
be capable of supporting the anticipated loads associated with the proposed structure without
excessive and unpredictable settlement. The geotechnical report recommends that a deep
foundation be used to support the dining commons, consisting of either drilled, cast-in-place piers,
or augercast piles that extend through the weak soil and gain support in the underlying Hillslope
Deposits and bedrock and from skin friction. Minimal excavation would be required and no
shoring and underpinning would be necessary.
The recycling and waste facility is located on a generally steep slope. The southern portion of the
site would be subject to a slide cut and the bedrock would be exposed at the proposed subgrade
level. The geotechnical report recommends using a shallow foundation system consisting of
continuous interconnected footings or a thickened edge mat at the southern portion. Along the
northern portion of the proposed structure where 7 feet of lateral cover between the face of
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footing/mat and the slope face cannot be maintained drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers are
recommended.
The ROTC program relocation addition would be underlain by backfill in areas adjacent to the
existing Hagan Gymnasium foundations. The fill is associated with backfill operations adjacent to
the existing structures. The ROTC program relocation addition site is relatively level and the
surrounding area does not include any substantive grades or cut slopes likely to be subject to
landslide. Minor excavations are required for the site. The geotechnical report recommends using
either shallow foundations or drilled, cast-in-place concrete piers to upgrade the existing
foundation of 1-story building section and Hagan Gymnasium and to support the ROTC structure
where its extends beyond the existing structure.
Compliance with state and local building code requirements would ensure that the project sponsor
include analysis of the potential for unstable soils as part of the design-level geotechnical
investigation prepared for the proposed project. With the review of the building permit application
for compliance with state and local building codes, as well as conformance with the project-specific
design-level geotechnical reports, impacts related to the potential for settlement and subsidence
due to construction on soil that is unstable or could become unstable as a result of the project,
would be less than significant. No further mitigation is required.
Impact GE-5: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property through
location on expansive soil. (Less than Significant)
Typically, soils that exhibit expansive characteristics are found within the upper 5 feet of ground
surface. Over long-term exposure to wetting and drying cycles, expansive soils can experience
volumetric changes. The effects of expansive soils could damage foundations of aboveground
structures, paved roads and streets, and concrete slabs. Expansion and contraction of soils,
depending on the seasons and the amount of surface water infiltration, could exert enough
pressure on structures to result in cracking, settlement, and uplift. As required by the state and
local building codes, the design-level geotechnical investigation would analyze the potential for
soil expansion impacts and minimize any adverse effects through the recommendation of site
preparations such as placement of engineered fill in accordance with the state and local building
codes. The building department would review the application and plans for concurrence with
those recommendations and compliance with the codes, reducing potential impacts to less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
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Impact GE-6: The proposed project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) are the buried remains and/or traces of prehistoric organisms
(i.e., animals, plants, and microbes). Body fossils such as bones, teeth, shells, leaves, and wood, as
well as trace fossils such as tracks, trails, burrows, and footprints, are found in the geologic deposits
(formations) within which they were originally buried. The primary factor determining whether
an object is a fossil or not is not how the organic remain or trace is preserved (e.g., “petrified”), but
rather the age of the organic remain or trace. Although typically it is assumed that fossils must be
older than ~10,000 years (i.e., the generally accepted end of the last glacial period of the Pleistocene
Epoch), organic remains of early Holocene age can also be considered to represent fossils because
they are part of the record of past life.
Fossils are considered important scientific and educational resources because they serve as direct
and indirect evidence of prehistoric life and are used to understand the history of life on Earth, the
nature of past environments and climates, the membership and structure of ancient ecosystems,
and the patterns and processes of organic evolution and extinction. In addition, fossils are
considered to be non-renewable resources because typically the organisms they represent no
longer exist. Thus, once destroyed, a particular fossil can never be replaced.
From an operational standpoint, it is important to recognize that paleontological resources can be
thought of as including not only actual fossil remains and traces, but also the fossil collecting
localities and the geologic formations known to contain those localities. This view underscores the
fact that it is not possible to know for certain where fossils are located without disturbing a
potentially fossil-bearing geologic deposit (formation).
The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology has established guidelines for identifying, assessing, and
mitigating adverse impacts to non-renewable paleontological resources. 218 Most practicing
paleontologists in the United States adhere closely to the society’s assessment, mitigation, and
monitoring guidelines, which were approved through a consensus of professional vertebrate
paleontologists. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally
adopted the society’s standard guidelines for mitigating adverse construction‐related impacts on
paleontological resources.

218 Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to

Paleontological Resources, http://vertpaleo.org/Membership/Member-Ethics/SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines.aspx, accessed
on April 27, 2016.
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The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology methodology ranks geologic deposits (formations) as
having either (1) high, (2) undetermined, (3) low, or (4) no paleontological potential for containing
significant paleontological resources. Geologic deposits of high paleontological potential are those
from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been
recovered; that is, those that are represented in institutional collections. Sensitivity is determined
based on two criteria: (1) the potential for yielding abundant or significant vertebrate fossils or a
few significant fossils, large or small, that are vertebrate, invertebrate, plant, or trace fossils, and
(2) the importance of recovered evidence for new and significant taxonomic, phylogenetic,
paleoecologic, taphonomic, biochronological, or stratigraphic data.
Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are known to produce significant
fossils only on rare occasions, produce only very common fossils (e.g., shell beds) in abundance, or
are of Holocene age (less than about 10,000 years old). Geologic units of no paleontological
potential are those that formed at high temperatures and/or pressures, deep within the earth, such
as plutonic igneous rocks, and high–grade metamorphic rocks, and consequently do not contain
fossils. Artificial fill materials also have no paleontological potential because any contained organic
remains have lost their original stratigraphic and/or geographic context and thus are not
scientifically significant. Geologic units with undetermined paleontological potential are those that
have little to no information available concerning their geologic context (e.g., depositional
environment, age) and/or contained paleontological resources.
Geologic units at the project site include artificial fill (no potential), Quaternary dune sands (low
potential), the Pleistocene‐aged (~130,000 to 17,000 years old) Colma Formation (high potential),
and crystalline basement rocks of the Franciscan Complex (low potential). 219 Vertebrate fossils,
including remains of mammoths and bison, have been found in the Colma Formation in San
Francisco, near the base of Telegraph Hill. 220 In addition, a mammoth tooth was discovered in the
Colma Formation during excavation for the Transbay Transit Center in downtown San Francisco

219Department of Conservation, Geologic Map of California (2010) http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/gmc/, accessed on
May 4, 2017.Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Lone Mountain Sobrato Hall Project University of San
Francisco (USF) San Francisco, California, August 9, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation Upper Campus Dining Hall, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San
Francisco (USF) San Francisco, California, November 10, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, Trash Enclosure Facility, Lone Mountain Campus, University of San Francisco
(USF) San Francisco, California, November 11, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF)
San Francisco, California, November 14, 2016.
220 Rodda, Peter U. and Nina Baghai, Late Pleistocene Vertebrates from Downtown San Francisco, California, Journal of
Paleontology, Vol. 67, No.6, November 1993, pp. 1058-1063,
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1306122?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents, accessed on May 4, 2016.
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in 2012. 221 Because fossil remains of Ice Age mammals have been found in the Colma Formation
in two San Francisco locations, the Colma Formation is deemed to have a high potential to contain
paleontological resources.
Earthwork activities associated with development of the student residence hall site would
primarily involve excavations for underground structures (e.g., parking garage), as well as
foundation drilling to anchor building foundations to bedrock. The proposed underground
structure excavations would only directly impact artificial fill materials (no potential) and a portion
of the Quaternary dune sand deposits (low potential). Thus, impacts to paleontological resources
during excavations for underground structures would be less than significant and will not require
mitigation. In contrast, the proposed foundation drilling (e.g., augercast piles) would extend
through the artificial fill and Quaternary dune sand deposits into the underlying strata of the
Colma Formation (high potential) and then into the crystalline bedrock of the Franciscan Complex
(no potential). Drilling into the Colma Formation has the potential to adversely affect significant
paleontological resources.
To mitigate potential adverse impacts to paleontological resources within the Colma Formation,
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for Paleontological Resource has
been identified to prevent the destruction of significant paleontological resources. The
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for
Paleontological Resource, would require the elaboration of a monitoring and treatment plan
which would include pre-construction, during-construction, and post-construction paleontological
mitigation procedures.
Mitigation Measure M-GE-6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for Paleontological
Resources
Given the potential for significant paleontological resources to be present in the subsurface
at the student residence hall within strata of the Colma Formation and the potential for
foundation drilling operations (e.g., augercast piles) to impact those strata, the following
measures shall be undertaken to avoid any significant adverse effect from the proposed
project on paleontological resources. Before the start of construction of the student
residence hall, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a projectspecific paleontological monitoring and treatment plan that will include pre-construction,
during-construction, and post-construction paleontological mitigation procedures. Pre-

221 Transbay Transit Center, Archeology, http://www.transbaycenter.org/project/archaeologyaccessedon May 4, 2017.
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construction procedures shall address designation of a repository to receive any recovered
fossils (e.g., California Academy of Sciences), development of research design questions
that could be answered by recovered fossils, and presentation of a workers environmental
awareness program to project construction personnel. During-construction procedures
shall address paleontological monitoring of augercast pile drilling operations,
stratigraphic data recovery, and construction site safety, as well as steps to be followed in
the event of a fossil discovery (e.g., specimen evaluation, specimen recovery [for both
macrofossils and microfossils], and specimen documentation). Post-construction
procedures shall address fossil preparation (e.g., removing extraneous sediment from
specimens and repairing and stabilizing specimens), fossil curation (e.g., taxonomic
identification, database cataloguing, and specimen storage), and preparation of a final
paleontological mitigation report.
When construction begins, the qualified paleontologist shall be prepared to implement the
monitoring and treatment plan and ensure that a qualified paleontological monitor
(defined as a person with a Bachelor of Science in geology or paleobiology with at least
one year of actual paleontological field experience) is onsite on a full-time basis during the
foundation drilling phase of construction to monitor augercast pile boreholes that
penetrate strata of the Colma Formation. The qualified paleontological monitor shall work
under the supervision of the qualified paleontologist and follow the procedures specified
in the monitoring and treatment plan. Having procedures in place in the event of a fossil
discovery would ensure that fossil recovery would not result in extended delays to the
construction schedule. The San Francisco Planning Department shall be responsible for
ensuring that the monitoring and treatment plan is implemented and completed.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐GE‐6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for
Paleontological Resources for the proposed student residence hall, would reduce the impact to
less than significant with mitigation.
Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts related to geologic hazards. (Less than Significant)
Geology, soils, and unique paleontological resources or site or unique geological feature impacts
are generally site-specific and localized and not result in cumulative effects with other projects.
Therefore, the proposed project would not make a considerable contribution related to cumulative
impacts and cumulative impacts would less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere

substantially

with

groundwater

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation onor offsite?

d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or offsite?

e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater

drainage

systems

or

provide

substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
f)
g)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or

Flood

Insurance

Rate

Map

or

other

authoritative flood hazard delineation map?
h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

j)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The project site is not located in a 100-year flood hazard boundary, a dam failure area, or a tsunami
flood hazard area. 222, 223, 224 A seiche is an oscillation of a water body, such as a bay, that may
cause local flooding. A seiche could occur in the San Francisco Bay because of seismic or
atmospheric activity. The project site is located 1.7 miles south from San Francisco Bay and would
therefore not be subject to a seiche. Mudflow hazards typically occur where unstable hillslopes are
located above gradient, where site soils are unstable and subject to liquefaction, and when
substantial rainfall saturates soils causing failure. The proposed project is not located in a
liquefaction zone. 225 Landslide hazards are discussed in Topic 14, Geology and Soil. Therefore,
Topics 15g, 15h, 15i, and 15j are not applicable to the proposed project.
Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate water quality standards, provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water
quality. (Less than Significant)
During construction, pollution sources include mortars, concrete, paint chips, and other debris that
can discharge into storm drains. Thus, these toxic pollutants if discharged to local lakes and the
ocean can trigger water quality degradation. Further, during site preparation and construction
disturbed soils are susceptible to high rates of erosion from wind and rain, resulting in sediment
transport via stormwater runoff from the proposed project area. Sediment can clog storm drains
and reduce capacity, which can contribute to allowing stormwater and wastewater to spill onto the

222 Federal Emergency Management Agency Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map, San Francisco Interim Floodplain
Map, NW San Francisco, http://sfgsa.org/sites/default/files/Document/SF_NW.pdf, accessed on November 12, 2016.
223 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan. Community Safety Element, Map 6,
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed on July 14, 2017.
224 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan. Community Safety Element, Map 5,
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017.
225 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco General Plan. Community Safety Element, Map 4,
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/Community_Safety_Element_2012.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017.
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streets, causing property damage and exposure to the public. Sediments are also abrasive, and can
degrade sewers, treatment plants, and pump stations.
Construction projects are subject to the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance (Public Works Code,
Ordinance No. 260-13). Under this ordinance all construction projects must implement best
management practices to prevent the discharge of sediment, non-stormwater and waste runoff
from a site. Additionally, sites that are 5,000 square feet or more in size must submit an erosion
and sediment control plan and project application prior to commencing construction-related
activities. The control plan is a site-specific plan that details the use, location, and placement of
sediment and erosion control devices. The type and location are planned to minimize erosion and
substantive sediment transport offsite.
Per the geotechnical reports prepared for the proposed project, passive groundwater control with
local dewatering may be necessary for those areas where seeping perched water may be
encountered. Excavation activities could require removal of groundwater from excavations during
construction if groundwater is encountered. If temporary excavations require dewatering, there is
the potential of discharging pollutants primarily by entraining silt and clay through release of
construction water directly to the environment. If dewatering is expected, the contractor would be
required to fully conform to the requirements specified in a batch wastewater discharge permit
from the SFPUC. This permit regulates specified low-threat discharges of waste to land with
underlying groundwater, including dewatering of construction sites; dewatering of wells drilled
to investigate or mitigate a suspected contaminated site; power-washing of buildings or parking
lots; or any other activity that generates wastewater, other than from routine commercial or
industrial processes. By complying with the permits and applicable terms and conditions any
threat to existing surface or subsurface water quality would be minimized.
The existing impervious surface area is 1.7 acres and the proposed total impervious surface area is
2.6 acres, which equates to a 0.9 acre increase in new impervious surface area. Therefore,
development of the proposed project could potentially increase stormwater runoff. Potential
pollutants associated with the operation of the proposed facilities include: sediment from natural
erosion; oil and grease; nutrients (e.g., phosphorus and nitrogen) and pesticides associated with
landscaping; mineralized organic matter in soils; and litter associated with trash disposal. The
proposed project would be required to comply with provisions set forth in the Stormwater
Management Ordinance, including managing stormwater using green infrastructure (i.e., stormwater
controls or best management practices) and to maintain that green infrastructure for the lifetime of the
project. The stormwater management requirements for combined sewer areas set forth a best
management practices hierarchy for selecting best management practices that prioritize reuse
(rainwater harvesting), infiltration, and vegetated roofs. The proposed project would be required to
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submit and have approved by the SFPUC a stormwater control plan that complies with the 2016
Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines using a variety of best management
practices.
Compliance with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, the batch wastewater discharge permit, and
the Stormwater Management Ordinance would reduce the risk of water degradation during
construction and operation of the proposed project. Therefore, since violation of waste discharge
requirements, water quality standards or degradation of water quality would be minimized, this impact
would be less than significant, based upon compliance with regulatory requirements discussed herein.
No mitigation is required.
Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant)
The proposed project is located in the Richmond urban watershed area, and the Lobos
Groundwater Basin. Per the geotechnical reports prepared for the proposed project,226
groundwater was not encountered during the geotechnical investigations, but the reports indicated
that for the dining commons expansion area and the recycling and waste facility replacement area,
perched water may exist in seams at the contact points between fill and dune sand, between the
dune sand and Hillslope Deposits, and within permeable rock fractures in the bedrock. For the
proposed ROTC program relocation addition structure, groundwater was not encountered during
the investigation, but the study did indicate that groundwater flow is expected to be towards the
west. The investigation also concluded that while encountering the groundwater table during
construction is not anticipated, passive groundwater control with local dewatering may be
necessary for those areas where seeping perched water may be encountered. Seeping groundwater
would likely be from rainfall infiltration or neighboring irrigation percolating through the site.
Seasonal fluctuations are also anticipated with increased seepage occurring after prolonged rains
or during the wet season in winter and spring. Therefore, during construction, excavation and
other activities could potentially encounter groundwater. As excavation occurs, shoring would be
installed to prevent soil collapse or groundwater seepage into the excavation area. Dewatering

226 Rollo & Ridley. Geotechnical Investigation Lone Mountain Sobrato Hall Project University of San Francisco, California.
August 9, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley. Geotechnical Investigation Trash Enclosure Facility Lone Mountain Campus University of San Francisco,
California. November 11, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley. Geotechnical Investigation ROTC Relocation Koret Recreation Center University of San Francisco, California.
November 14, 2016.
Rollo & Ridley. Geotechnical Investigation Dining Commons University of San Francisco, California. November 14, 2016.
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methods would be required at all times during construction, to promptly remove and dispose of
all water from any source entering the excavation sites.
While the insertion of support and foundation structures in the groundwater basin could reduce
the storage capacity, the displaced volume would not be substantial relative to the volume of the
Lobos Groundwater Basin, which has a surface area of 2,400 acres. Likewise, the volume of water
used during construction for dust control and other uses would be nominal, and would be unlikely
to include groundwater unless encountered during excavation and reused as a water conservation
measure; therefore, construction activities would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies.
Sources of recharge to the Lobos Groundwater Basin include infiltration of rainfall, infiltration of
irrigation water and leakage from water and sewer pipes. 227 The addition of 0.9 acre new
impervious surface resulting from implementation of the proposed project would only have a
negligible impact on groundwater recharge within this basin because the increase in impervious
surface area is minor when compared to the 4 square miles of surface area covered by the Lobos
Groundwater Basin. Furthermore, because the unpaved land north of Lobos Creek is composed of
northern sand dune sands, rainfall is readily absorbed into the ground to recharge the aquifer. In
compliance with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, the project would be required to
implement best management practices such as bioretention areas and infiltration devices. Best
management practices, such as infiltration devices, augment groundwater by retaining stormwater
runoff, which subsequently infiltrates into the groundwater regime. Therefore, impacts on
groundwater supply and recharge during construction and operation of the proposed project
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion, siltation or flooding on- or offsite. (Less than Significant)
Construction of the proposed project would involve stockpiling, grading, excavation, paving and
other earth-disturbing activities resulting in the alteration of existing drainage patterns. These
types of activities would constitute a temporary alteration of drainage patterns. The project would
be required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance and develop an erosion and
sediment control plan to minimize runoff during construction. Implementation of the plan would
in turn, minimize runoff-induced erosion, siltation, and flooding on- or offsite. Compliance with

227 Department of Water Resources, San Francisco Bay Hydrologic Region, Lobos Groundwater Basin, California’s

Groundwater, Bulletin 118, http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/bulletin118/basindescriptions/2-38.pdf, accessed on
November 5, 2017.
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the ordinance and implementation of construction site best management practices would minimize
the potential for construction activities to alter natural drainages via the deposition of sediments
and would therefore reduce the risk of short-term erosion, siltation and flooding resulting from
drainage alterations during construction to a less-than-significant impact. No mitigation is
required.
Development of the proposed project would result in alterations to drainage, such as construction
of the infiltration trenches, changes in ground surface permeability via paving, and changes in
topography via grading and excavation. The proposed project components located on Upper
Campus would increase the impervious surface area by approximately 0.9 acre. The SFPUC’s
Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines includes a range of methods that
would minimize flooding on- or offsite including rain gardens, swales, trenches, and basins. The
Stormwater Management Requirements and Design Guidelines require preparation of a
stormwater control plan; implementation of best management practices; construction of drainage
facilities to minimize adverse effects on the rate or amount of surface runoff; and minimization of
increases in impervious area. Implementation of these infiltration trenches would reduce the rate
and amount of surface runoff discharging from the proposed project area to a less-than-significant
impact. No mitigation is required.
Compliance with the Stormwater Management Ordinance would reduce the risk of flooding onor offsite resulting from drainage alterations during operation of the proposed project to a lessthan-significant impact. No mitigation is required.
Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The proposed project would be constructed within the USF Hilltop Campus area, which is already
developed with existing buildings and associated impervious surfaces. Development of some of
the buildings would create new impervious surfaces, which could potentially increase stormwater
runoff. Under the Stormwater Management Ordinance, however, the proposed project is required
to reduce the stormwater runoff rate and volume by 25 percent relative to the pre-development
conditions for the two-year, 24-hour design storm, which would minimize runoff volumes during
these storm events. The project would be required to comply with the Stormwater Management
Ordinance. However, given that the Turk Street sewer main's existing full system capacity
condition downstream from the project site, the proposed project would construct a flow diversion
structure to four infiltration trenches with a total footprint of approximately 4,400 square feet. The
student residence hall project component would be required to exceed the SMO's requirements for
stormwater infiltration runoff rates. To alleviate potential impacts related to additional flows
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conveyed to the combined stormwater/sewer system, implementation of Mitigation Measure UT2: Monitoring and Maintenance of Proposed Infiltration Trenches would require the project
sponsor to monitor and maintain the infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other approved
stormwater controls to meet performance requirements as required per the SMO and requirements
to maintain the stormwater runoff rate and volume at or below the existing 5-year, 3-hour design
storm event for the life of the project. The project’s impact on the city’s combined stormwater/sewer
system is also further discussed in Topic 11, Utilities and Service Systems.
During construction and operation of the proposed project, all stormwater runoff from the project
site would be treated at the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant. Treatment would be
provided pursuant to the effluent discharge standards stipulated in the pollutant discharge permit
for the water pollution control plant. Application of the effluent discharge standards would
minimize the volume of stormwater runoff and prevent the discharge of untreated polluted runoff
and therefore, this impact would less than significant. The proposed project would require new or
expanded wastewater or stormwater collection or treatment facilities that could cause significant
environmental effects, or result in significant impacts to the combined stormwater/sewer system.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure UT-2 and compliance with State and local regulatory
requirements pertaining to stormwater drainage systems and wastewater collection or treatment
facilities, potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable projects, could result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on
hydrology and water quality. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Development of the proposed project, in combination with all other development that would occur
in the Richmond urban watershed area, and the Lobos Groundwater Basin, would involve
construction activities, increases in stormwater runoff from new impervious surface area, and
possible reduction in groundwater recharge areas. Construction of new development throughout
the watershed area could result in the erosion of soil, thereby cumulatively degrading water
quality. In addition, the increase in impervious surface area resulting from future development
may also adversely affect water quality by increasing the amount of stormwater runoff and projectrelated pollutants entering the combined storm sewer system and the groundwater basin.
Cumulative projects identified in the vicinity could add additional flows to the combined
stormwater and sewer that would result in the system operating over capacity, which could require
the construction or upgrade to the city’s existing system. Therefore, the project could result in
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact to hydrology and water
quality. This impact would be reduced with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-UT-2.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

272

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

New development, however, would be required to comply with existing local requirements
regarding construction practices that minimize risks of erosion and runoff. Among the various
regulations are the applicable provisions of the Phase II municipal separate storm sewer system
pollutant discharge permit and the SFPUC ordinances related to control of stormwater quality for
new development and significant redevelopment. This would minimize degradation of water
quality at individual project construction sites and would require that the volume of runoff does
not exceed pre-development conditions. Compliance with applicable local ordinances would
ensure cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts would be minimized during the
construction and operational phases.
Likewise, the volume of water used during construction for dust control and other uses would be
nominal, and would be unlikely to include groundwater unless encountered during excavation
and reused as a water conservation measure; therefore, construction activities would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies nor interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.
Although implementation of the proposed project would not have a considerable contribution to
cumulative effects on groundwater recharge in the Lobos Groundwater Basin, the overall
development associated with projects near the USF Hilltop Campus that are planned within the
basin could directly and/or indirectly result in the loss of groundwater volume and recharge areas.
This loss would be mitigated by the implementation of treatment best management practices to the
maximum extent practicable. Specifically, best management practices, such as infiltration devices,
augment groundwater by retaining stormwater runoff, which subsequently infiltrates into the
groundwater regime.
Thus, the proposed project’s contribution to any water quality degradation impact or groundwater
depletion impact would not be cumulatively considerable. The impact would be less than
significant with mitigation.
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16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a)

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

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release

of

hazardous

materials

into

the

environment?
c)

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

d)

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

e)

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

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized

areas

or

where

residences

are

intermixed with wildlands?

The project is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, Topic 15d is not applicable. The project site is not located within
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an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, Topics 15e and 15f
are not applicable to the proposed project.
Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than
Significant)
Construction activities would require the use of limited quantities of hazardous materials such as
fuels, oils, solvents, paints, and other common construction materials. The City would require the
project sponsor and its contractor to implement best management practices as part of their grading
permit requirements, including hazardous materials management measures, which would reduce
the hazards associated with short-term construction-related transport, and use and disposal of
hazardous materials to less-than-significant levels. In addition, the handling and use of hazardous
materials is governed by federal, state, and local laws.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the use of relatively small amounts of
hazardous materials, those typically used by residential (student residence hall) and postsecondary educational institutional (dining commons, ROTC program relocation and recycling
and waste facility) land uses such as disinfectants, cleaners, fertilizers, and other types of
hazardous materials. Because the materials are labeled to inform users of potential adverse effects
as well as proper handling and care, it is unlikely that the use of such materials would create a
significant hazard. Additionally, most of the hazardous components of disinfectants, cleaners,
fertilizers, and other types of hazardous materials are consumed through use, resulting in little
waste. Therefore, hazardous materials used during project operation would not pose any
substantial public health or safety hazards related to hazardous materials. For the recycling and
waste facility, transportation of the materials would be made by Recology at the current
frequencies. Recology has specialized equipment and trucks to collect the waste and recycling
items, and adequate site capacity to dispose of the waste and recycling materials. Their employees
are trained to properly handle waste and recycling items. Thus, it is unlikely that the transportation
of the waste and recycling would create a significant hazard. Therefore, hazardous materials used
during project operation would not pose any substantial public health or safety hazards related to
hazardous materials.
For these reasons, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and this impact would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
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Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment. (Less than Significant)
The project site is not located within an area of San Francisco governed by Article 22A of the San
Francisco Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance. However, under section 22.A.5, the
San Francisco Department of Public Health (the health department) has authority to require soil
and/or groundwater analysis pursuant to the Maher Ordinance when the director has reason to
believe that a hazardous substance may be present in the soil and/or groundwater at the property.
The proposed project would disturb more than 50 cubic yards of soil and the health department
had reason to believe that a hazardous substance may be present in the soil and/or groundwater at
the property. Therefore, the project sponsor has submitted an application to the health department
and prepared phase I environmental site assessment for the proposed project. 228
As detailed below, the project sponsor retained the services of a qualified professional to prepare
a phase I environmental site assessment that meets the requirements of San Francisco Health Code
section 22.A.6. The environmental site assessment was prepared to determine the potential for site
contamination and level of exposure risk associated with the project. Pursuant to the
environmental site assessment reports, there are no recognized environmental conditions (i.e., no
soil or groundwater contamination) on the project sites. At the ROTC program relocation addition
site, naturally occurring chrysotile asbestos was detected at levels below lab detection limits, which
is a relatively common occurrence in areas with bedrock. The project sponsor may nonetheless be
required by the health department to conduct additional soil and/or groundwater sampling and
analysis after the health department’s review of the environmental site assessment reports. If such
analysis were to reveal the presence of hazardous substances in excess of state or federal standards,
the project sponsor would be required to submit a site mitigation plan to the health department or
other appropriate state or federal agencies, and to remediate any site contamination in accordance
with an approved site mitigation plan prior to the issuance of any building permit.
In September 2016, an environmental site assessment was prepared to assess the potential for site
contamination on the Upper Campus at the student residence hall site 229 and a second
environmental site assessment was prepared in December 2016 to assess the potential for site

228 Maher Ordinance Application, 2500-2698 Turk Street; 222 Stanyan Street, City and County of San Francisco,
Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, September 18, 2017.
229 PES Environmental, Inc. Revised Phase I Environmental Site Assessment University of San Francisco Portion of Lone
Mountain Campus, San Francisco, California. September 24, 2016.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

276

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

contamination at the location of the freestanding dining commons addition, the recycling and
waste facility and the ROTC program relocation addition. 230

Historical Site Use
The Lone Mountain site is first mapped within an area identified on both the 1869 U.S. Coast
Survey and the 1869 Goddard survey map as the Calvary Cemetery. However, later and more
detailed maps (1889 Sanborn maps (vol. 3) 1899 and Sanborn maps (vol. 4, sheets 431 and 432))
identify the Calvary Cemetery as east of Masonic Avenue, and not including the USF Hilltop
Campus area. The 1914 Sanborn maps (vol. 4, sheets 396 and 402) show very limited development
within the subject blocks, including a tombstone cutter and several scattered houses prior to the
development of Ewing Field. Ewing Field opened in 1914 to the east of the project site and historic
photographs of the field show the project site primarily undeveloped. More information on the
historic uses of the project site is provided in the Topic 4, Cultural Resources.

Student Residence Hall
In 1950, the student residence hall site was developed in its current configuration by the
construction of the Underhill Building on the eastern portion of the site and was utilized by the
San Francisco College for Women. The storage structure for landscaping equipment located next
to the Underhill Building (on the northeastern portion of the property) was developed around 1974
followed by the tennis courts in 1982. Records indicate that the Underhill Building was occupied
by USF in 1987 and is currently used for ROTC classroom and office spaces.

Dining Commons
In 1938, an aerial photograph shows the Lone Mountain Main Building surrounding the dining
commons Area. By 1967, the Lone Mountain North Building was completed.

Recycling and Waste Facility
The site has remained undeveloped since the 1930s.

ROTC Program Relocation
A Sanborn Fire Insurance Map from 1950 indicates that the property was redeveloped as part of the
Saint Ignatius High School gym facility. The subject property area did not experience significant
changes until the late 1980s, at which time the site was redeveloped as part of the current Koret

230 PES Environmental, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, University of San Francisco, Portions of the Lone Mountain
Campus and Koret Health and Recreation Center, San Francisco, California, APNs 1107008 and 1144001, December 2. 2016.
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Health and Recreation Center. No significant changes have occurred on the subject property areas
since 1989.
No underground storage tanks were observed during the site inspection on all four components
sites. One aboveground storage tank was observed in the vicinity of the recycling and waste
facility; the tank was in apparent good condition with no indication of leaking or staining.

Surrounding Area
According to the environmental site assessment, there are no sites listed in the databases of the
surrounding area that are expected to present significant environmental concerns to the subject
property based on one or more of the following: (1) the listed property has received case closure
by the appropriate regulatory agency; (2) the listed property is either cross gradient or down
gradient of the subject property with respect to the inferred regional groundwater flow direction;
(3) the listed property is a soils-only affected case; and (4) the listed property is located at too great
of a distance to represent a significant environmental concern with respect to the subject property.

Asbestos-Containing Materials
Standards set by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration require building owners to
presume that thermal system insulation and surfacing asbestos-containing materials found in
buildings constructed before 1981, and floor tile installed in buildings through 1981, are asbestoscontaining, unless demonstrated to be less than 1 percent asbestos through sampling. The rule does
not permit an assumption to be made that a material does not contain asbestos in buildings
constructed after 1980. However, since the late 1970s to early 1980s, asbestos has been removed or
substituted for in all but a small number of construction products. For example, asbestos is still
used, although at low concentrations, in various mastics and roofing materials.
•

Student residence hall - Based on the 1947-48 construction date of the Underhill Building,
there is potential for asbestos-containing materials to be present at the site. 231

•

Dining commons – Asbestos-containing materials may be present due to the 1950s’ date of
construction of the Lone Mountain Main Building.

•

Recycling and waste facility - No structures to be demolished are present; therefore, asbestoscontaining materials are not a concern.

231 PES Environmental, Inc. Revised Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, University of San Francisco, Portion of Lone
Mountain Campus, San Francisco, California. September 24, 2016.
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•

ROTC program relocation addition – Asbestos-containing materials are not expected to be
present due to the 1980s’ date of construction for the Koret Health and Recreation
Center. 232

According to the environmental site assessment, based on the pre-1981 date of construction of
portions of the Lone Mountain Main Building, building materials in the site buildings may contain
asbestos. Therefore, prior to significant demolition or renovation activities, it is recommended that
an asbestos-containing building materials survey be conducted so that affected materials, if
present, can be properly managed.
The California Department of Toxic Substance Control considers asbestos hazardous and removal
of asbestos-containing materials required prior to demolition or construction activities that could
result in disturbance of these materials. Asbestos-containing materials must be removed in
accordance with local and state regulations, air district, State Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal/OSHA), and California Department of Health Services requirements.
Specifically, section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, adopted January 1, 1991,
requires that local agencies not issue demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has
demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under applicable federal regulations
regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The California legislature vests the air
district with the authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both
inspection and law enforcement, and the air district is to be notified 10 days in advance of any
proposed demolition or abatement work. Any asbestos-containing material disturbance at the
project site would be subject to the requirements of air district Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous
Materials - Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and Manufacturing.
The local office of the Cal/OSHA must also be notified of asbestos abatement to be carried out.
Asbestos abatement contractors must follow state regulations contained in Title 8 of California
Code of Regulations section 1529 and sections 341.6 through 341.14, where there is asbestos-related
work involving 100 gross square feet or more of asbestos-containing material. The owner of the
property where abatement is to occur must have a hazardous waste generator number assigned by
and registered with the Office of the California Department of Health Services. The contractor and
hauler of the material are required to file a hazardous waste manifest that details the hauling of the
material from the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California law, the building department

232 PES Environmental, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, University of San Francisco, Portions of the Lone Mountain
Campus and Koret Recreation and Health Center, San Francisco, California, APNs 1107008 and 1144001. December 2. 2016.
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would not issue the required permit until the applicant has complied with the requirements
described above.
These regulations and procedures already established as part of the building permit review process
would ensure that any potential impacts due to asbestos would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level. No mitigation is required.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos
Results of subsurface investigation indicate that the site of the ROTC program relocation addition
is underlain by weathered serpentine bedrock, which was encountered at 15 feet to the termination
of the boring at 15.75 feet below ground surface. 233 The proposed project would involve
construction throughout the project site, potentially releasing serpentinite into the atmosphere.

Health Effects of Serpentinite
Serpentinite commonly contains naturally occurring chrysotile asbestos or tremolite-actinolite, a
fibrous mineral that can be hazardous to human health if airborne emissions are inhaled. In the
absence of proper controls, naturally occurring asbestos could become airborne during excavation
and handling of excavated materials. Onsite workers and the public could be exposed to airborne
asbestos unless appropriate control measures are implemented. Exposure to asbestos can result in
health ailments such as lung cancer, mesothelioma (cancer of the lungs and abdomen), and
asbestosis (scarring of lung tissues that results in constricted breathing). The risk of disease
depends upon the intensity and duration of exposure; health risk from naturally occurring asbestos
exposure is proportional to the cumulative inhaled dose (quantity of fibers) and increases with the
time since first exposure. A number of factors influence the disease-causing potency of any given
asbestos (such as fiber length and width, fiber type, and fiber chemistry); however, all forms are
carcinogens. Although the air resources board has not identified a safe exposure level for asbestos
in residential areas, exposure to low levels of asbestos for short periods of time poses minimal risk.

Regulation Applicable to Serpentinite
To address health concerns from exposure to naturally occurring asbestos, the air resources board
enacted an Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading,
Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations in July 2001, which became effective for projects located
within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin on November 19, 2002. The requirements established

233 Rollo & Ridley, Geotechnical Investigation, ROTC Relocation, Koret Recreation Center, University of San Francisco (USF) San
Francisco, California, November 14, 2016.
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by the Asbestos ATCM are contained in California Code of Regulations Title 17, Section 93105, and
are enforced by the air district.
The Asbestos ATCM requires construction activities in areas where naturally occurring asbestos is
likely to be found to employ best available dust control measures. Additionally, as discussed in
Impact AQ-1, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance in 2008 to reduce fugitive dust generated during construction activities. Dust
suppression activities required by the Construction Dust Control Ordinance include: watering all
active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering
frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water
must be used if required by article 21, section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works Code.
If not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as
much water as necessary to control dust (without creating runoff in any area of land clearing,
and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet
sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the
end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days)
greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill material, import
material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene
plastic (or equivalent) tarp which would need to be braced down, or other equivalent soilstabilization techniques could be used to stabilize stockpiles.
The requirements for dust control as identified in the Construction Dust Control Ordinance are as
effective as the dust control measures identified in the Asbestos ATCM. Thus, the measures
required in compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would protect the workers
themselves as well as the public from fugitive dust that may also contain asbestos. The project
sponsor would be required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would
ensure that significant exposure to naturally occurring asbestos would not occur. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or environment from
exposure to naturally occurring asbestos and the proposed project would result in a less-thansignificant impact. No mitigation is required.

Lead-Based Paint
The Consumer Products Safety Commission limited lead content in residential paint to 0.06 percent
(600 parts per million) in 1978. The use of paint containing greater than 0.06 percent lead was also
prohibited in areas where consumers have direct access to painted surfaces:
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•

Student residence hall - Lead-containing paint may be present due to the early 1950s’
construction date of the Underhill Building, which would be demolished as part of the
project.

•

Dining commons renovation and addition - Lead-containing paint may be present due to the
1950s’ date of construction of the Lone Mountain Main Building.

•

Recycling and waste facility - No structures to be demolished or renovated are present;
therefore, lead in paint is not a concern.

•

ROTC program relocation addition - Lead-containing paint is not expected to be present due
to the 1980s’ date of construction for the Koret Health and Recreation Center.

Based on the construction dates of the Underhill Building and the Lone Mountain Main Building,
the potential exists for lead-based paint to be present at the student residence hall and dining
commons sites. Prior to significant renovation or demolition activities, a lead-paint survey should
be conducted so that these materials, if present can be properly managed.
Work that could result in disturbance of lead paint must comply with San Francisco Building Code
section 3426, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures.
Where there is any work that may disturb or remove lead paint on the exterior of any building
built prior to 1979, section 3426 requires specific notification and work standards, and identifies
prohibited work methods and penalties.
Building Code section 3426 applies to the exterior of all buildings or steel structures on which
original construction was completed prior to 1979 (which are assumed to have lead-based paint on
their surfaces, unless demonstrated otherwise through laboratory analysis), and to the interior of
residential buildings, hotels, and child care centers. Building Code section 3426 contains
performance standards, including establishment of containment barriers, at least as effective at
protecting human health and the environment as those in the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development Guidelines (the most recent Guidelines for Evaluation and Control of LeadBased Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be used in disturbances or
removal of lead-based paint. Any person performing work subject to the ordinance shall, to the
maximum extent possible, protect the ground from contamination during exterior work; protect
floors and other horizontal surfaces from work debris during interior work; and make all
reasonable efforts to prevent migration of lead-paint contaminants beyond containment barriers
during the course of the work. Clean-up standards require the removal of visible work debris,
including the use of a high efficiency particulate air filter vacuum following interior work.
Building Code section 3426 also includes notification requirements and requirements for signs.
Prior to the commencement of work, the responsible party must provide written notice to the
director of the building department of the address and location of the project; the scope of work,
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including specific location within the site; methods and tools to be used; the approximate age of
the structure; anticipated job start and completion dates for the work; whether the building is
residential or non-residential, owner-occupied or rental property; the dates by which the
responsible party has fulfilled or will fulfill any tenant or adjacent property notification
requirements; and the name, address, telephone number, and pager number of the party who will
perform the work. Further notice requirements include a Posted Sign notifying the public of
restricted access to the work area, a Notice to Residential Occupants, Availability of Pamphlet
related to protection from lead in the home, and Notice of Early Commencement of Work (by
owner, requested by tenant), and Notice of Lead Contaminated Dust or Soil, if applicable. Section
3426 contains provisions regarding inspection and sampling for compliance by the building
department, as well as enforcement, and describes penalties for non-compliance with the
requirements of the ordinance.
Demolition would also be subject to the Cal/OSHA Lead in Construction Standard (8 California
Code of Regulations section 1532.1). This standard requires development and implementation of a
lead compliance plan when materials containing lead would be disturbed during construction. The
plan must describe activities that could emit lead, methods that will be used to comply with the
standard, safe work practices, and a plan to protect workers from exposure to lead during
construction activities. Cal/OSHA would require 24-hour notification if more than 100 square feet
of materials containing lead would be disturbed.
Implementation of procedures required by San Francisco Building Code section 3426 and the lead
in construction standard would ensure that potential impacts of demolition or renovation of
structures with lead-based paint would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Summary Conclusion
Based on mandatory compliance with the existing regulatory requirements and the information
and conclusions from the environmental site assessment, the geotechnical report and the
regulatory requirements of construction and operation, the proposed project would not result in a
significant hazard to the public or environment from contaminated soil and/or groundwater,
asbestos, naturally occurring asbestos, or lead-based paint. The proposed project would result in a
less-than-significant impact with respect to these hazards.
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Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or
proposed school. (Less than Significant)
No schools are planned within a quarter mile of the project site. The following existing schools are
in a quarter-mile radius of the project site:
•

University of San Francisco (on project site)

•

Raoul Wallenberg High School, 40 Vega Street (0.16 mile east of the project site)

As noted above, the proposed project would not result in the storage, handling, or disposal of
significant quantities of hazardous materials and would not otherwise include any uses that would
result in the emission of hazardous substances. Any hazardous materials currently on the site, such
as asbestos and lead-based paint would be removed during, or prior to, demolition of the existing
building and prior to project construction, and would be handled in compliance with applicable
laws and regulations as described above. With adherence to these regulations, there would be no
potential for such materials to affect the nearest school. Thus, the proposed project would have a
less-than-significant impact related to hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous
materials within a quarter-mile of a school. No mitigation is required.
Impact HZ-4: The proposed project is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (No Impact)
The environmental site assessment reports prepared for the proposed project included a search of
the environmental databases covered by Government Code section 65962.5. The environmental site
assessment reports included databases maintained by the U.S. EPA, California Department of
Toxic Substances Control and the State Water Resources Control Board pursuant to California
Government Code section 65962.5. According to the environmental site assessment reports, the
project sites were not included on any available environmental databases. Additionally, the project
sites were not listed in database reports from state and federal regulatory agencies that identify
businesses and properties that handle or have released hazardous materials and/or waste. 234
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to this criterion. No mitigation is
required.

234 PES Environmental, Inc. Revised Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, University of San Francisco, Portion of Lone
Mountain Campus, San Francisco, California, September 24, 2016.
PES Environmental, Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, University of San Francisco, Portions of the Lone Mountain
Campus and Koret Health and Recreation Center, San Francisco, California, APNs 1107008 and 1144001, December 2, 2016.
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Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving fires, nor interfere with the implementation of an emergency
response plan. (Less than Significant)
San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the building and fire codes. In
addition, fire department and building department review final building plans to ensure
conformance with these provisions. In this way, potential fire hazards, including those associated
with hydrant water pressures and emergency access, would be mitigated during the permit review
process. Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would
not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or
emergency evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving fires. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project would not make a considerable contribution to any
cumulative significant effects related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant)
Impacts from hazards are generally site-specific, and typically do not result in cumulative impacts.
The proposed project would not have a significant impact on hazardous material conditions at the
project site or in the vicinity. Although the proposed project could result in potential impacts
related to conducting construction activities within soil containing naturally occurring asbestos,
compliance with the Asbestos ATCM and the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would reduce
that potential impact to less than significant level. Furthermore, any potential impacts would be
primarily restricted to the project site and the immediate vicinity. No other developments in the
proposed project vicinity would contribute considerably to cumulative effects. For these reasons,
the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable hazards and hazardous materials impact
and the impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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17. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES
Would the project:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant

mineral

resource

recovery

site

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or
other land use plan?
c)

Encourage activities which result in the use of
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use
these in a wasteful manner?

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ‐
4) by the California Division of Mines and Geology under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
of 1975. 235 This designation indicates that there is inadequate information available for assignment
to any other mineral resource zone, and thus, the project site is not a designated area of significant
mineral deposits. The project site has previously been developed, and future evaluations of the
presence of minerals at this site would therefore not be affected by the proposed project. The
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any offsite
operational mineral resource recovery sites. Furthermore, according to the San Francisco General
Plan, no significant mineral resources exist in all of San Francisco. 236 Therefore, Topics 17a and 17b
are not applicable to the proposed project.

235 California Division of Mines and Geology. 1986. Open File Report 96 03 and Special Report 146, Parts I and II,
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/mlc/Pages/index.aspx, accessed on November 8, 2017.
236 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan Environmental Protection Element,
http://generalplan.sfplanning.org/I6_Environmental_Protection.htm, accessed on March 30, 2017.
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Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not encourage activities that would result in the use
of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in a wasteful manner. (Less
than Significant)
The proposed project would include demolition of an existing building and add new residential,
post-secondary education institutional uses, and infrastructure uses, although not to an extent that
would exceed anticipated growth in the area. As new buildings in San Francisco, the proposed
project would be subject to the energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green
Building Code that require the project to meet a number of conservation standards, including
installation of water-efficient fixtures and energy efficient appliances, and the proposed project
would provide features that encourage alternative modes of transportation, such as bicycle racks
and bicycle parking.
The project’s energy demand would be typical for a development of this scope and nature. The
proposed project would comply with current state and local codes concerning energy
consumption, including California Code of Regulations title 24 enforced by the building
department. The proposed student residence hall would include a microturbine energy system in
the underground parking structure to reduce costs associated with energy consumption. The
project is expected to include three 65 kW natural-gas-fired cogeneration microturbines. The
microturbine energy system would generate power for the student residence hall and reduce the
amount of electricity and natural gas that the student residence hall would need to obtain from
PG&E.
In addition, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the Bay Area region as a whole. The
transportation analysis zone in which the project site is located (TAZ 658) has between 44 and 57
percent fewer daily VMT than the Bay Area regional average. Because the proposed project is an
infill development in an area well served by transit, and would not create substantial net new
vehicle trips, the proposed project’s vehicle trips and associated fuel use would not constitute
wasteful use of energy and therefore would be consistent with the Plan Bay Area land use strategy,
which seeks to reduce per capita VMT.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or
energy, or result in the use of these resources in a wasteful manner, and effects related to the use
of these resources would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Impact C-ME: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present or reasonably
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on mineral resources and energy
resources. (Less than Significant)
As described above, no known mineral resources exist at the project site, and therefore the
proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts related to mineral resources.
Compliance with current state and local standards regarding energy consumption and
conservation, including California Code of Regulations title 24 and the San Francisco Green
Building Code, would ensure that the project would not in and of itself require a major expansion
of power facilities. The cumulative development projects identified in Table 7, p. 67, and all land
use development projects in the city would be required by the building department to conform
with California Code of Regulations title 24 and San Francisco Green Building Code regarding
minimizing the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy by, for instance, installing energy
efficient appliances and water-efficient fixtures, which would preclude cumulative significant
impacts on fuel, water, or energy. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with reasonably
foreseeable projects would not result in cumulative impacts related to energy resources. This
impact would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.
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AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are

18.

significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project;
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?

c)

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526),
or Timberland Production

(as defined

by

Government Code Section 51104 (g))?
d)

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use
or forest land to non-forest use?

The project site is located within an urbanized area of the city and county of San Francisco. No land
in San Francisco has been designated by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland
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Mapping and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. 237 As the project site does not contain
agricultural uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the
conversion of any land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural use. 238 The proposed project would not conflict with any existing
agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts. 239 No land in San Francisco is designated as Forest
Land, Timberland, or Timberland Production as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g),
Public Resources Code Section 4526, and Public Resources Code section 51104(g), respectively.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest
land, or convert forest land to a different use. For these reasons, Topics 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e
are not applicable to the proposed project.

237San Francisco Bay Area Important Farmland 2012,

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/regional/2012/bay_area_2012_fmmp_base.pdf accessed on March 1, 2018,
California Department of Conservation, California Important Farmland Finder,
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed on October 2, 2017

238 San Francisco is identified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” on the California Department of Conservation Important,
Farmland in California Map, 2012 2008,
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/regional/2012/bay_area_2012_fmmp_base.pdf http://www.conservation.ca.gov/,
accessed on February 21, 2017.
239 The Williamson Act is a California law enacted in 1965 that provides property tax relief to owners of farmland and
open space land in exchange for a 10-year agreement that the land will not be developed or converted into another
use.
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a)

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

b)

Does

the

project

have

impacts

that

are

individually

limited,

but

cumulatively

considerable?

(“Cumulatively

considerable”

means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)
c)

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

As described in Topic 13, Biological Resources, the proposed project would not substantially
reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. The proposed project could
interfere with nesting or migratory wildlife species; however, implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-BI-2: Pre-Construction Bird Surveys would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat or range of the
resident and migratory birds.
As described in Topic 4, Cultural Resources, the proposed project could result in a substantial
adverse change on archeological resources; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure MCR-2: Archeological Monitoring would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Additionally, should human remains or tribal cultural resources be encountered during
construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Monitoring would
reduce impacts on previously unknown human remains and tribal cultural resources to a lessCase No. 2015-000058ENV
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than-significant level. As described in Topic 14, Geology and Soils, the proposed project could
impact significant paleontological resources; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure MGE-6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for Paleontological Resources would reduce impacts to
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed project would
not result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or
prehistory.
As discussed in Topic 6, Noise, the student residence hall’s garage exhaust fans, boilers, mechanical
pumps, and emergency generator have the potential to exceed the noise limits set by the noise
ordinance and permanently increase the ambient noise environment. These impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a:
Reduce Garage Exhaust Fan Noise, Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Reduce Mechanical Noise
and Mitigation Measure M-NO-1c: Reduce Generator Noise. Additionally, amplified music from
residents of the student residence hall could exceed noise ordinance requirements, but would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d:
Reduce Amplified Noise. Construction of the student residence hall could generate temporary
noise levels that would affect nearby residents; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-NO-2: Construction Noise Reduction would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
For these reasons, the proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings.
As described in Topic 11, Utilities and Service Systems and Topic 15, Hydrology and Water
Quality, the proposed infiltration trenches would be required to either maintain existing flow
conditions or reduce existing flows to the system. Additional flows to the combined
stormwater/sewer system would result in the system operating over capacity, which could result
in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to its existing commitment. This impact would be less-than-significant with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-UT-2: Monitoring and Maintenance of Proposed
Infiltration Trenches.
Both long-term and short-term environmental effects, including substantial adverse effects on
human beings, associated with the proposed project would be less than significant, as discussed
under each environmental topic. Each environmental topic area includes an analysis of cumulative
impacts based on land use projects, compliance with adopted plans, statues, and ordinances, and
currently proposed projects. For all impacts analyzed in this initial study, the proposed project
would not have cumulatively considerable impacts, as discussed under each applicable
environmental topic.

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

292

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potentially significant
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. In
addition, improvement measures have also been agreed to by the project sponsor to further reduce
less-than-significant impacts.

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Monitoring
Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources may be present within the project
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall
retain the services of an archeological consultant from the rotational department qualified
archeological consultants list maintained by the planning department archeologist. The project
sponsor shall contact the department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for
the next three archeological consultants on the qualified list. The archeological consultant shall
undertake an archeological monitoring program (AMP). All plans and reports prepared by the
consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision
until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required
by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At
the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only
if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential
effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.5(a)
and (c).
Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site 240 associated with
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative 241 of the
descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group
shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and to

240 The term “archeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or
evidence of burial.
241 An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans,
any individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco
maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the
Chinese Historical Society of America.
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consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from
the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy
of the final archeological resources report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant
group.
Archeological monitoring program. The archeological monitoring program shall minimally include
the following provisions:
•

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope
of the monitoring program reasonably prior to any project-related soils-disturbing
activities commencing. The ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall
determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any
soils-disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading,
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the potential risk these
activities pose to archaeological resources and to their depositional context.

•

The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the
expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of
an archeological resource.

•

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in
consultation with the archeological consultant, determined that project construction
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits.

•

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis.

•

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to
temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/construction crews and heavy equipment until
the deposit is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of
the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after making a
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered
archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a significant
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed
project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:
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•

The proposed project shall be re-designed to avoid any adverse effect on the significant
archeological resource and a protection plan shall be drafted by the archeological
consultant and reviewed and approved by the ERO; or

•

An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan. The project
archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the
recovery plan. The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft recovery plan that shall be
submitted to the ERO for review and approval. The recovery plan shall identify how the proposed
data recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is
expected to contain. That is, the recovery plan will identify what scientific/historical research
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data
recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied
to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.
The scope of the recovery plan shall include the following elements:
•

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

•

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

•

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

•

Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public interpretive program during
the course of the archeological data recovery program.

•

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

•

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

•

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

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall
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comply with applicable state and federal laws, including immediate notification of the Office of
the Chief Medical Examiner coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of
the coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of
the California State Native American Heritage Commission who shall appoint a Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) (Public Resources Code section 5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately
notified upon discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO,
and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days after the discovery to make all reasonable efforts
to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). The agreement
should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis,
curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects. Nothing in existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the
project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant
shall retain possession of any Native American human remains and associated or unassociated
burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as
specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as
determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is reached, state
regulations shall be followed, including the reinternment of the human remains and associated
burial objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).
Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft final
archeological resources report to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate
removable insert within the draft final report.
Copies of the draft final report shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved
by the ERO, copies of the final report shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site
Survey Northwest Information Center shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of
the transmittal of the final report to the information center. The environmental planning division
of the planning department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable
PDF copy on CD of the final report along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA
DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or
interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution
than that presented above.
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Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Reduce Garage Exhaust Fan Noise
To meet the Police Code section 2909 noise requirement, the project sponsor shall construct 15 feet
of 2-inch-thick acoustically lined duct at the fan discharge location. Alternatively, a combination of
measures (e.g., quiet fan selection, relocation of exhaust outlet, acoustical louvers, duct silencer)
could be implemented instead of the acoustically lined duct to meet the Police Code standards.
Implementation of either of the above noise reduction measures would reduce fan noise by at least
2 dBA to meet the Police Code section 2909(d) interior noise requirement in neighboring residences.
The final garage exhaust fan configuration shall demonstrate that noise levels at the property plane
are reduced to 50 dBA.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Reduce Mechanical Noise
To meet the Police Code section 2909(a) property plane noise requirement, exterior vents and boiler
flues (e.g., acoustical louvers or silencers) shall be located and attenuated such that noise from these
sources do not exceed 50 dBA at the property plane, which shall also meet the interior noise
requirement of section 2909(d) for neighboring residences. The pumps and boilers shall
demonstrate that noise levels at the property plane are reduced to 50 dBA.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1c: Reduce Generator Noise
To meet the Police Code section 2909(a) property plane noise requirement, the proposed
emergency generator shall be located in an attenuated enclosure that is rated to reduce emergency
generator system noise to a maximum of 74 dBA (as measured at a standard distance of 23 feet or
7 meters). Alternatively, if the emergency generator is located behind a noise barrier wall or
building that provides at least 10 decibels of noise reduction, the emergency generator shall be
rated at 84 dBA.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d: Reduce Amplified Noise
The following measures are required to ensure that amplified noise meets the requirements of the
noise ordinance (article 29 of the Police Code).
•

Establish the following maximum noise levels for amplified music for residents of the
student residence hall:
o

100 dB indoors, with windows closed

o

90 dB indoors, with windows open

o

74 dB outdoors (at 3 feet from the source) from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

o

Do not allow outdoor amplified sound between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.
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Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 – Construction Noise Reduction
Incorporate the following practices into the construction contract agreement documents to be
implemented by the construction contractor:
•

Post signs at the construction site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours,
and complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone
numbers listed.

•

Notify the city (Department of Building Inspection) and neighbors in advance of the
schedule for construction and expected loud activities.

•

Designate a point of contact to ensure coordination between construction staff and
neighbors to minimize disruptions due to construction noise and respond to noise
complaints. Notify neighboring property owners in writing of the contact information for
the point of contact. The point of contact must have the authority to modify construction
noise-generating activities to address complaints. Upon receipt of a noise complaint, the
point of contact shall implement feasible measures to reduce construction noise. Measures
may include but are not limited to plywood barriers, suspended construction blankets, or
other screening devices to break the line of sight to noise-sensitive receivers.

•

Additional measures that might be considered include noise monitoring and temporary
local noise barriers around specific construction equipment or property line barriers. The
location, height, and extent of the barriers shall be determined once a detailed construction
plan is developed for the project.

•

When feasible, select “quiet” construction methods and equipment (e.g., improved
mufflers, use of intake silencers, engine enclosures).

•

Locate stationary noise sources, equipment, material stockpiles, and vehicle staging areas
as far as is feasible from existing sensitive receptors. Locating stationary nose sources near
existing roadways away from adjacent properties is preferred. Avoid placing stationary
noise-generating equipment (e.g., generators, compressors) within noise-sensitive buffer
areas (measured at 20 feet) from immediately adjacent neighbors. Stationary noise sources
shall be enclosed or shielded from neighboring noise-sensitive properties with noise
barriers to the extent feasible.

•

All construction equipment is required to be in good working order, and mufflers are
required to be inspected proper functionality.

•

Prohibit unnecessary idling of equipment and engines.
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•

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction
shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated
with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this
muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on
the tools themselves shall be used where feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA.
Quieter procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be used where
feasible.

Mitigation Measure M-UT-2: Monitoring and Maintenance of Proposed Infiltration Trenches
The proposed infiltration trenches shall be monitored and maintained to achieve the following
performance criterion of no net increase of stormwater into the Turk Street combined sewer up to
the 5-year 3-hour design storm event resulting from the project, in addition to all applicable
requirements in the Stormwater Management Ordinance (SMO) and Stormwater Management
Requirements and Design Guidelines. Additionally, prior to building permit issuance, the project
sponsor shall submit a Stormwater Control Plan 242 and Hydrologic and Hydraulic Technical
Memorandum 243 for review and approval by SFPUC. To meet the performance criterion of no net
increase of stormwater into the Turk Street combined sewer up to the 5-year 3-hour design storm
event, the project sponsor shall monitor and maintain the proposed infiltration facility, and/or a
combination of other approved stormwater controls. The infiltration facility, and/or a combination
of other SFPUC-approved stormwater controls are subject to the following performance
requirements:
•

The project sponsor shall complete a minimum of five infiltration tests (two tests for the
first 1,000 square feet of infiltration footprint, with one additional test per each 1,000 square
feet of additional footprint) per the SFPUC – Wastewater Enterprise (SFPUC-WWE)
Determination of Design Infiltration Rate for the Sizing of Infiltration-based Green
Infrastructure Facilities (infiltration guidance memorandum). Additional tests shall be
performed as determined by SFPUC to meet all requirements of the infiltration guidance
memorandum in connection with the final infiltration facility layout (i.e. test number,
depth of test set at bottom of facility at proposed locations, etc.).

•

The project sponsor shall monitor and maintain the proposed infiltration trenches, and/or
a combination of approved stormwater controls with equivalent capability to meet the

242 BKF Engineers, 2500-2698 Turk Street San Francisco, CA Preliminary Stormwater Control Plan, October 11, 2017.
243 BKF Engineers, University of San Francisco Student Housing Project – 2500-2698 Turk St Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analyses
Technical Memorandum, December 6, 2017.
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SMO requirements and the more stringent 5-year, 3-hour design storm event performance
criteria.
•

Due to the proposed scale of the infiltration facility and proximity to adjacent public rightof-way (ROW) and downstream existing structures, the final layout design and sizing is
subject to SFPUC approval, and review by the San Francisco Public Works geotechnical
engineering team. San Francisco Public Works would be limited to a determination that
the infiltration facility and/or other approved stormwater controls do not unreasonably
interfere with existing San Francisco Public Works infrastructure or adjacent structures.

•

The project sponsor shall comply with all special conditions determined by the SFPUC to
be required to meet the SMO requirements, and those requirements determined by the
SFPUC to be necessary to maintain the stormwater runoff rate and volume at or below the
existing 5-year, 3-hour design storm event stormwater runoff levels including but not
limited to sizing of infiltration trenches or development of additional on-site stormwater
controls.
o

The infiltration trenches were modeled with the following parameters:


Estimates at a total of 4,400 square foot (0.10 acre) footprint;



Estimates with 4 feet of gravel storage depth with 40% porosity (1.6 feet of
effective storage depth);



Maximum infiltration rate of 5 inches per hour dependent on depth in the
gravel storage trench.

•

The project sponsor shall submit a monitoring and maintenance plan for SFPUC's review
and approval. The plan shall determine how stormwater runoff (from a 5-year, 3-hour
design storm event) can be retained by the infiltration trenches and/or approved
stormwater controls at an infiltration rate of 5-inches per hour, and shall describe the ongoing monitoring, maintenance, and inspections that shall be conducted by the project
sponsor. The plan shall also include provisions for access rights for periodic inspections by
SFPUC – WWE to determine the adequacy of the trench maintenance. The infiltration
trenches and/or approved stormwater controls shall be operated and maintained by the
project sponsor per the SMO maintenance agreement.

•

The diversion structure, stormwater infiltration trenches, and any other approved
stormwater controls shall be operated and maintained by the project sponsor. The project
sponsor shall develop and implement a permanent maintenance plan in perpetuity to
ensure that the infiltration trenches and/or approved stormwater controls are maintained
to perform at pre-development conditions (i) per the SMO requirements, and (ii) for the 5year, 3-hour design storm event with respect to the Turk Street combined sewer.

•

If maintenance is deemed ineffective to ensure that run-off volumes meet the SMO
requirements and for the SMO 5-year, 3-hour design storm event are maintained to pre-
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development conditions, the project sponsor shall be required to perform additional
maintenance or on-site improvements as determined by the SFPUC to be required to meet
pre-development conditions, including, if necessary, complete replacement of the
infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other SFPUC-approved stormwater controls.
The project sponsor shall coordinate with the SFPUC regarding the design, minimum sizing
requirements, and construction of the new infiltration trenches. The final design shall be subject to
approval by the SFPUC, specifically the Wastewater Enterprise – Collection System Division.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Pre-construction Bird Surveys
To facilitate compliance with state and federal laws (California Fish and Game Code and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act) and prevent impacts on nesting resident and migratory birds, the
project sponsor shall avoid vegetation/structure removal, ground-disturbing activities, and
elevated noise levels near suitable nesting habitat during the nesting season (February 1
through August 31) or conduct pre-construction surveys, as described below. If pre-construction
surveys are implemented, nesting birds and their nests shall be protected during construction by
implementation of the following measures:
•

If construction does occur during the bird nesting season, a qualified biologist shall
conduct pre-construction surveys within seven days prior to the initiation of construction
or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more to identify active nests per the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife nesting bird survey protocol.

•

If active nests are located during the pre-construction bird nesting survey, the qualified
biologist shall evaluate whether the schedule of construction activities could affect the
active nest and the following measures shall be implemented based on their determination:
o

Construction determined not likely to affect the active nest may proceed without
restriction; however, the qualified biologist shall regularly monitor the nest to
confirm that there is no adverse effect, and may revise their determination at any
time during the nesting season.

o

If construction may affect the active nest, the qualified biologist shall establish a
no‐disturbance buffer. The qualified biologist shall determine the appropriate
buffer to be in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and Game
Code section 3503, taking into account the species involved, the presence of any
obstruction—such as a building—within line‐of‐sight between the nest and
construction, and the level of project and ambient activity (i.e., adjacent to a road
or active trail). Active nests shall be monitored and exclusion buffer sizes increased
if the monitoring biologist determines this is necessary based on disturbance
behavior exhibited by nesting birds in proximity to project construction. For bird

Case No. 2015-000058ENV

301

2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
University of San Francisco

species of special concern, the sponsor, supported by the qualified biologist, shall
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or California Department of
Fish and Wildlife regarding nest buffers.
•

Removing or relocating active nests shall be coordinated by the sponsor with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife, as appropriate,
given the nests that are found at the site.

•

Any birds that begin nesting within the proposed project areas and survey buffers amid
construction activities are assumed to be habituated to construction‐related or similar
noise and disturbance levels, and no work exclusion zones shall be established around
active nests in these cases.

Mitigation Measure GE-6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for Paleontological Resources
Given the potential for significant paleontological resources to be present in the subsurface at the
student residence hall within strata of the Colma Formation and the potential for foundation
drilling operations (e.g., augercast piles) to impact those strata, the following measures shall be
undertaken to avoid any significant adverse effect from the proposed project on paleontological
resources. Before the start of construction of the student residence hall, the project sponsor shall
retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. The
qualified paleontologist shall prepare a project-specific paleontological monitoring and treatment
plan that will include pre-construction, during-construction, and post-construction paleontological
mitigation procedures. Pre-construction procedures shall address designation of a repository to
receive any recovered fossils (e.g., California Academy of Sciences), development of research
design questions that could be answered by recovered fossils, and presentation of a workers
environmental awareness program to project construction personnel. During-construction
procedures shall address paleontological monitoring of augercast pile drilling operations,
stratigraphic data recovery, and construction site safety, as well as steps to be followed in the event
of a fossil discovery (e.g., specimen evaluation, specimen recovery [for both macrofossils and
microfossils], and specimen documentation). Post-construction procedures shall address fossil
preparation (e.g., removing extraneous sediment from specimens and repairing and stabilizing
specimens), fossil curation (e.g., taxonomic identification, database cataloguing, and specimen
storage), and preparation of a final paleontological mitigation report.
When construction begins, the qualified paleontologist shall be prepared to implement the
monitoring and treatment plan and ensure that a qualified paleontological monitor (defined as a
person with a Bachelor of Science in geology or paleobiology with at least one year of actual
paleontological field experience) is onsite on a full-time basis during the foundation drilling phase
of construction to monitor augercast pile boreholes that penetrate strata of the Colma Formation.
The qualified paleontological monitor shall work under the supervision of the qualified
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paleontologist and follow the procedures specified in the monitoring and treatment plan. Having
procedures in place in the event of a fossil discovery would ensure that fossil recovery would not
result in extended delays to the construction schedule. The San Francisco Planning Department
shall be responsible for ensuring that the monitoring and treatment plan is implemented and
completed.

Improvement Measures
The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following improvement measures.

Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Limit Construction Truck Deliveries to Off-Peak Periods
Limiting truck movements to the hours between 9 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (or other times, if approved
by the municipal transportation agency) would further minimize disruption of the general traffic
flow on adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. As required, USF and construction
contractor(s) would meet with the Sustainable Streets Division of the municipal transportation
agency, police department, Muni, and the Planning Department to determine feasible measures to
reduce traffic congestion, including potential disruption to transit and pedestrian circulation. USF
would also coordinate with contractor(s) of any nearby concurrent construction projects.

Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Prepare and Implement a Construction Management Plan
To address potential construction traffic impacts, the Construction Management Plan will include
the following:
Active Modes, Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers: To further minimize parking
demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor will
provide incentives to encourage carpooling and transit use by construction workers in the
Construction Management Plan contracts.
Project Construction Updates: To further minimize construction impacts on nearby businesses, USF
will provide regularly-updated information (typically in the form of website, news articles, on-site
posting, etc.) regarding project construction activities, schedule, as well as contact information for
specific construction inquiries or concerns.
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G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENTS
The planning department mailed a Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review on
November 24, 2015. The notice was sent to property owners and tenants within 300 feet of the
project site, neighborhood organizations, and local government representatives.
After the ROTC program relocation, the dining commons and the recycling and waste facility were
also included in the project's environmental analysis, the planning department mailed a
Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review on August 18, 2017. The notice was sent
to property owners and tenants within 300 feet of the project site, neighborhood organizations, and
local government representatives. Comments received during a project sponsor held community
meeting on August 24, 2017, and responses to the November 24, 2015, and August 18, 2017,
notifications are identified below.
In response to the notices, community members submitted comments regarding:
•

Height and bulk, density, size, and consistency with existing controls, neighborhood
character and compatibility (discussed in Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning
and Plans, and Topic 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning)

•

Aesthetics and visual character (discussed in Topic 2, Aesthetics)

•

Student generated noise (discussed in Topic 6, Noise)

•

Removal of existing trees, replacement, and loss of vegetation (discussed in Topic 13,
Biological Resources) and future landscaping (discussed in Section A, Project Description,
Section C, Compatibility with existing Zoning and Plans, and Topic 13, Biological
Resources)

•

Wildlife and bird habitat (discussed in Topic 13, Biological Resources)

•

Landslide hazards, hillside slope stability, groundshaking, erosion, and soil disturbance
during construction and an earthquake (discussed in Topic 14, Geology and Soils)

•

Land use (discussed in Topic 1, Land Use and Planning)

•

Traffic, parking, access, and street infrastructure (discussed in Section A, Project
Description and Topic 5, Transportation and Circulation)

•

Pollution (discussed in Topic 6, Noise and Topic 7, Air Quality)

•

Wind tunnel effects (discussed in Topic 9, Wind and Shadow)

•

Construction-generated dust, dust pollution, release of particulates and gases, emission
modelling, construction monitoring and measures to reduce air pollutants (discussed in
Topic 7, Air Quality)

•

Fire safety issues due to proximity of student residence hall building to neighborhood
homes and emergency access (discussed in Topic 12, Public Services)
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•

Construction type, schedule, construction and operational noise, temporary roads for
construction, and neighborhood impacts (discussed in Section A, Project Description and
Topic 6, Noise)

•

Construction debris and trash (discussed in Topic 11, Utilities and Service Systems)

•

Open space (discussed in Section C, Compatibility with existing Zoning and Plans, and
Topic 10, Recreation)

•

Shadow effects (discussed in Topic 9, Wind and Shadow)

•

Impacts on neighborhood views (discussed in Topic 2, Aesthetics)

•

Construction vibration and neighborhood impacts (discussed in Section A, Project
Description and Topic 6, Noise)

•

Soils erosion control, runoff and hillside slope stability (discussed in Topic 14, Geology
and Soils)

•

Pile-driving concerns within a hillside (discussed in Section A, Project Description, Topic 6,
Noise, and Topic 14, Geology and Soils)

•

Odor (discussed in Topic 7, Air Quality)

•

Possible damage to neighboring building due to construction that might only become
apparent in the future (discussed in Topic 14, Geology and Soils)

•

Removal of tennis courts (discussed in Topic 10, Recreation)

•

Water runoff (discussed in Topic 11, Utilities and Service Systems and Topic 15, Hydrology
and Water Quality)

•

Shadow Effects (discussed in Topic 9, Wind and Shadow)

•

Impacts on neighborhood views, vistas, and views from Ewing Terrace (discussed in
Topic 2, Aesthetics)

•

Operational noise impacts from the student residence hall, students, within the courtyard,
dining commons, recycling and waste facility, ROTC program relocation, and impacts on
surrounding neighborhoods (discussed in Topic 6, Noise)

•

Bird safety standards (discussed in Topic 13, Biological Resources)

•

Reflection from the dining commons glazing (discussed in Section A, Project Description
and Topic 2, Aesthetics)

•

Access and truck traffic pattern to recycling and waste facility (discussed in Section A,
Project Description and in Topic 5, Transportation and Circulation)

•

Transportation impacts on Turk Street and Tamalpais Terrace (discussed in Topic 5,
Transportation and Circulation)

•

Student residence hall and ROTC program relocation addition project information
(discussed in Section A, Project Description)

•

Property line boundaries (discussed in Section A, Project Description)
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•

Solar panels on top of dining commons (discussed in the GHG Checklist 244)

The planning department also received comments from the 2015 and 2017 community meetings
and notifications regarding issues not addressed under CEQA. These are summarized as follows:
•

Vermin migration and rodent infestation due to construction from the trash site to the
neighboring backyards

•

Privacy concerns and loss of property value

•

Planned construction of a new driveway and road onto the Upper Campus (the new
driveway project has been postponed indefinitely and was never part of this project) 245

•

Classroom size

•

Smoking and loitering

•

The status of the community garden

COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THE PMND
A Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration was mailed on
January 31, 2018 to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants,
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. During the 20-day PMND comment period
from January 31, 2018 to February 20, 2018, the Planning Department received three comment
letters regarding the PMND. These comments primarily express concerns regarding the less-thansignificant findings for transportation and circulation and more precisely on pedestrian and bicycle
safety. Below is a summary of the three written letters received from neighbors to the proposed
project .
Letter 1 received from Martin MacIntyre, on February 2, 2018, requested more information on the
impact of the proposed project on pedestrian safety on Turk Street. The letter also recommended
the implementation of several pedestrian safety measures on Turk Street. The comment received
related to physical environmental effects addressed the following:
•

The letter estimated the number of pedestrians generated by the project would be a
minimum of 1,200 pedestrian trips to a maximum of 3,600 pedestrians.

244 Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis, Table 1 Private Development Projects, University of San Francisco
2500-2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street, Case No. 2015-00058ENV, January 5, 2018.
245 Miles, Elizabeth, Master Plan Manager, University of San Francisco, e-mail correspondence with Lyne-Marie Bouvet,
Environmental Planner, WSP, January 19, 2018.
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Pursuant to the San Francisco Planning Department's Transportation Analysis Guidelines
for Environmental Review, as stated in the Transportation Impact Study and the PMND
on page 136, the number of daily pedestrian trips to and from the project site generated by
the project would be 223, including 38 trips during the p.m. peak hour.
•

The letter expressed concern regarding young, potentially distracted pedestrians crossing
Turk Street, and recommended the implementation of several safety measures on Turk
Street (crossing guards on Turk Street during peak hours, no U-turns on Turk Street, no
left turns from or onto Turk Street, 15 mph speed limit or a permanent 25 mph radar, one
vehicular lane in each direction, allow Muni buses to change traffic lights to avoid slowing
their passage) and preparation of a pedestrian traffic and safety plan for Turk Street.
As described on pages 151, 152 and 157 of the PMND, the increase in project trips and
proposed design of the project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas. The majority of pedestrian trips would be generated by the students living at the
new residence hall and would primarily occur between the Upper and Lower Campuses,
in which case pedestrian traffic would flow through the proposed central paseo between
the two student residence hall buildings and across Turk Street. The conservatively
assumed daily net new 223 pedestrian trips would not result in overcrowding of public
sidewalks or creating potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, in part because the
existing sidewalks would sufficiently handle the anticipated pedestrian volume, which
would be spread throughout the day with a maximum of about 38 trips during the p.m.
peak hour, some of which would be internal to the campus.
Based on the foregoing, the new pedestrian trips generated by the project would not result
in an increase in the amount of overcrowding on public sidewalks, including local streets
such Tamalpais Terrace, Temescal Terrace, Chabot Terrace, Kittredge Terrace, and Roselyn
Terrace, which connect the Upper and Lower Campus, interfere with pedestrian
circulation to nearby areas and buildings, or create potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians. As discussed on pages 151, 152 and 157 of the PMND, the proposed project
impacts on pedestrians, pedestrian walkways, and overall safety were determined to be
less than significant. The project would not result in overcrowding of sidewalks or create
new potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians under cumulative conditions. The
increase in project trips or proposed design of the project would not create potentially
hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility
to the site and adjoining areas. USF is also developing a Traffic Calming Plan in
collaboration with the University Terrace Association as discussed at pages 65-66 of the
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PMND. The plan would provide safer crossings and traffic calming design features—all of
which would improve pedestrian conditions under cumulative conditions. The Traffic
Calming Plan is not part of the proposed project, would be subject to future review and
approval by SFMTA and is not required for a less-than-significant impact to pedestrian
circulation. Therefore, the additional safety measures on Turk Street and preparation of a
pedestrian traffic and safety plan for Turk Street would not be required to reduce identified
significant environmental impacts.
In response to these comments, there is no revision needed to the Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration or to the Transportation Impact Study.
Letter 2 received from Daniel F. Reidy, received on February 8, 2018, expressed concerns
regarding the bicycle traffic caused by the proposed project and potential safety issues.
•

The letter requested clarification on the level of existing bicycle activity, the bicycle activity
anticipated as a result of the addition of 200 bicycle parking spaces, and the potential
impact of additional bicycle traffic on streets in the project vicinity, and suggested
additional observations of existing bicycle traffic.
Existing bicycle volumes and turn movements were collected at each study intersection
during the weekday morning and evening peak periods (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and
4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) on Tuesday, March 29, 2016. Study intersections and bicycle
volumes are presented in Table 21 below.
Table 21: Bicycle Volumes at the Intersections in Proposed Project Vicinity
Bicycle Volumes (All Directions)
Weekday AM Peak Hour
(7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.)

Weekday PM Peak Hour
(4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.)

Anza Street and Parker Avenue

13

11

Anza Street and Masonic Avenue

21

12

Turk Street and Masonic Avenue

10

7

Turk Street and Parker Avenue

28

11

Source: Nelson\Nygaard, University of San Francisco Transportation Impact Study, January 2018, pp.211 and 2-12.

Per the Transportation Impact Study and as discussed on page 136 of the PMND, it is
anticipated that the project would generate approximately 309 daily “other” trips, which
may include bicycle trips, including approximately 54 "other" trips during the p.m. peak
hours. These would include both on-campus and off-campus trips. Not all bicycles would
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be in use during any given hour of the day, including the peak hour. As described in the
PMND on paged 150-151, qualitative field observations of key intersections in the
surrounding neighborhood during peak periods, supported by the bicycle volumes and
turn movements data gathered and summarized in Table 21 above, indicated a low level
of bicycle activity despite class II bike lanes and class III signed bike routes on Masonic
Avenue, Golden Gate Avenue, and Turk Street. As such, it would be expected that the
number of bicycle trips generated by the proposed project could be accommodated by
existing bicycle facilities and would not cause a significant adverse CEQA environmental
impact to the surrounding community, and no further field observations are necessary.
•

The letter also expressed concern that, in the cumulative context, the proposed project
would create unsafe conditions for bicyclists accessing the new student residence hall, and
create potential conflicts with pedestrian, bus, vehicle, and truck traffic on surrounding
streets, particularly Turk Street. The letter requested the addition of the following sentence
on page 157 of the PMND: “USF will install appropriate safety warning signage and work
with the future bicycle riders parking in the spaces added by the proposed project to use
best practices aimed at safely exiting the parking areas and entering the surrounding
streets to avoid accidents and conflicts with vehicles and pedestrian traffic.”
As discussed in the Transportation Impact Study, bicycle access to Upper Campus
buildings would be provided by Lone Mountain Drive, which can be accessed and exited
safely at Turk Street or via the multi-use path that connects from Turk Street to the Upper
campus buildings. As discussed on page 158 of the PMND, although bicycle trips in the
area may increase due to general growth in the area, the project would maintain adequate
points of access to bicycle parking and is designed to reduce potential conflicts between
bicyclist and private cars and delivery/freight vehicles. The impacts related to increased
bicycle activity are less-than-significant in both the project and cumulative context, and
thus, no modification to the Initial Study is necessary.

In response to these comments, there is no revision needed to the Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration or to the Transportation Impact Study.
Letter 3 received from Kris Schaeffer, received on February 20, 2018, indicated support for the
project as it would increase affordable housing for students and on-site parking, but expressed
concerns regarding the loss of recreation facilities related to the removal of the tennis courts and
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requests implementation of pedestrian safety and traffic calming projects proposed as part of the
USF Traffic Calming Project.
•

The letter indicated that the USF tennis team would need to compete with other tennis
teams to access off-campus tennis courts, because of the high demand for recreational
tennis facilities.
The University of San Francisco Athletic Department has an agreement with the San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department to use the Golden Gate Park for their
intercollegiate tennis programs. As described in the PMND on page 220, the intercollegiate
tennis programs can also use the tennis court next to USF School of Education (along Turk
Street). As described in the University of San Francisco Institutional Master Plan and on
page 220 of the PMND, the tennis courts could be moved to a new site on Anza Street, east
of Parker Avenue, but these replacement tennis courts are not part of the proposed project
and there is no application on file to replace the tennis courts at the San Francisco Planning
Department. Regardless of whether the courts are replaced, the CEQA environmental
impact is less-than-significant because the proposed project would not create a substantial
increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that physical
deterioration or degradation of existing facilities would occur or be accelerated.

•

The letter requested that USF move forward the traffic calming plan to ensure pedestrian
safety in the University Terrace Neighborhood, specifically addressing Turk Street.
Pedestrian safety issues are discussed in the response to Letter 1 above. The USF Traffic
Calming Plan discussed at pages 65-66 of the PMND would include upgrades to pedestrian
facilities on Turk Street, but this plan is not part of the proposed project and is subject to
future review and approval by SFMTA, and implementation of the plan is not required for
the less-than-significant pedestrian impact conclusion.

In response to this comment, there is no revision needed to the Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration .
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H. DETERMINATION
On the basis of this Initial Study:
❑

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

~

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

❑

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

❑

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

❑

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental
documentation is required.
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Current Planner: Mary Woods
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
University of San Francisco 2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2500 - 2698 TURK STREET & 222 STANYAN STREET PROJECT

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Archeological Monitoring
Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources may be

Project sponsor

Archeological

Archaeological

Considered complete on

present within the project site, the following measures shall be

and archeological

consultant shall be

consultant to prepare

approval of AMP by

undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the

consultant at the

retained prior to

the scope and AMP

ERO

proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The

direction of the

issuing of site permits.

in consultation with

project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant

Environmental

from the rotational department qualified archeological consultants list

Review Officer

maintained by the planning department archeologist. The project

(ERO).

sponsor shall contact the department archeologist to obtain the names
and contact information for the next three archeological consultants on
the qualified list. The archeological consultant shall undertake an
archeological monitoring program (AMP). All plans and reports
prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first
and directly to the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until
final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
recovery

programs

required

by

this

measure

could

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

suspend

construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the
direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means
to reduce to a less-than-significant level potential effects on a significant
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines sections
15064.5(a) and (c).
Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an
archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans or the
Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative of the descendant
group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor
archeological field investigations of the site and to consult with ERO
regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered
data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the
associated archeological site. A copy of the final archeological resources
report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group.

Project sponsor,

Upon discovery of

Archaeological

Notification of

archaeological

archeological site

Consultant shall

appropriate descendant

consultant shall

associated with

prepare a Final

groups. Considered

contact the ERO

descendant groups,

Archaeological

complete upon completion

and descendant

and for the duration of

Resources Report in

of notification and

group

soil-disturbing

consultation with the

distribution of FARR, to

representative

activities.

ERO (per below). A

descendant groups or

upon discovery of

copy of this report

interested parties.

an archaeological

shall be provided to

site associated

the ERO and the

with descendant

representative of the

Native Americans

descendant group.

or the Overseas
Chinese.
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Implementation
Responsibility
The representative
of the descendant
group shall be
given the
opportunity to
monitor
archaeological
field
investigations on
the site and
consult with the
ERO regarding
appropriate
archaeological
treatment of the
site, of recovered
data from the site,
and, if applicable,
any interpretative
treatment of the
associated
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archaeological
site.
Archeological monitoring program (AMP). The archeological monitoring

Project sponsor

Prior to any soils

Consultation with

Archeologist shall prepare

program shall minimally include the following provisions:

and archeological

disturbing activities

ERO on scope of

and submit draft AMP to

consultant at the

on the project site.

AMP.

the ERO. AMP to be

•

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall
meet and consult on the scope of the monitoring program
reasonably prior to any project-related soils-disturbing activities
commencing. The ERO in consultation with the project
archeologist shall determine what project activities shall be
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils-disturbing
activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation,
grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require
archeological monitoring because of the potential risk these
activities

pose

to

archaeological

resources

and

to

their

depositional context.
•

The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to
be on the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected
resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of
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direction of ERO.

submitted and approved
by the ERO prior to any
soils disturbing activities
on the project site.

Exhibit C - File No. 2015-000058ENV.
University of San Francisco 2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street
Motion No. _________
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
University of San Francisco 2500 - 2698 Turk Street & 222 Stanyan Street

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
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Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

apparent discovery of an archeological resource.
•

The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site
according to a schedule agreed upon by the archeological
consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with
the archeological consultant, determined that project construction
activities could have no effects on significant archeological
deposits.

•

The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to
collect soil samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as
warranted for analysis.

•

If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soilsdisturbing activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The
archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect
demolition/excavation/construction crews and heavy equipment
until the deposit is evaluated. The archeological consultant shall
immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological
deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after making a
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance
of the encountered archeological deposit, present the findings of
this assessment to the ERO.
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Project sponsor,

Monitoring of soils

Archaeological

archeological

disturbing activities.

consultant to monitor

consultant, and

soils disturbing

project contractor.

activities specified in
AMP and
immediately notify
the ERO of any
encountered
archaeological
resource.

Considered complete
upon completion of AMP.
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If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines
that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource
could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of
the project sponsor either:
•

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Project sponsor
and archeological
consultant in
consultation with
the ERO.

Following discovery of
significant
archaeological
resource that could be
adversely affected by
project.

The proposed project shall be re-designed to avoid any adverse

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility
Redesign of project to
avoid adverse effect
or undertaking of
archaeological data
recovery program.

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance
Considered complete
upon avoidance of adverse
effect and implementation
of approved protection
plan or implementation of
ADRP.

effect on the significant archeological resource and a protection
plan shall be drafted by the archeological consultant and
reviewed and approved by the ERO; or
•

An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented,
unless the ERO determines that the archeological resource is of
greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

If an archeological data recovery program (ADRP) is required by the
ERO, the archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in
accord with an archeological data recovery plan. The project
archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and
consult on the scope of the recovery plan. The archeological consultant
shall prepare a draft recovery plan that shall be submitted to the ERO
for review and approval. The recovery plan shall identify how the
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Project sponsor
and
archaeological
consultant at the
direction of the
ERO

After determination by
the ERO that an
Archeological Data
Recovery Plan
(ADRP) is required.

If required,
archaeological
consultant to prepare
an ADRP in
consultation with the
ERO.

Considered complete
upon completion of
ADRP.
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
proposed data recovery program will preserve the significant
information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is,
the recovery plan shall identify what scientific/historical research
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes
would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in
general, shall be limited to the portions of the historical property that
could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological
resources if nondestructive methods are practical.
The scope of the recovery plan shall include the following elements:
•

Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field

•

Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected

strategies, procedures, and operations.
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures.
•

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

•

Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public
interpretive program during the course of the archeological data
recovery program.
Page 7 of 29

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance
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•

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and nonintentionally damaging activities.

•

Final Report. Description of proposed report format and

•

Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for

distribution of results.
the curation of any recovered data having potential research
value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities.
Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The

Project Sponsor,

In the event human

Archaeological

Ongoing during soils

treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary

archeological

remains and/or

consultant/

disturbing activity.

objects discovered during any soils-disturbing activity shall comply

consultant, in

funerary objects are

archaeological

with applicable state and federal laws, including immediate notification

consultation with

encountered.

monitor/project

of the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner of the City and County of

the San Francisco

sponsors or

San Francisco and in the event of the coroner’s determination that the

Office of the Chief

contractor to contact

human remains are Native American remains, notification of the

Medical

San Francisco Office

California State Native American Heritage Commission who shall

Examiner, ERO,

of the Chief Medical

appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Public Resources Code

NAHC and

Examiner and ERO.

section 5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately notified upon

MLD.

Implement regulatory

discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project

requirements, if

sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days after

applicable, regarding
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Considered complete on
finding by ERO that all
State laws regarding
human remains/burial
objects have been adhered
to, consultation with
MLD is completed as
warranted, and that
sufficient opportunity has
been provided to the
archaeological consultant
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Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

the discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for

discovery of Native

the treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated

American human

funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines section

remains and

15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the

associated/unassociat

appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation,

ed funerary objects.

possession, and final disposition of the human remains and associated

Contact

or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing state regulations

archaeological

or in this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO

consultant and ERO.

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance
for scientific/historical
analysis of
remains/funerary objects.

to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant
shall retain possession of any Native American human remains and
associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any
scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the
treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, otherwise,
as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. If no
agreement is reached, state regulations shall be followed, including the
reinternment of the human remains and associated burial objects with
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).
Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR). The archeological consultant
shall submit a draft final archeological resources report to the ERO that
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological
Page 9 of 29

Project Sponsor
and Archeological
consultant, at the

After completion of
archeological data
recovery,

Archaeological
consultant to prepare
FARR in

Considered complete on
submittal of FARR and
approval by ERO.
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resource and describes the archeological and historical research
methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

direction of the
ERO.

inventorying,
analysis, and
interpretation.

consultation with the
ERO.

Project Sponsor
and Archeological
consultant, at the
direction of the
ERO.

Written certification
submitted to ERO that
required FARR
distribution has been
completed.

Archaeological
consultant to
distribute FARR.

recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert
within the draft final report.
Copies of the draft final report shall be sent to the ERO for review and
approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the final report shall be
distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a
copy of the transmittal of the final report to the information center. The

Considered complete
when archaeological
consultant provides
written certification to
the ERO that the required

environmental planning division of the planning department shall

FARR distribution has

receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF

been completed.

copy on CD of the final report along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California
Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or
interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content,
format, and distribution than that presented above.

Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures
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Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Reduce Garage Exhaust Fan Noise
To meet the Police Code section 2909 noise requirement, 15 feet of 2-

Project sponsor,

Prior to issuance of

Planning

Considered complete

inch-thick acoustically lined duct could be provided at the fan

architect,

building permits, and

Department and

upon approval of final

discharge location. Alternatively, a combination of measures (e.g., quiet

acoustical

at final building

Department of

construction plan set and

fan selection, relocation of exhaust outlet, acoustical louvers, duct

consultant, and

inspection.

Building Inspection.

final building inspection.

silencer) could be implemented. These measures would reduce fan

construction

noise by at least 2 dBA to meet the Police Code section 2909(d) interior

contractor;

noise requirement in neighboring residences. The final garage exhaust

architect to

fan configuration shall demonstrate that noise levels at the property

incorporate

plane are reduced to 50 dBA.

mechanical
equipment
specifications and
documentation
into construction
plans
demonstrating
compliance with
Police Code
section 2909 noise
requirements.
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Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Reduce Mechanical Noise
To meet the Police Code section 2909(a) property plane noise

Project sponsor,

Prior to issuance of

Planning

Considered complete

requirement, exterior vents and boiler flues (e.g., acoustical louvers or

architect,

building permits and

Department and

upon approval of final

silencers) shall be located and attenuated such that noise from these

acoustical

at final building

Department of

construction plan set and

sources do not exceed 50 dBA at the property plane, which shall also

consultant, and

inspection.

Building Inspection.

final building inspection.

meet the interior noise requirement of section 2909(d) for neighboring

construction

residences. The pumps and boilers shall demonstrate that noise levels at

contractor;

the property plane are reduced to 50 dBA.

architect to
incorporate
mechanical
equipment
specifications and
documentation
into construction
plans
demonstrating
compliance with
Police Code
section 2909 noise
requirements.
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Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1c: Reduce Generator Noise
To meet the Police Code section 2909(a) property plane noise

Project sponsor,

Prior to issuance of

Planning

Considered complete

requirement, the proposed emergency generator shall be located in an

architect,

building permits and

Department and

upon approval of final

attenuated enclosure that is rated to reduce emergency generator

acoustical

at final building

Department of

construction plan set and

system noise to a maximum of 74 dBA (as measured at a standard

consultant, and

inspection.

Building Inspection.

final building inspection.

distance of 23 feet or 7 meters). Alternatively, if the emergency

construction

generator is located behind a noise barrier wall or building that

contractor;

provides at least 10 decibels of noise reduction, the emergency

architect to

generator shall be rated at 84 dBA.

incorporate
mechanical
equipment
specifications and
documentation
into construction
plans
demonstrating
compliance with
Police Code
section 2909 noise
requirements.
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Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1d: Reduce Amplified Noise
The following measures are required to ensure that amplified noise

Project Sponsor to

Prior to and during

Project sponsor to

Planning Department to

meets the requirements of the noise ordinance (article 29 of the Police

incorporate

operation of the

implement

approve administrative

Code).

administrative

project.

administrative

restrictions and project

restrictions that

restrictions to

sponsor to monitor

establish

establish maximum

compliance on an on-

maximum noise

noise levels and

going basis following

levels for

monitor compliance

start of operation.

amplified noise

on an on-going basis.

Monitoring to continue

•

Establish the following maximum noise levels for amplified
music for residents of the student residence hall:
o

100 dB indoors, with windows closed

o

90 dB indoors, with windows open

o

74 dB outdoors (at 3 feet from the source) from 7 a.m. to 10
p.m.

o

Do not allow outdoor amplified sound between 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m.

indefinitely.

prior to operation
of the project and
to implement
ongoing
monitoring of
amplified noise
indefinitely.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 – Construction Noise Reduction
Incorporate the following practices into the construction contract

Project sponsor,

Prior to issuance of

Project sponsor or

Considered complete

agreement documents to be implemented by the construction

architect,

building permits,

construction

upon completion of
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
contractor:
•

Post signs at the construction site pertaining to permitted
construction days and hours, and complaint procedures and who
to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers
listed.

•

Notify the city (Department of Building Inspection) and
neighbors in advance of the schedule for construction and
expected loud activities.

•

Designate a point of contact to ensure coordination between
construction staff and neighbors to minimize disruptions due to
construction noise and respond to noise complaints. Notify
neighboring

property

owners

in

writing

of

the

contact

information for the point of contact. The point of contact must
have the authority to modify construction noise-generating
activities to address complaints. Upon receipt of a noise
complaint, the point of contact shall implement feasible measures
to reduce construction noise. Measures may include but are not
limited to plywood barriers, suspended construction blankets, or
other screening devices to break the line of sight to noise-sensitive
receivers.
•

Additional measures that might be considered include noise
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implementation

contractor to submit
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contractor.

Control provisions in
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and implement
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project construction.
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monitoring and temporary local noise barriers around specific
construction equipment or property line barriers. The location,
height, and extent of the barriers shall be determined once a
detailed construction plan is developed for the project.
•

When

feasible,

select

“quiet”

construction

methods

and

equipment (e.g., improved mufflers, use of intake silencers,
engine enclosures).
•

Locate stationary noise sources, equipment, material stockpiles,
and vehicle staging areas as far as is feasible from existing
sensitive receptors. Locating stationary nose sources near existing
roadways away from adjacent properties is preferred. Avoid
placing stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., generators,
compressors) within noise-sensitive buffer areas (measured at
20 feet) from immediately adjacent neighbors. Stationary noise
sources shall be enclosed or shielded from neighboring noisesensitive properties with noise barriers to the extent feasible.

•

All construction equipment is required to be in good working
order, and mufflers are required to be inspected proper
functionality.

•

Prohibit unnecessary idling of equipment and engines.

•

Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock
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drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools.
Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler
on the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can
lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.
External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used where
feasible; this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter
procedures, such as use of drills rather than impact tools, shall be
used where feasible.

Utilities and Service Systems Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-UT-2: Design and Construction of proposed
Infiltration Trenches
The proposed infiltration trenches shall be monitored and maintained

Project engineer

Project sponsor to

Project sponsor to

On-going monitoring and

to achieve the following performance criterion of no net increase of

and project

submit Stormwater

monitor and

maintenance of the

stormwater into the Turk Street combined sewer up to the 5-year 3-hour

sponsor, in

Control Plan and

maintain the

infiltration trenches

design storm event resulting from the project, in addition to all

coordination with

Hydrologic and

proposed infiltration

during the operation of

applicable requirements in the Stormwater Management Ordinance

SFPUC – WWE

Hydraulic Technical

trenches and/or a

the project. Monitoring

(SMO) and Stormwater Management Requirements and Design

and Department

Memorandum for

combination of other

and maintenance to

Guidelines. Additionally, prior to building permit issuance, the project

of Public Works

review and approval

approved stormwater

continue indefinitely.
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Implementation
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Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

sponsor shall submit a Stormwater Control Plan and Hydrologic and

by SFPUC prior to

controls. Periodic

Hydraulic Technical Memorandum for review and approval by SFPUC.

issuance of building

inspections of the

To meet the performance criterion of no net increase of stormwater into

permits

stormwater controls

the Turk Street combined sewer up to the 5-year 3-hour design storm

shall be granted to

event, the project sponsor shall monitor and maintain the proposed

the SFPUC by the

infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other approved stormwater

project sponsor to

controls. The infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other SFPUC-

upon request by the

approved stormwater controls are subject to the following performance

SFPUC.

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

requirements:
•

The project sponsor shall complete a minimum of five infiltration
tests (two tests for the first 1,000 square feet of infiltration
footprint, with one additional test per each 1,000 square feet of
additional footprint) per the SFPUC Determination of Design
Infiltration Rate for the Sizing of Infiltration-based Green
Infrastructure Facilities (infiltration guidance memorandum).
Additional tests shall be performed as determined by SFPUC to
be required to meet all requirements of the infiltration guidance
memorandum in connection with the final infiltration facility
layout (i.e. test number, depth of test set at bottom of facility at
proposed locations, etc.).

•

The project sponsor shall monitor and maintain the proposed
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SFPUC

Prior to issuance of
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Complete upon approval
from SFPUC that testing
completed according to
the SFPUC
Determination of Design
Infiltration Rate for the
Sizing of Infiltrationbased Green
Infrastructure Facilities
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infiltration

trenches,

and/or

a

combination

of
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approved

stormwater controls with equivalent capability to meet the SMO
requirements and the more stringent 5-year, 3-hour design storm
event performance criteria.
•

Due to the proposed scale of infiltration facility and proximity to
adjacent public (ROW) and downstream existing structures, the
final layout design and sizing is subject to SFPUC approval, and
review by the San Francisco Public Works geotechnical
engineering team. San Francisco Public Works would be limited
to a determination that the infiltration facility and/or other
approved stormwater controls do not unreasonably interfere with
existing San Francisco Public Works infrastructure or adjacent
structures.

•

The project sponsor shall comply with all special conditions
determined by the SFPUC to be required to meet the SMO
requirements, and those requirements determined by the SFPUC
to be necessary to maintain the stormwater runoff rate and
volume at or below the existing 5-year, 3-hour design storm event
stormwater runoff levels including but not limited to sizing of
infiltration trenches or development of on-site stormwater
controls.
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Project sponsor and

Considered complete

engineer in

building permit.

engineer to ensure

upon final review and
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that the final layout

approval of the

SFPUC and

design and sizing is

infiltration facility by

Department of

subject to SFPUC

SFPUC and San

Public Works
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Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

The infiltration trenches were modeled with the following
parameters:


Estimates at a total of 4,400 square foot (0.10 acre)
footprint;



Estimates with 4 feet of gravel storage depth with 40%
porosity (1.6 feet of effective storage depth);



Maximum infiltration rate of 5 inches per hour
dependent on depth in the gravel storage trench.

•

•

The project sponsor shall submit a monitoring plan and system

Project engineer

Prior to issuance of

Project sponsor to

Monitoring plan and

for SFPUC's review and approval. The plan shall determine how

and project

building permits,

prepare a monitoring

system shall be

stormwater runoff (from a 5-year, 3-hour design storm event) can

sponsor in

implementation

plan in coordination

considered complete upon

be retained by the infiltration trenches and/or approved

coordination with

ongoing during

with SFPUC.

approval by SFPUC.

stormwater controls at an infiltration rate of 5-inches per hour,

SFPUC

construction.

Periodic inspections

Project sponsor to

and shall describe the on-going monitoring and inspection

of the stormwater

monitor compliance on an

conducted by the project sponsor. The plan shall also include

controls shall be

on-going basis following

provisions for access rights for periodic inspections by SFPUC –

granted to the

start of operation.

WWE to determine the adequacy of the trench maintenance. The

SFPUC by the

Monitoring to continue

infiltration trenches and/or approved stormwater controls shall

project sponsor to

indefinitely.

be operated and maintained by the project sponsor per the SMO

upon request by the

maintenance agreement.

SFPUC

The diversion structure, stormwater infiltration trenches, and any
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other approved stormwater controls shall be operated and
maintained by the project sponsor. The project sponsor shall
develop and implement a permanent maintenance plan in
perpetuity to ensure that the infiltration trenches and/or
approved stormwater controls are maintained to perform at predevelopment conditions (i) per the SMO requirements, and (ii) for
the 5-year, 3-hour design storm event with respect to the Turk
Street combined sewer.
•

If maintenance is deemed ineffective to ensure that run-off
volumes meet the SMO requirements and for the SMO 5-year, 3hour design storm event are maintained to pre-development
conditions, the project sponsor shall be required to perform
additional maintenance or on-site improvements as determined
by the SFPUC to be required to meet pre-development
conditions, including, if necessary, complete replacement of the
infiltration facility, and/or a combination of other SFPUCapproved stormwater controls.

Project engineer

On-going basis

If required, project

On-going basis during

and project

throughout operation

engineer and project

the operation of the

sponsor in

of the project.

sponsor to perform

project. Monitoring to

consultation with

additional

continue indefinitely.

SFPUC

maintenance or onsite improvements, as
determined by
SFPUC. If necessary,
project sponsor to
completely replace the
infiltration facility
and/or SFPUCapproved stormwater
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controls.
The project sponsor shall coordinate with the SFPUC regarding the
design, minimum sizing requirements, and construction of the new
infiltration trenches. The final design shall be subject to approval by the
SFPUC, specifically the Wastewater Enterprise - Collection System
Division.

Project sponsors,

Prior to issuance of

engineers and

building permits.

project sponsor in

Consultation with
SFPUC on final
design, minimum
sizing requirements

consultation with

and construction of

SFPUC- WWE

the proposed
infiltration trenches.

Considered complete
upon approval of the
design, minimum sizing
requirements, and
construction of the new
infiltration trenches by
SFPUC.

Biological Resources Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-BI-2: Pre-construction Bird Surveys

To facilitate compliance with state and federal laws (California Fish

Project sponsor

Prior to any

Qualified biologist to

Considered complete

and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) and prevent

and qualified

construction during

submit survey report

upon removal of all

impacts on nesting resident and migratory birds, the project sponsor

biologist at the

the nesting season

for review and

vegetation and trees.

shall

direction of the

(February 1 through

approval by the ERO.

ERO.

August 31) including

avoid

vegetation/structure

removal,

ground-disturbing

activities, and elevated noise levels near suitable nesting habitat
during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31) or conduct

vegetation and tree

pre-construction surveys, as described below. If pre-construction

removal.
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surveys are implemented, nesting birds and their nests shall be

avoid

measures:

•

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

Project sponsor to

protected during construction by implementation of the following
•

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

vegetation/structure

If construction does occur during the bird nesting season, a

removal, ground-

qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys within

disturbing activities,

seven days prior to the initiation of construction or after any

and elevated noise

construction breaks of 14 days or more to identify active nests per

levels near suitable

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife nesting bird

nesting habitat during

survey protocol.

the nesting season

If active nests are located during the pre-construction bird nesting

(February 1 through

survey, the qualified biologist shall evaluate whether the

August 31) or conduct

schedule of construction activities could affect the active nest and

pre-construction

the following measures shall be implemented based on their

surveys.

determination:
o

Construction determined not likely to affect the active nest

Qualified biologist

During construction

Qualified biologist

On-going monitoring

may proceed without restriction; however, the qualified

at the direction of

activities.

shall regularly

during construction

biologist shall regularly monitor the nest to confirm that

the ERO.

monitor the nest(s).

activities.

there

is no

adverse

effect,

and

may revise

determination at any time during the nesting season.
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If construction may affect the active nest, the qualified

Project sponsor,

During construction

Project sponsor,

On-going monitoring

biologist shall establish a no‐disturbance buffer. The

qualified biologist

activities.

qualified biologist in

during construction

qualified biologist shall determine the appropriate buffer to

in consultation

consultation with

activities.

be in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and

with USFWS

USFWS and/or

Fish and Game Code section 3503, taking into account the

and/or CDFW.

CDFW.

species involved, the presence of any obstruction—such as
a building—within line‐of‐sight between the nest and
construction, and the level of project and ambient activity
(i.e., adjacent to a road or active trail). Active nests shall be
monitored and exclusion buffer sizes increased if the
monitoring biologist determines this is necessary based on
disturbance behavior exhibited by nesting birds in
proximity to project construction. For bird species of special
concern, the sponsor, supported by the qualified biologist,
shall consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or
California Department of Fish and Wildlife regarding nest
buffers.
•

Removing or relocating active nests shall be coordinated by the
sponsor with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or California

Project sponsor,

Department of Fish and Wildlife, as appropriate, given the nests

qualified biologist

that are found at the site.

in coordination
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•

Any birds that begin nesting within the proposed project areas

with USFWS

and survey buffers amid construction activities are assumed to be

and/or CDFW.

habituated

to

construction‐related

or

similar

noise

Mitigation
Schedule

CDFW.

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance
relocation of active nests.

Monitoring/
Reporting
Responsibility

and

disturbance levels, and no work exclusion zones shall be
established around active nests in these cases.

Geology and Soils Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure GE-6: Monitoring and Treatment Plan for
Paleontological Resources
Given the potential for significant paleontological resources to be

Project Sponsor

Prior to issuing of site

Qualified

Considered complete

present in the subsurface at the student residence hall within strata of

and qualified

permits

paleontologist to

upon documentation to

the Colma Formation and the potential for foundation drilling

paleontologist, as

submit project-

the satisfaction that

operations (e.g., augercast piles) to impact those strata, the following

defined by the

specific

building permit

measures shall be undertaken to avoid any significant adverse effect

Society of

paleontological

construction activities

from the proposed project on paleontological resources. Before the start

Vertebrate

monitoring and

would not disturb

of construction of the student residence hall, the project sponsor shall

Paleontology

treatment plan for

sedimentary rocks of the

retain a qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate

(SVP).

review and approval

Colma Formation, or

by the ERO.

review and approval of

Paleontology. The qualified paleontologist shall prepare a projectspecific paleontological monitoring and treatment plan that will include

the project-specific

pre-construction,

paleontological

during-construction,
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fossils (e.g., California Academy of Sciences), development of research

Planning Department.
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Implementation
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Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/
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Responsibility

design questions that could be answered by recovered fossils, and
presentation of a workers environmental awareness program to project
construction personnel. During-construction procedures shall address
paleontological monitoring of augercast pile drilling operations,
stratigraphic data recovery, and construction site safety, as well as steps
to be followed in the event of a fossil discovery (e.g., specimen
evaluation, specimen recovery [for both macrofossils and microfossils],
and specimen documentation). Post-construction procedures should
address fossil preparation (e.g., removing extraneous sediment from
specimens and repairing and stabilizing specimens), fossil curation
(e.g., taxonomic identification, database cataloguing, and specimen
storage), and preparation of a final paleontological mitigation report.
When construction begins, the qualified paleontologist shall be

Qualified

In the event of the

Qualified

Considered complete

prepared to implement the monitoring and treatment plan and ensure

paleontologist in

discovery of a

paleontologist to

upon completion of the

that a qualified paleontological monitor (defined as a person with a

consultation with

paleontological

monitor soils

monitoring and treatment

Bachelor of Science in geology or paleobiology with at least one year of

the San Francisco

resource and for the

disturbing activities

plan.

actual paleontological field experience) is onsite on a full-time basis

Planning

duration of soil-

specified in the

during the foundation drilling phase of construction to monitor

Department

disturbing activities.

monitoring and
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augercast pile boreholes that penetrate strata of the Colma Formation.

treatment plan and

The qualified paleontological monitor shall work under the supervision

implement pre-

of the qualified paleontologist and follow the procedures specified in

construction, during-

the monitoring and treatment plan. Having procedures in place in the

construction, and

event of a fossil discovery would ensure that fossil recovery would not

post-construction

result in extended delays to the construction schedule. The San

paleontological

Francisco Planning Department shall be responsible for ensuring that

mitigation

the monitoring and treatment plan is implemented and completed.

procedures, as

Monitoring Actions/
Schedule and
Verification of
Compliance

applicable, in
consultation with the
San Francisco
Planning
Department
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2500 - 2698 TURK STREET & 222 STANYAN STREET PROJECT
Improvement measures are not required under CEQA. The MND identifies Improvement Measures to avoid or reduce the less-than-significant impacts of the proposed project. The decision-makers
may adopt these Improvement Measures as conditions of approval.

Transportation Improvement Measures
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Improvement Measure I-TR-2a: Limit Construction Truck Deliveries
to Off-Peak Periods
Limiting truck movements to the hours between 9 a.m. and 3:30 p.m.

Project sponsor

(or other times, if approved by the municipal transportation agency)

and contractor

During construction

Project sponsor and

On-going during

municipal

construction activities

would further minimize disruption of the general traffic flow on

transportation

adjacent streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. As required,

agency

USF and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Sustainable
Streets Division of the municipal transportation agency, police
department, Muni, and the Planning Department to determine feasible
measures to reduce traffic congestion, including potential disruption to
transit and pedestrian circulation. USF would also coordinate with
contractor(s) of any nearby concurrent construction projects.
Improvement Measure I-TR-2b: Prepare and Implement a
Construction Management Plan
To address potential construction traffic impacts, the Construction
Management Plan will include the following:
Active Modes, Carpool and Transit Access for Construction Workers: To
further minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with
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Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

construction workers, the construction contractor will provide

during construction

incentives to encourage carpooling and transit use by construction

activities.

workers in the Construction Management Plan contracts.
Project Construction Updates: To further minimize construction impacts
on nearby businesses, USF will provide regularly-updated information
(typically in the form of website, news articles, on-site posting, etc.)
regarding project construction activities, schedule, as well as contact
information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.
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Name:

Same as above
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E ma~~: eemiles@usfca.edu
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Contact:
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Email:
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Project Summary
The proposed project would construct a new Student Residence Hall, comprised of two connected
residential buildings up to 40 feet in height with 155 dwelling units providing 600 beds for students and
six beds for resident ministers and resident staff. Approximately 1,835 square feet of USF program space
would also be provided, which is currently proposed to accommodate two classrooms. The Student
Residence Hall would total approximately 234,450s~uare feet, not including the approximately 73,724
square foot underground garage which would include approximately 156 off-street parking spaces (78
replacement space and 78 net new spaces). Construction of the Student Residence Hall would require
demolition of the non-historic Underhill Building and relocation of the existing ROTC program and
Recycling and Waste Facility
A new Dining Commons would be created by renovating the existing cafe in the Lone Mountain Main
Building and expanding it by approximately 3,740 square feet. The Dining Commons would elimate the
need for Upper Campus residents, staff, and faculty to walk through the University Terrace
neighborhood to the Lower Campus for dining amenities.
The ROTC program would be relocated to the Koret Health and Recreation Center building on the Lower
Campus. The two-story approximately 4,030 square foot RITC program addition would be flanked on
both sides by the existing building and would front Negoesco Field. The ROTC building includes
incidental storage space and new restrooms, which reduces the Occupied Floor area of that addition to
a pproximately 2903 square feet.
The proposed approximately 1,600 square foot Recycling and Waste Facility would be located in the
northwest quadrant of the Upper Campus approximately 250 feet away from off-campus neighbors on
the other side of Anza Street. The majority of the facility would consist of mechanical and storage areas
which reduce the Occupied Floor Area to approximately 878 square feet.
TDM Program Compliance
TDM Program requirements apply to residential projects with ten or more dwelling units. The point
target for the Student Residence Hall is 14 points, based on the number of off street parking spaces
proposed and the date the Environmental Evaluation application was filed (December 2014). USF would
exceed the 14-point target by nine points.
TDM Program requirements apply to the construction of non-residential uses resulting in 10,000 square
feet or more of net new Occupied Flor Area and here, the post-secondary educational institutional
components of the project would only result in a total of approximately 9,250 square feet of net new
Occupied Floor Area, pursuant to the Planning Code definition of Occupied Floor Area.
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APPLICANT'S AFFIDQ~tT
Under penalty of perjury the foilawing declarations are made:
a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
the owner has
c) The TDM Program Standards included mulfiple options to meet the target, and of those options,
selected the TDM measures included in the TDM Plan application.
d) Other information or applications may be required.

~~~~ ~j~Z

Elizabeth Miles
Name(Printed)

Signature
owner's representiave
Relationship to Protect

415 422-5611
Phone

eemiles@usfca.edu
Email

(I.e, Owner,Architect,etc)

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:
By:
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Date:

February 20, 2018
TO: Mary Woods
RE: University of San Francisco Residential Hall and Parking on their Upper Campus
Reasons I approve:
•
•

•
•

This project reduces the negative impact on affordable housing by increasing 600 dorm rooms. 600 USF
students will not compete with vulnerable San Francisco residents for a place to live.
Student behavior has more control when they live on campus with the guidance of a Resident Advisor.
This tends to reduce or quickly handle student behavior issues. (Examples of off campus problems: Last
semester, the game “jocks lob beer cans over roofs” danger was from off-campus students. USF helped
reduce student smoking and trespassing on our stoops.) USF has a plan in place to reduce student issues
at the public staircase from Ewing Terrace to Anza which is right near the new dorm.
Design: While the building code allows for intense building height and density on a site, USF has designed
the building so that it has a set back from Turk. USF worked with Ewing Terrace (the closest neighborhood
to the site) and addressed all their issues. My understanding is that Ewing Terrace approves of the project.
Parking: USF is adding approximately 60 spaces for their faculty and staff. This will help with the intense
demand for parking in the neighborhood.

My concerns:
•

•

Loss of recreation: This project takes away 2 tennis courts and does not replace them. The USF tennis
team uses public and private tennis courts. Two of these locations are losing tennis courts, so wherever
USF goes, they will compete for recreation use. (USF uses GGP and Bay ClubSFTennis --The public courts
at Golden Gate Park are being redone: they will lose 4 courts at the end of the project and will be closed
for about 2 years. Bay ClubSFTennis will eliminate their 12 outdoor courts when construction begins at
their site; these courts will not be replaced.) Therefore, USF needs to replace their two tennis courts so
they reduce their competition for tennis courts.
Pedestrian safety and traffic calming: The Neg Dec estimates that 600 students will generate 233 more
daily trips to the Lower Campus. Even if that low estimate is accurate, that means that there are 200 more
opportunities for another fatality. (There was a pedestrian facility at Turk & Chabot.) So far USF and UTA
(University Terrace Association) have addressed only Golden Gate Avenue traffic calming. We haven’t
even addressed Turk. There is a UTA+USF plan for Golden Gate; USF is the liaison to SFMA, but no work
has started and we are not informed of the status of this project. Therefore, USF needs to ensure that our
mutually approved plan for traffic calming moves ahead.

University Terrace is the only residential neighborhood totally surrounded by a university. USF’s conduct and 8,000
students greatly impact the quality of life in our community. USF has worked collaboratively with the University
Terrace Association and University Terrace residents to mitigate the problems that arise with running a large
educational institution. I trust that this collaboration will continue with these concerns about their new dorm.
Respectfully,
Kris Schaeffer
University Terrace Resident
Recreation Advocate
Affordable Housing Advocate
C: USF, Michael London

USF Responses to Concerns Raised
USF has focused on identifying and reducing any possible impacts of the proposed project on its
neighbors. During the extensive community outreach conducted by USF, the following concerns
were raised by neighbors, which have been compiled by topic and are provided in summary
form below. USF's responses to the concerns raised are also summarized below.
Concern 1
Potential Impact of student residence hall design on neighborhood character and scale.
Response 1
The student residence hall has been designed to be compatible with the character and scale of
the neighborhood, including the surrounding upper campus buildings. Building mass has been
reduced by breaking up the student residence hall into two buildings, which are in turn
comprised of visually distinct components ranging from two to four stories in height. That scale
is consistent with the scale of the upper campus, surrounding neighborhood, and the existing
40-foot height district. The buildings would step down the slope, fitting within the land form
and offering an articulated façade, in keeping with the massing of residential buildings across
Turk Boulevard. The aesthetic style of the buildings would complement the southern European
style of the other upper campus buildings
The student residence hall would be set back substantially from Turk Boulevard. The setback
from the Ewing Terrace property line has also been extended to vary between approximately
65 and 90 feet. As explained to Ewing Terrace neighbors, the setbacks cannot be extended
farther due to fire safety requirements.
Furthermore, as requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, the proposed building height
immediately adjacent to Ewing Terrace has been reduced from four to two stories.
Concern 2
Potential impact of student residence hall on Ewing Terrace neighborhood privacy.
Response 2
As requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, the proposed building height immediately adjacent
to Ewing Terrace has been reduced from four to two stories, which would minimize the number
of units facing east and reduce the potential angles of view toward the Ewing Terrace
neighborhood.
As also requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, no balconies, decks or terraces have been
included in the design of the student residence hall and none of the courtyard spaces would
open toward Ewing Terrace.

The installation of new landscaping and the retention of existing mature trees along the eastern
property line would also provide a visual buffer between Ewing Terrace and the student
residence hall. Ewing Terrace residents participated in the design of the landscape buffer.
Concern 3
Potential construction noise and dust.
Response 3
The project contractor would be required to comply with the City's Noise Control Ordinance
and Dust Control Ordinance during construction. USF would also implement a construction
logistics plan similar to that for the recent science center project, which involved improvement
measures related to construction traffic, noise, dust, vermin, worker behavior and commuting,
work hours, etc.
Concern 4
Increased neighborhood parking demand and traffic due to additional students living on
campus.
Response 4
Housing contracts for USF students living on campus prohibit those students from having cars
on campus. The off-street parking in the proposed student residence hall would be for faculty
and staff only. Furthermore, by housing 600 students on campus who previously lived off
campus, traffic and commuting impacts are expected to decline.
USF is committed to reducing drive alone rates in the campus community. USF will continue to
develop TDM strategies to improve drive alone rates. USF TDM strategies helped reduce the
campus drive along rate from 31% (2011) to 26% (2014).
Concern 5
Potential impacts on Ewing Terrace due to vehicle circulation.
Response 5
As requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, the driveway and garage entrance on the east side of
the student residence hall have been relocated to the south side.
Concern 6
Pedestrian circulation, safety and traffic calming.
Response 6
As requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, the project has been designed with a central
pathway as the primary pedestrian path for access to and from the student residence hall,
which would divert pedestrian traffic away from Ewing Terrace (there would be no pedestrian
paths designed for throughway travel on the east side).

Regarding pedestrian safety, USF's Traffic Calming Plan (IMP Project No. 42) will provide safer
crossings and traffic calming design features, which will improve pedestrian conditions. The
pedestrian improvements at and near the project site will include upgrades to existing
crosswalks (i.e., from striped to high-visibility, continental design) at four intersections on Turk
Street: Tamalpais Terrace, Chabot Terrace, Parker Terrace, and Annapolis Terrace. Upgrades to
existing crosswalks at three intersections along Golden Gate Avenue are also separately
proposed: Chabot Terrace, Parker Terrace, and Kittredge Terrace, along with new crosswalks at
the intersections at Tamalpais Terrace, Roselyn Terrace, Annapolis Terrace, and Temescal
Terrace.
Concern 7
Tree removal.
Response 7
Existing mature trees along the eastern property line adjacent to Ewing Terrace would be
retained and a new landscape buffer would be created, which Ewing Terrace Residents helped
design. The overall project would result in a net increase of five trees.
To mitigate potential adverse impacts to birds, USF would implement mitigation measures as
part of the project to prevent the destruction of active nests by conducting pre-construction
bird nesting surveys to identify active nests and to take recommended precautions to avoid
adverse effects before construction.
Concern 8
Potential neighborhood disturbance due to noise created by residents of the student residence
hall.
Response 8
Various design changes have been made to minimize potential noise impacts from residents of
the student residence hall. The proposed courtyards would not have openings facing east,
toward Ewing Terrace. Double paned windows would be installed and all rooms on the east
side of the student residence hall would be residential. The proposed landscape buffer has also
been designed, in consultation with Ewing Terrace Residents, to discourage the east side as a
gathering place and there would be no pedestrian paths designed for throughway travel on the
east side.
USF is committed to continuing programs in the student residence hall community that will
encourage considerate behavior toward neighbors. USF will continue to implement programs at
orientation and throughout each semester to educate students on respectful conduct. One USF
resident hall director, two assistant resident hall directors, two resident ministers and
approximately twelve resident advisors would reside in the student residence hall and would
receive annual training on neighborhood awareness.

Concern 9
Loss of two on-campus tennis courts.
Response 9
USF acknowledges that are always tradeoffs in connection with land use priorities in an urban
setting. Student housing is USF's priority and this is the optimal site for the project. USF’s
intercollegiate tennis program practices and competes off campus and therefore will not be
impacted by this land use decision.
Concern 10
Potential erosion and seismic stability.
Response 10
The student residence hall (and other project components) would comply with all applicable
seismic and building codes. Erosion is not a concern, in part because the project site has been
developed and in active use since the 1930s.
Concern 11
Potential negative impact on property values.
Response 11
USF has found no objective evidence to support this concern.
Concern 12
Potential loss of sunlight access.
Response 12
The student residence hall is not expected to materially impact sunlight access due in part to
the distance between the project and Ewing Terrace residences.
Concern 13
Planning Code compliance regarding the proposed residential density.
Response 13
The student residence hall would meet applicable Planning Code residential density limits with
the proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD) exception, as permitted under the Planning
Code.
Concern 14
Apparent lack of consideration of alternate sites.

Response 14
Alternative sites for the student residence hall were evaluated and rejected through the
Institutional Master Plan (IMP) process. That evaluation is described in detail in IMP
Supplement A, dated December 2013.
Concern 15
Potential kitchen odors from the proposed Dining Commons.
Response 15
The kitchen venting system for the existing Wolf and Kettle Café is located on the west side of
the Lone Mountain Main building in a semi-sheltered parking area. To date, USF has not
received any complaints about kitchen odors from the existing facility and anticipates that the
upgraded and modernized venting infrastructure in the new kitchen proposed as part of the
dining commons would improve current conditions. Any additional venting installed in the
dining commons addition would be approximately 300 feet from Ewing Terrace. All venting
would comply with applicable code requirements.
Concern 16
Green building standards.
Response 16
USF intends to build the student residence hall to LEED standards.
Concern 17
Potential impacts from outdoor lighting.
Response 17
As requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, outdoor lighting on the east side of the student
residence hall would be unobtrusive and low impact.
Concern 18
Potential placement of activities involving noise and/or odors on the east side of the student
residence hall near Ewing Terrace.
Response 18
As requested by Ewing Terrace neighbors, there will be no pickup, delivery or garbage or
recycling activity on the east side of the student residence hall. There will also be no
maintenance facilities in that location.
Garbage and recycling would be collected in the underground garage at the student residence
hall. The existing upper campus recycling and waste facility would also be relocated as part of
the project to a new enclosed site on the west side of the Lone Mountain North Residence Hall,
which is far removed from Ewing Terrace.

Concern 19
Potential noise impacts from trash compactors at the proposed recycling and waste facility.
Response 19
The trash compactors would be enclosed in the proposed facility, which would improve existing
conditions since the compactors currently operate in two unenclosed spaces closer to Ewing
Terrace. The proposed location currently has one compactor on site and is approximately 250
feet from Anza Street, the nearest residential area.
Concern 20
Height of proposed ROTC addition and potential for obstructed views from McAllister Street.
Response 20
Views from McAllister Street are not expected to be obstructed. The proposed ROTC addition
would construct a second floor on a section of low roof between the existing Koret Recreational
Facility and the Hagan Gymnasium. The proposed addition would be comparable to the height
of the existing Hagan Gymnasium and under the applicable 40 foot height limit.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT COMPONENTS
1

2

STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL. TWO NEW CONNECTED STUDENT HOUSING
BUILDINGS WITH 606 BEDS (155 DWELLING UNITS), TWO CLASSROOMS,
BELOW-GROUND GARAGE (156 VEHICLE PARKING SPACES AND
COGENERATION ENERGY SYSTEM) AND 200 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES.

3

UPPER CAMPUS
LONE MOUNTAIN

DINING COMMONS. IMPROVED FACILITY (RENOVATION OF THE EXISTING
DINING HALL FACILITY AND FREESTANDING 3,760 SQUARE FOOT
ADDITION) TO ACCOMMODATE STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL RESIDENTS
AND STAFF.

3

RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY. IMPROVED FACILITY (1,600 SQUARE
FEET ENCLOSED) RELOCATED TO ALLOW FOR THE STUDENT
RESIDENCE HALL.

4

ROTC PROGRAM 222 STANYAN STREET. IMPROVED FACILITY (3,700
SQUARE FOOT ADDITION TO KORET HEALTH AND RECREATION CENTER)
RELOCATED TO ALLOW FOR THE STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL.

THE PROPOSED STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL, DINING COMMONS, AND
RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY WOULD BE LOCATED ON THE UPPER
CAMPUS AT 2500-2698 TURK STREET. THE PROPOSED ROTC PROGRAM
RELOCATION ADDITION WOULD BE LOCATED ON THE LOWER CAMPUS AT 222
STANYAN STREET

2

1

ROTC

THE PLANS FOR EACH OF THE FOUR PROJECT COMPONENTS ARE ATTACHED
UNDER THIS EXHIBIT B.
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TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA - DEFINED BY SF PLANNING CODE SECTION 102
BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING

LEVEL
Level 1 (East Bldg)
Level 1 (East Bldg)
Level 1 (East Bldg)
Level 1 (East Bldg)
Level 1 (East Bldg)

AREA TYPE
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STORAGE
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
LEVEL 1 (EAST BLDG) TOTALS

EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING

Level 2 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)

EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING

Level 3 (East Bldg)
Level 3 (East Bldg)
Level 3 (East Bldg)
Level 3 (East Bldg)

EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING
EAST BUILDING

Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 4 (East Bldg)

ADMINISTRATION
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
USF PROGRAM SPACE
UTILITIES
LEVEL 2 (EAST BLDG) TOTALS
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
LEVEL 3 (EAST BLDG) TOTALS
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
LEVEL 4 (EAST BLDG) TOTALS
EAST BLDG TOTALS

EAST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING

Garage (West Bldg)
Garage (West Bldg)
Garage (West Bldg)
Garage (West Bldg)

ADMINISTRATION
CIRCULATION
COMMON
UTILITIES

WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING

Level 1 (West Bldg)
Level 1 (West Bldg)
Level 1 (West Bldg)
Level 1 (West Bldg)

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES

WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING

Level 2 (West Bldg)
Level 2 (West Bldg)
Level 2 (West Bldg)
Level 2 (West Bldg)

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES

WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING

Level 3 (West Bldg)
Level 3 (West Bldg)
Level 3 (West Bldg)
Level 3 (West Bldg)

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES

WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING

Level 4 (West Bldg)
Level 4 (West Bldg)
Level 4 (West Bldg)
Level 4 (West Bldg)

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES

WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING

Level 5 (West Bldg)
Level 5 (West Bldg)
Level 5 (West Bldg)
Level 5 (West Bldg)

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES

WEST BUILDING
TOTAL

AREA
7432 SF
5334 SF
1007 SF
18964 SF
1071 SF
33807 SF
712 SF
7500 SF
2399 SF
22180 SF
1835 SF
714 SF
35340 SF
6602 SF
737 SF
23128 SF
722 SF
31188 SF
5659 SF
671 SF
16412 SF
613 SF
23355 SF
123690 SF

1057 SF
1277 SF
3506 SF
160 SF
GARAGE (WEST BLDG) TOTALS 6000 SF
4590 SF
1695 SF
8582 SF
530 SF
LEVEL 1 (WEST BLDG) TOTALS 15397 SF
6743 SF
1013 SF
19292 SF
760 SF
LEVEL 2 (WEST BLDG) TOTALS 27808 SF
6689 SF
1746 SF
18582 SF
754 SF
LEVEL 3 (WEST BLDG) TOTALS 27771 SF
4950 SF
1360 SF
14631 SF
743 SF
LEVEL 4 (WEST BLDG) TOTALS 21684 SF
2726 SF
820 SF
7766 SF
788 SF
LEVEL 5 (WEST BLDG) TOTALS 12099 SF
110760 SF
WEST BLDG TOTALS
TOTAL BOTH BLDGS
234450 SF

BUILDING UNIT COUNT_
Name

SITE INFORMATION
ADDRESS:

2500-2698 Turk Blvd.
San Francisco, CA

Building Name
94118

BLOCK / LOT:

1107/008

SITE AREA:

155,514 SQUARE FEET (PROPOSED LOT)

ZONING DISTRICT:

RH-2

HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

40-X

BUILDING INFORMATION
GROSS FLOOR AREA PER BUILDING:
(GFA)

EAST BUILDING
WEST BUILDING
TOTAL GFA

123,690 SF
110,760 SF
234,450 SF

GROSS FLOOR AREA PER AREA TYPE:
STUDENT HOUSING / RESIDENTIAL
149,531 SF
ADMINISTRATIVE
1,807 SF
COMMON
19,353 SF
USF PROGRAM SPACE / CLASSROOMS 1,835 SF
UTILITY CLOSETS
6,955 SF
STORAGE
1,007 SF
CIRCULATION
53,962 SF
TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA
234,450 SF
DWELLING UNITS:

155 UNITS (606 BEDS)

PARKING SPACES:

156 SPACES

BICYCLES:

171 CLASS-1 SPACES
23 CLASS-2 SPACES

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

Count

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

East Bldg.
East Bldg.
East Bldg.
East Bldg.
East Bldg.
East Bldg.: 84
West Bldg.
West Bldg.
West Bldg.
West Bldg.
West Bldg.: 71
TOTAL UNIT COUNT

Building

UNIT 1B-01 - ASST. GRADUATE
UNIT 1B-01 - RESID. MINISTER
UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 2B-02 - RESID. DIRECTOR
UNIT 4B-01
UNIT 1B-01 - ASST. GRADUATE
UNIT 1B-01 - RESID. MINISTER
UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

1
1
59
1
22
84
1
1
34
35
71
155

BUILDING PARKING COUNT
Type
Level
STALL COUNT

EAST
EAST

Accessible
Standard

Garage (East Bldg)
Garage (East Bldg)

6
93
95
101
99

WEST
WEST

Accessible
Standard

Garage (West Bldg)
Garage (West Bldg)

3
45

WEST

Standard

Level 1 (West Bldg)

7
55
156
154

TOTAL STALLS

USF ‐ RESIDENCE HALL ‐ PROJECT STATISTICS

A‐4
2/27/2018 15:30:25

PLANNING CODE ANALYSIS TABLE
CODE SECTION

TOPIC

REQUIRED/ALLOWED

PROPOSED / REQUIRED ENTITLEMENT

209.1

Zoning Controls

RH-2 (Residential, House, Two Family) District

Student housing (principally permitted) and post-secondary educational uses
(conditionally permitted); CU required for new construction and certain expansions

209.1

Dwelling Unit Density

One dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area in the RH-2 District (104 units based on a proposed lot area of 155,514 square
feet) by right and up to one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area (density conditionally permitted in the RH-3 District)
minus one unit through the CU/PUD process

155 units through the CU/PUD process (the dwelling unit density conditionally permitted
in the RH-3 District assuming the same lot size minus one unit)

209.1 and 124

FAR

1.8:1. FAR limits do not apply to residential uses in the R zoning districts

Approximately 0.5:1 assuming a new lot approximately 155,514 square feet in size

260 (Height Map)

Maximum Height

40 feet

40 feet with a minor deviation from the provisions for measurement of height under
Planning Code Section 260 through the CU/PUD process

270

Bulk Limits

N/A in X Bulk District

N/A in X Bulk District

132

Front Yard Setback

15 feet (maximum required)

Between approximately 200-250 feet from Turk Street

134

Rear Yard Setback

45% of the lot depth (approximately 69,646 square feet of open area).

CU/PUD exception requested
Approximately 75,827 square feet of open area (consisting of interior courtyards,
interior paseo and other open areas along the sides of the buildings) but project would
not strictly comply with 45% requirement, which would be reduced to 10% and 19% for
the East and West buildings, respectively, through the CU/PUD process.

135

Usable Open Space

166.25 square feet per dwelling unit if common (25,769 square feet of common open space required for 155 dwelling units)

Approximately 26,411 square feet of Planning Code compliant common usable open
space will be provided in the form of courtyards and a shared paseo between both
buildings

140

Dwelling Unit Exposure

No less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit in question is located and the floor
immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor

All dwelling units will face an open area that meets the specified dimensional
requirements

150 and 151

Off-Street Parking – Residential
Off-Street Parking – Non-Residential

1 per each dwelling unit (155 spaces for 155 dwelling units required)
1 for each two classrooms (1 space for 2 classrooms required)
1 car share parking space is required

156 spaces required.
At least 156 spaces will be provided, including tandem spaces

152 and 155

Off-Street Freight Loading

2 spaces required for all uses (other than retail sales and services and industrial uses) between 200,001 and 500,000 (occupied)
square feet. Project is approximately 234,450 (gross) square feet.

Off-Street Freight Loading spaces will be provided on the north side of Lone Mountain
Drive interior to upper campus, and located within close proximity to the garage
entrances and paseo walkway
The required number (2) off-street loading spaces will be provided with CU/PUD
modification for spaces provided on an adjacent lot

155.2

Bicycle Parking - Residential

Class 1: 100 spaces plus 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 100; student housing to provide 50% more spaces than
otherwise required (171 spaces required for 155 student housing dwelling units)

Bicycle parking will exceed Planning Code requirements
171 Class 1 Spaces & 23 Class 2 Spaces (194 spaces total)

Class 2: 1 space per 20 dwelling units; student housing to provide 50% more spaces than otherwise required (12 spaces
required for 155 student housing dwelling units)
Bicycle Parking - Non-Residential

Class 1: 1 space for every 20,000 square feet of occupied floor area (9,250 net new square feet proposed)
Class 2: Minimum two spaces for post-secondary educational institution (2 spaces required)

138.1

Street Trees

One street tree for every 20 linear feet of frontage (23 trees)

12 (9 net new) on Turk Street. In-lieu fee to be paid for 11 trees.

139

Bird-Safe Building Standards

Residential Buildings within R Zoning districts that are less than 45 feet in height and have an exposed facade of less that 50%
glass are exempt from location-related standards. Glazing, if any, must be treated on feature related hazards, such as skywalks.

Building is exempt (building is less than 45 feet high and calculates at approximately
40% glass on facade)
No glazing proposed on skywalk.

144

Street frontages in RH zoning districts

N/A - off street parking entrances connect to a private drive, not a public street

N/A - off street parking entrances connect to a private drive, not a public street

415.3

Inclusionary Affordable Housing

N/A - the project qualifies for the student housing exemption under Section 415.3 (f)(5) requirements

N/A

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500-2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
PLANNING CODE ANALYSIS TABLE
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

A‐5
3/5/2018 18:20:33

ANZA STREET

LOYOLA
VILLAGE

EWING TERRACE
RESIDENCES

429'

34'

21'

PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED
WEST
BUILDING

ROSSI WING

92'

146'

23'

PROPOSED
EAST
BUILDING

362'

ORIGINAL
1932
BUILDING

19'

179'

LOYOLA
HOUSE

71'

174'

457'

SITE AREA TOTALS 155,514SF
AVERAGE SITE SLOPES:
WEST BUILDING: 11.8%
EAST BUILDING: 3.4%

HATCH INDICATES PROPOSED BUILDING
FOOTPRINT ON EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS

LOT DIST. TO TURK ST.

40'

36'

36'

PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINE
FOR STUDENT
HOUSING BUILDINGS

65'

52'

45'

82'

66'

PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINE
FOR STUDENT
HOUSING BUILDINGS

TURK STREET
0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

50'

PROPOSED NEW LOT BOUNDARY AND BUILDING
FOOTPRINT

100'

200'

NORTH

A‐6
As indicated

2/27/2018 15:31:29

21'

32'

71'

159' - 9"

42'

32'
9,350 SF

19'

37'

PASEO
COURTYARD

1,188 SF

30'

COURTYARD

45% REAR YARD SETBACK DISTANCE

34'

PROPERTY LINE

20'

PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINES
FOR STUDENT
HOUSING
BUILDINGS

EWING TERRACE
RESIDENCES

PROPERTY LINE

40'

30'

20'

40'

30'

20'

30'

2,865 SF

92'

COURTYARD
PASEO

30'

OPEN SPACE PLAN LEGEND

5,828 SF

40'

COURTYARD

BUILDING FOOTPRINT

40'

7,210 SF

30'

23'

49'

COMMON OPEN SPACE

PLANNING CODE COMPLIANT
USABLE COMMON OPEN SPACE

38'

66'

169'

36'

52'
AVG. 50'
SETBAC
K

76'

30'

REQUIRED:
- 25,769 SF total required Usable Common Open Space
PROVIDED:
- 9,880SF courts + 16,560SF paseo = 26,411SF TOTAL
Planning Code Compliant Usable Common Open Space
PROPOSED PROPERTY LINE
FOR STUDENT HOUSING BUILDINGS

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

20'

40'

80'

NORTH

OPEN SPACE

A‐7
1" = 20'‐0"

3/5/2018 16:59:09

PROPERTY LINE

151' - 8"

146' - 2"

PROPERTY LINE

LOYOLA
HOUSE
ORIGINAL
1932
BUILDING

EWING TERRACE
RESIDENCES

PROPOSED
WEST
BUILDING

PROPOSED
EAST
BUILDING

ELEVATOR
PENTHOUSE

308' - 2"

ELEVATOR
PENTHOUSE

PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGE

TOWER

63' - 8"

256' - 6"

ROSSI WING

21' - 2"
PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINE
CORNER
PATIO

132' - 2"
Y

WEST BUILDING
GARAGE ENTRANCE

171' - 10"

35' - 0"

LOADIN
G
SPACE
#1

MAIN BUILDING
ENTRANCES
OFF PASEO

PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINE

0"

DRIVEW
A

14
'-

UNTAIN

10' - 0"

LONE M
O

'45
0"

G
IN 2
D #
A CE
LO PA
S

EAST BUILDING
GARAGE ENTRANCE

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

30'

60'

120'

NORTH

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

A‐8
1" = 30'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:32:45

143' - 11"

01

PROPSED
PROPERTY LINE

02
03

01

309' - 0"

301' - 0"

PROPOSED
WEST BUILDING
309' - 0"

CAR
SHARE

309' - 0"

EAST BLDG. AREAS

01

309' - 0"

EAST GARAGE - EXCLUDED EAST
TOTAL

42819 SF
42819 SF

UP

03

EAST BLDG. PRK'G COUNT
STALL COUNT
6
95
101

COMMON SPACE

PROPERTY LINE

164' - 0"

LEGEND
STUDENT HOUSING

MPOE
169 SF

WEST BUILDING
FLOOR ELEVATION
338'-0"

PARKING COUNT - EAST BUILDING GARAGE

PKG STALL_ADA
PKG_STALLS
TOTAL STALLS

RAMP
UP

9.56%

AREA - EAST BUILDING GARAGE
AREA

04

PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINE

GARAGE

05

FLOOR ELEVATION
309'-0"

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

PROPERTY LINE

309' - 0"

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

PROPOSED EAST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐
BELOW‐GRADE GARAGE

20'

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐9
1" = 20'‐0"

3/5/2018 16:59:25

144' - 4"

01

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

320' - 8 3/8"

06

15
14

07

141' - 2"

29

13
08
320' - 8 3/8"

PROPOSED
WEST BUILDING

52' - 6"

320' - 8 3/8"

10
11

302' - 1"

09

15

EAST BLDG. AREAS

14
320' - 8 3/8"

AREA - EAST BUILDING LEVEL 1

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STORAGE
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

7432 SF
5334 SF
1007 SF
18964 SF
1071 SF
33807 SF

30

12

EAST BLDG. UNIT COUNT

108' - 5"

AREA

RAMP DOWN TO
GARAGE ENTRY

(THIS SHEET ONLY)

UNIT COUNT - EAST BLDG - LEVEL 1
Name
UNIT 1B-01 - ASST. GRADUATE
UNIT 1B-01 - RESID. MINISTER
UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

LEGEND

Count
1
1
13
5

WEST BUILDING
FLOOR ELEVATION
338'-0"

320' - 8 3/8"

GARAGE
SECURITY GATE

169' - 5"

FLOOR ELEVATION
320'-8"

W
O
D
N

STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE
GARAGE

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

20'

PROPOSED EAST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐ LEVEL
1 AT GRADE

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐10
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:34:53

01

143' - 5"

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

16

15
19

COURTYARD
BELOW

140' - 9"

02

13

PASEO
32

21
17

20

301' - 8"

PROPOSED
WEST BUILDING

52' - 10"

23 CLASS 2 BIKE PKG
PROVIDED

08

EAST BLDG. AREAS

15

UP

AREA - EAST BUILDING LEVEL 2
AREA

18

712 SF
7500 SF
2399 SF
22180 SF
1835 SF
714 SF
35340 SF

COURTYARD
BELOW

108' - 1"

ADMINISTRATION
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
USF PROGRAM SPACE
UTILITIES
TOTAL

18

EAST BLDG. UNIT COUNT
(THIS SHEET ONLY)

UNIT COUNT - EAST BLDG - LEVEL 2
Name

Count

UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 2B-02 - RESID. DIRECTOR
UNIT 4B-01

15
1
7

WEST BUILDING
FLOOR ELEVATION
338'-0"

PASEO

LEGEND

169' - 5"

FLOOR ELEVATION
331'-0"

STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE
GARAGE

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

20'

PROPOSED EAST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐ LEVEL
2

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐11
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:36:08

145' - 1"

144' - 3"

01

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

6.71%
341' - 1 3/8"

RAMP DOWN

PASEO

WEST BLDG. AREAS

15
COURTYARD
BELOW

AREA - WEST BUILDING GARAGE
AREA

4.59%

23

341' - 1 3/8"

23 CLASS 2 BIKE PKG
PROVIDED

341' - 1 3/8"

WEST BLDG. PRK'G COUNT

22

PK'G COUNT - WEST BLDG GARAGE
STALL COUNT
PKG STALL_ADA
PKG_STALLS
TOTAL STALLS

26

3
53
46
56
49

301' - 8"

16662 SF
14244 SF
30905 SF

32

52' - 0"

WEST GARAGE - EXCLUDED WEST
WEST GARAGE - EXCLUDED WEST
TOTAL

264' - 5"

AREA - WEST BLDG GARAGE PK'G
AREA

13

01

1057 SF
1277 SF
3506 SF
160 SF
6000 SF

RAMP DOWN

ADMINISTRATION
CIRCULATION
COMMON
UTILITIES
TOTAL

19

141' - 8"

338' - 0"

COURTYARD
BELOW

25
15

EAST BLDG. AREAS
AREA
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

171 CLASS 1 BIKE PKG
PROVIDED

24

01
338' - 0"

6602 SF
737 SF
23128 SF
722 SF
31188 SF

108' - 1"

AREA - EAST BUILDING LEVEL 3

32

338' - 0"

EAST BLDG. UNIT COUNT
UNIT COUNT - EAST BLDG - LEVEL 3

28

Count
18
6

LEGEND
STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE

341' - 1 3/8"

130' - 0"
1.98%

UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

SLOPE DOWN

Name

337' - 6"

27

169' - 4"
EVA
PASEO

GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)
ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

PROPOSED EAST BUILDING LEVEL 3 / WEST
BUILDING BELOW‐GRADE GARAGE LEVEL

20'

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐12
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:37:33

144' - 10"

01

144' - 3"

351' - 2 3/4"

350' - 0"

15
COURTYARD
BELOW

13
14

PARKING
BELOW

AREA - WEST BUILDING LEVEL 1

CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

4590 SF
1695 SF
8582 SF
530 SF
15397 SF

30

WEST BLDG. UNIT COUNT
Count

UNIT 1B-01 - RESID. MINISTER
UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

1
3
5

351' - 2 3/4"

SLOPE DOWN

350' - 0"

UNIT COUNT - WEST BLDG - LEVEL 1
Name

3.56%

349' - 6"

303' - 5"

AREA

350' - 0"

24

14

COURTYARD
BELOW

15

EAST BLDG. AREAS
AREA - EAST BUILDING LEVEL 4
AREA
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

5659 SF
671 SF
16412 SF
613 SF
23355 SF

350' - 0"

EAST BLDG. UNIT COUNT
UNIT COUNT - EAST BLDG - LEVEL 4

UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

13
4

LEGEND
STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE

351' - 2 3/4"

TRANSF.

GARAGE
SECURITY GATE

RAMP DOWN TO
GARAGE ENTRY

Count

RAMP UP FROM
GARAGE EXIT

Name

06

15

170' - 2"

GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)
ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

31

WEST BLDG. AREAS

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

PROPOSED EAST BUILDING LEVEL 4 / WEST
BUILDING BELOW‐GRADE LEVEL 1

20'

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐13
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:38:54

160' - 1"

146' - 2"

01

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

19

28

MICRO-TURBINE

129' - 9"

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

15

LEVEL 1
COURTYARD
BELOW

360' - 3 5/8"

63' - 8"

360' - 3 5/8"

24

308' - 2"

264' - 2"

29

15

WEST BLDG. AREAS
AREA - WEST BUILDING LEVEL 2
AREA
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

6743 SF
1013 SF
19292 SF
760 SF
27808 SF

LEVEL 2
DECK

WEST BLDG. UNIT COUNT
UNIT COUNT - WEST BLDG - LEVEL 2
Name

Count

UNIT 1B-01 - ASST. GRADUATE
UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

1
9
10

LEGEND
STUDENT HOUSING
GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)

10' - 0"

COMMON SPACE

35' - 0"

171' - 10"

LOADIN

G SPA
CE
#1

ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

20'

PROPOSED WEST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐ LEVEL
2

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐14
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:40:24

146' - 2"

01

146' - 2"

15

24

308' - 2"

370' - 5"

63' - 8"

252' - 2"

15

370' - 5"

370' - 5"

15

WEST BLDG. AREAS
AREA - WEST BUILDING LEVEL 3
AREA
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

6689 SF
1746 SF
18582 SF
754 SF
27771 SF

WEST BLDG. UNIT COUNT
UNIT COUNT - WEST BLDG - LEVEL 3
Name

Count

UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

9
10

LEGEND

19

129' - 8"
171' - 10"

STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE
GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)
ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

370' - 5"

370' - 5"

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

20'
16'
100'
8'
80'
30'
4'
200'

PROPOSED WEST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐ LEVEL
3

40'
32'
200'
16'
160'
60'
8'
400'

80'
64'
400'
32'
320'
120'
16'
800'

NORTH

A‐15
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:41:58

01

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

WEST BLDG. UNIT COUNT

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

UNIT COUNT - WEST BLDG - LEVEL 4

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

147' - 0"

146' - 2"

02

15

308' - 2"

63' - 8"

252' - 2"

15

15

WEST BLDG. AREAS
AREA - WEST BUILDING LEVEL 4
AREA
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

19

4950 SF
1360 SF
14631 SF
743 SF
21684 SF

Name
UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

Count
8
7

125' - 2"

26' - 6"

LEGEND
171' - 10"

STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE
GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)
ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

20'

PROPOSED WEST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐ LEVEL
4

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐16
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:43:47

47' - 9"

76' - 2"

23' - 1"

146' - 2"

01

03

GARAGE
UTILITY - MECHANICAL
EXHAUST
UTILITY - TRASH

04

ELECTRICAL ROOM

05

MPOE

06

LAUNDRY ROOM

07

FITNESS ROOM

08

STORAGE

09

FURN/ LINEN STORAGE

10

TV ROOM

11

MUSIC ROOMS

12

STUDENT PROJECT ROOM

13

"CONVENIENCE" STAIR

14

COURTYARD

15

SOCIAL LOUNGE

16

RES. HALL DIRECTOR

17

MAIN LOBBY CHECK-IN

18

CLASSROOM

19

POCKET LOUNGE

20

MAILROOM

21

RES. DIR./ STAFF OFFICES

22

MAIN LOBBY / LOUNGE

23

ADMIN.

24

LOBBY / LOUNGE

25

BIKE STORAGE

WEST BLDG. UNIT COUNT

26

MECHANICAL ROOM

UNIT COUNT - WEST BLDG - LEVEL 5

27

CORNER TERRACE

28

MICRO-TURBINE

29

ASST. GRADUATE

30

RES. MINISTER

31

STUDY

32

CLASS 1 & CLASS 2
BICYCLE PARKING

02

308' - 2"

63' - 8"

234' - 11"

15

15

WEST BLDG. AREAS
AREA - WEST BUILDING LEVEL 5
AREA
CIRCULATION
COMMON
STUDENT HOUSING
UTILITIES
TOTAL

2726 SF
820 SF
7766 SF
788 SF
12099 SF

Name

Count

UNIT 2B-01
UNIT 4B-01

5
3

LEGEND

61' - 8"
171' - 10"

STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE
GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)
ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

20'

PROPOSED WEST BUILDING ‐ FLOOR PLAN ‐ LEVEL
5

40'

80'

NORTH

A‐17
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:45:39

146' - 2"

PROPSED
PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

148' - 8"

TOWER

PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGE

304' - 3"

259' - 5"

PROPOSED
WEST
BUILDING

ELEVATOR
PENTHOUSE

ELEVATOR
PENTHOUSE

PROPOSED
EAST
BUILDING

132' - 2"

LEGEND
STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE
GARAGE
ROOF (FLAT)
ROOF TILE (MANSARDS)

PROPOSED
PROPERTY LINE

PROPERTY LINE

171' - 5"
WEST BUILDING
GARAGE ENTRANCE

MAIN BUILDING
ENTRANCES
OFF PASEO

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

EAST BUILDING
GARAGE ENTRANCE

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

0'

20'

40'

80'

NORTH

ROOF PLAN

A‐18
1" = 20'‐0"

2/28/2018 09:50:20

37' - 3"
11' - 8"

12' - 2"

LIVING

17' - 1"
BATH

KITCHEN

6' - 10"

SHARED
BOOKSHELF

SHARED
BOOKSHELF

6' - 10"

9' - 4"

11' - 0"

BEDROOM

BEDROOM

BEDROOM
LIVING

23' - 7"

25' - 7"

DW

BATH

9' - 0"

BEDROOM

17' - 1"

BEDROOM

9' - 4"

21' - 8"

12' - 7"

47' - 11"

DW

BEDROOM

KITCHEN

BATH

REF.

BATH
REF.

11' - 5"

10' - 7"

9' - 11"

12' - 4"

UNIT PLAN B
(Single Rooms)
4Bdr/2Ba / +/-964SF

UNIT PLAN A
(Shared Bedrooms)
2Bdr/2Ba / +/-946SF

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

TYPICAL STUDENT UNIT PLANS

4'

8'

16'

A‐19
1/4" = 1'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:45:42

37' - 5"
11' - 6"

12' - 2"
25' - 1"

SECONDARY
ENTRY/EXIT

11' - 8"

25' - 9"

DW

BEDROOM

15' - 10"

LIVING/DINING

25' - 9"

BEDROOM #2

10' - 1"

11' - 1"

LIVING/DINING
BEDROOM #1

11' - 11"

DW
W/D

W/D

KITCHEN

KITCHEN

6' - 10"

7' - 5"

BATH

BATH

REF.

8' - 3"

12' - 0"

REF.

PRIMARY
ENTRY/EXIT

ASSISTANT GRAD / RESID. MINISTER UNIT PLAN
1Bdr/1Ba / +/-700 SF

RESID. DIRECTOR UNIT PLAN
2Bdr/2Ba / +/- 950SF

0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

TYPICAL STAFF UNIT PLANS

4'

8'

16'

A‐20
1/4" = 1'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:45:45

STUDENT HOUSING

WEST BUILDING

PASEO

EAST BUILDING

COMMON SPACE

PROPERTY LINE
04

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

07

Roof (West Bldg)

10'

Garage (West Bldg)

01

02

PARTIALLY BELOW GRADE

02
03

WEST BLDG COURTYARD
PASEO/FIRE LANE

04

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

05

ORNAMENTAL AND SYMBOLIC EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 260(b)(1)(D); FULLY EXEMPT

06

EAST BLDG COURTYARD

Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 3 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)
Level 1 (East Bldg)

GRADE

PARTIALLY BELOW GRADE

12'

03
01

PROPERTY LINE

08

Roof (East Bldg)

12'

PARTIALLY BELOW GRADE

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

40'

10'

Level 1 (West Bldg)

06

10'

10'

Level 2 (West Bldg)

08

10'

Level 3 (West Bldg)

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

10'

10'

Level 4 (West Bldg)

40'

Level 5 (West Bldg)

10'

07

10'

08

GARAGE

05

Garage (East Bldg)

EWING
TERRACE

BELOW GRADE

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

07

PARAPET HEIGHT EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(2)(A); MAX. 4FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

08

PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 102, 260 & 304(d)(6)

SITE SECTION 1

1/16" = 1'-0"

2

STUDENT HOUSING
COMMON SPACE

PROPERTY LINE

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

07

Roof (East Bldg)

02

PARTIALLY BELOW GRADE

WEST BLDG COURTYARD

04

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

02

PASEO/FIRE LANE

05

ORNAMENTAL AND SYMBOLIC EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 260(b)(1)(D); FULLY EXEMPT

06

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

03

07

PARAPET HEIGHT EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(2)(A); MAX. 4FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

08

Level 3 (East Bldg)
GRADE

Level 1 (East Bldg)
PARTIALLY BELOW GRADE

Garage (East Bldg)
BELOW GRADE

PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 102, 260 & 304(d)(6)

SITE SECTION 2

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)

12'

01

EAST BLDG COURTYARD

40'

01

10'

Garage (West Bldg)

EWING
TERRACE

MAX BLDG. HEIGHT: 40FT

10'

10'

Level 1 (West Bldg)

08

10'

10'

Level 2 (West Bldg)
PARTIALLY BELOW GRADE

PROPERTY LINE

08

10'

10'

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

12'

Level 3 (West Bldg)

10'

40'

Level 5 (West Bldg)

03

GARAGE

EAST BUILDING

07

Roof (West Bldg)
Level 4 (West Bldg)

PASEO

10'

08

WEST BUILDING

SITE SECTIONS

1/16" = 1'-0"

1

0'

16'

32'

64'

A‐21
As indicated

2/27/2018 15:47:10

PAINT
DE 6197 MODERN IVORY

CONCRETE ROOF TILE
EAGLE ROOFING / BEL AIR / 4698 KONA RED RANGE

1

A

PAINT
DE 6199 PALE BEACH

B

PAINT
ME 238 BLACKENED
BRONZE

C

(3) ROOF TILE

STUCCO
(B) PALE BEACH

VINYL WINDOWS
COLOR: ALMOND
METAL RAILING
(C) BLACKENED BRONZE
(POWDER COATED)

STUCCO TRIM
(B) PALE BEACH
STUCCO TRIM
(A) MODERN IVORY

STUCCO

STUCCO
(A) MODERN IVORY

2
(3) BURNISHED
CMU BLOCK

STUCCO TRIM
(A) MODERN IVORY

STUCCO TRIM
(A) MODERN IVORY

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

3

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

USF ‐ RESIDENCE HALL ‐ MATERIAL BOARD

A‐22
As indicated

2/27/2018 15:47:21

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

2

3

Roof (East Bldg)
10'
10'

Level 1 (East Bldg)

10'
10'

Level 3 (West Bldg)
Level 2 (West Bldg)
Level 1 (West Bldg)

12'

10'

Level 2 (East Bldg)

10'

Level 3 (East Bldg)

40'

Level 4 (East Bldg)

PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGE

Level 4 (West Bldg)

40'

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

Level 5 (West Bldg)

10'

4

Roof (West Bldg)

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

10'

STUCCO
COLOR: PALE BEACH

ROOF TILE, TYP.
EAGLE ROOFING /
4698 KONA RED RANGE

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

4

1

10'

STUCCO
COLOR: MODERN IVORY

4

VINYL WINDOWS, TYP.
COLOR: ALMOND

EXIT
DOOR

EXIT
DOOR

Garage (West Bldg)

EXIT STAIRS
BEYOND WALL

EXIT DOOR

EAST BUILDING

PASEO

WEST BUILDING

NORTH ELEVATION
WEST BUILDING

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

4

STUCCO
COLOR: PALE BEACH

PASEO

1

1/16" = 1'-0"

2

EAST BUILDING
STUCCO
COLOR: MODERN IVORY

2

ROOF TILE, TYP.
EAGLE ROOFING /
4698 KONA RED RANGE

VINYL WINDOWS, TYP.
COLOR: ALMOND

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

Roof (West Bldg)
10'

4
3

Roof (East Bldg)
10'

GARAGE
ENTRY

EXIT
DOOR

EXIT
DOOR

GARAGE
ENTRY

CORNER
TERRACE

1

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

3

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

2

ORNAMENTAL AND SYMBOLIC EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 260(b)(1)(D); FULLY EXEMPT

4

PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 102, 260 & 304(d)(6).

SOUTH ELEVATION

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

1/16" = 1'-0"

1

0'

40'

10'

PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGE
GARAGE
EXIT

4

Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 3 (East Bldg)

10'

Level 1 (West Bldg)

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

Level 2 (East Bldg)

10'

10'

10'
10'

Level 2 (West Bldg)

Garage (West Bldg)

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

12'

Level 3 (West Bldg)

10'

Level 4 (West Bldg)

40'

Level 5 (West Bldg)

Level 1 (East Bldg)

16'

32'

64'

A‐23
1/16" = 1'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:50:34

STUCCO
COLOR: MODERN IVORY

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

STUCCO
COLOR: PALE BEACH

ROOF TILE, TYP.
EAGLE ROOFING /
4698 KONA RED RANGE

VINYL WINDOWS, TYP.
COLOR: ALMOND

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

4

EXIT DOOR

Level 4 (West Bldg)

10'

Level 3 (West Bldg)

10'

Level 2 (West Bldg)

10'

40'

10'

Level 5 (West Bldg)

10'

Roof (West Bldg)

Level 1 (West Bldg)

WEST BUILDING

WEST ELEVATION

METAL RAILING
COLOR: BLACKENED BRONZE

STUCCO
COLOR: PALE BEACH

1/16" = 1'-0"

2

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

STUCCO
COLOR: MODERN IVORY

ROOF TILE, TYP.
EAGLE ROOFING /
4698 KONA RED RANGE

VINYL WINDOWS, TYP.
COLOR: ALMOND

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

4

Level 3 (East Bldg)

10'

40'

Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)

10'

10'

10'

Roof (East Bldg)

Level 1 (East Bldg)

EXIT DOORS

EAST BUILDING
1

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

3

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

2

ORNAMENTAL AND SYMBOLIC EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 260(b)(1)(D); FULLY EXEMPT

4

PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 102, 260 & 304(d)(6).

EAST ELEVATION

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

1/16" = 1'-0"

1

0'

16'

32'

64'

A‐24
1/16" = 1'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:51:05

METAL RAILING
COLOR: BLACKENED BRONZE

ROOF TILE, TYP.
EAGLE ROOFING /
4698 KONA RED RANGE

STUCCO
COLOR: MODERN IVORY

EAST BUILDING

VINYL WINDOWS, TYP.
COLOR: ALMOND

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

3

4

40'

10'

10'

10'

Roof (East Bldg)

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE BETWEEN
EAST AND WEST BUILDINGS

MAIN ENTRANCE OF
EAST BUILDING

Level 4 (East Bldg)
Level 3 (East Bldg)
Level 2 (East Bldg)

CLASSROOM
ENTRANCES

_PASEO ELEVATION - EAST BUILDING

1/16" = 1'-0"

2

WEST BUILDING
STUCCO
COLOR: MODERN IVORY
STUCCO
COLOR: PALE BEACH

BURNISHED CMU BLOCK

1

2

ROOF TILE, TYP.
EAGLE ROOFING /
4698 KONA RED RANGE

VINYL WINDOWS, TYP.
COLOR: ALMOND

MAX BLDG.
HEIGHT: 40FT

4

Level 4 (West Bldg)

10'
10'

Level 2 (West Bldg)
Level 1 (West Bldg)

12'

Level 3 (West Bldg)

10'

40'

10'

Level 5 (West Bldg)

10'

Roof (West Bldg)

CORNER TERRACE

MAIN ENTRANCE OF
WEST BUILDING

EXIT STAIRS

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE BETWEEN
EAST AND WEST BUILDINGS

1

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

3

ELEVATOR OVERRIDE EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE SECTION
260(b)(1)(B); MAX. 10FT BEYOND HEIGHT LIMIT EXEMPT

2

ORNAMENTAL AND SYMBOLIC EXCEPTION PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 260(b)(1)(D); FULLY EXEMPT

4

PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 102, 260 & 304(d)(6).

_PASEO ELEVATION - WEST BUILDING
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Garage (West Bldg)

PASEO ELEVATIONS

1/16" = 1'-0"

1

0'

16'

32'

64'

A‐25
1/16" = 1'‐0"
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Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - EAST

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - SOUTH

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - WEST

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - SOUTH

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Roof (East Bldg)
361' - 1 1/8"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 4 (East Bldg)
351' - 2 3/4"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 3 (East Bldg)
341' - 1 3/8"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 2 (East Bldg)
331' - 0"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

Level 1 (East Bldg)
320' - 8 3/8"

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - WEST

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - NORTH

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - EAST

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - EAST BLDG - NORTH
0'

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

COURTYARD ELEVATIONS ‐ EAST BUILDING

16'

32'

64'

A‐26
A‐25
1/16" = 1'‐0"

2/25/2018 12:06:13

Roof (West Bldg)
400' - 6 1/8"

Roof (West Bldg)
400' - 6 1/8"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - EAST

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - SOUTH

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - EAST

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - SOUTH

Roof (West Bldg)
400' - 6 1/8"

Roof (West Bldg)
400' - 6 1/8"

Roof (West Bldg)
400' - 6 1/8"

Roof (West Bldg)
400' - 6 1/8"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 5 (West Bldg)
390' - 7 3/4"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 4 (West Bldg)
380' - 6 3/8"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 3 (West Bldg)
370' - 5"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 2 (West Bldg)
360' - 3 5/8"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - WEST

_NORTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - NORTH

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - WEST

_SOUTH COURT ELEVATION - WEST BLDG - NORTH
0'
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COURTYARD ELEVATIONS ‐ WEST BUILDING
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Existing, Looking northeast on Turk Street

Proposed, Looking northeast on Turk Street

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

Proposed Residence Hall

VIEW FROM TURK STREET & CHABOT TERRACE

A‐28
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Existing, Looking northwest on Turk Street

Proposed, Looking northwest on Turk Street

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

Proposed Residence Hall

VIEW FROM TURK STREET & ROSELYN TERRACE

A‐29
2/27/2018 15:54:07

(1) TURK STREET & ROSELYN TERRACE LOOKING
EAST TOWARD MASONIC AVENUE

(2) TURK STREET & ROSELYN TERRACE
LOOKING WEST TOWARD PARKER AVENUE

(3) TURK STREET & KITTREDGE TERRACE LOOKING EAST TOWARD MASONIC AVENUE

(4) TURK STREET & KITTREDGE TERRACE LOOKING WEST TOWARD PARKER AVENUE

KEY PLAN

EXISTING
ROSSI WING

NEW RESIDENCE HALL &
EXISTING ROSSI WING

KEY PLAN
(5) EWING TERRACE VIEW EXISTING, LOOKING WEST ON EWING TERRACE

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

(6) EWING TERRACE VIEW PROPOSED, LOOKING WEST ON EWING TERRACE

EXISTING CONTEXT IMAGES

A‐30
2/27/2018 15:54:33

Changes to the project design were made at the request of Planning Department Historic
Preservation Staff, as summarized below and shown on the following sheets.
BUILDING SETBACK:
Request: Provide more building setback from Lone Mountain Drive.
Design Response: The West Building setback has been increased. See Sheet A-6.
ROOF TILE:
Request: Provide a more "modern" differentiated roof tile, such as a flat tile of the same material.
Design Response: A flat concrete roof tile is now proposed. See Sheet 33.
WINDOW PLANE DEPTH:
Request: Push the frame and window plane further back into the wall to create a greater depth and shadow.
Design Response: Recessed window frames and planes are now proposed, which are detailed with
additive molding surround. See Sheets 34 & 35.
TOWER REFINEMENT:
Request: Simplify the overall tower design, add window detail, and increase the tower height to avoid "faux"
historicism.
Design Response: A slightly taller tower with a shadow-box window detail that ties it's appearance more
directly to the design of the proposed student residence hall is now proposed. See Sheet 36.

Changes to project design were also made at the request of neighbors of Ewing Terrace, as
summarized below and shown in the following sheets.
BUILDING HEIGHT REDUCTION:
Request: Provide a 2-story edge at the eastern elevation of the East Building.
Design Response: The East Building has been revised accordingly. See East Elevation on Sheet A-24.

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF REQUEST

A‐31
1" = 20'‐0"

2/27/2018 15:55:01

PREVIOUS WEST BUILDING MASSING &
ORIGINAL SETBACK +/-22'-0"
SEE SHEET A-6 FOR SETBACK DIMENSIONS

REVISIONS

REVISED WEST BUILDING MASSING &
REVISED SETBACK - +/-52'-0"
SEE SHEET A-6 FOR SETBACK DIMENSIONS

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF REQUEST
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Barrel-tile
Roof

Concrete
Flat-tile
Roof

Historic

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

Proposed (final color to be determined)

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF REQUEST
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2x6 to 3x3 Recess Example

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF REQUEST

A‐34
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SHOWING RECESSED WINDOW FRAMES AND PLANES DETAILED WITH ADDITIVE MOLDINGS.

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF REQUEST

A‐35

Revised tower design is raised in
height 10ft (from 52ft to 63ft) and
top is infilled with window/railing
system integrated with the
proposed housing design

PREVIOUS DESIGN

REVISED DESIGN

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STAFF REQUEST

A‐36
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REVISIONS

REVISIONS

INITIAL CONCEPTUAL MASSING

REVISED DESIGN - SEPTEMBER 2017

CURRENT DESIGN

PERSPECTIVES ILLUSTRATE THE MULITPLE REVISIONS TO THE EAST FACADE
TO LOWER THE MASSING ADJACENT TO NEIGHBORS OF EWING TERRACE

USF STUDENT RESIDENCE HALL

2500 2698 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
BLOCK / LOT: 1107/008

DESIGN CHANGES PER REQUEST OF NEIGHBORS
OF EWING TERRACE
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EXTENT OF BUILDING STEP ENVELOPE
EXTENT OF BUILDING STEP ENVELOPE
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HEIGHT ANALYSIS ‐ CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
HEIGHT MEASUREMENT PART I
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11.8% E

40'

Level 1 (West Bldg)
350' - 0"

SITE SLOPE 3.4%
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HEIGHT DIAGRAMS Section

HEIGHT ANALYSIS ‐ CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
HEIGHT MEASUREMENT PART II
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UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
DINING COMMONS
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
LONE MOUNTAIN, 2800 TURK STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
SHEET INDEX

PROJECT INFORMATION
PROJECT NAME:

UPPER CAMPUS DINING CENTER

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: THE PROJECT IS A NEW DINING COMMONS TO SERVE OCCUPANTS
OF THE UPPER CAMPUS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO.
THE SCOPE OF WORK INCLUDES A 10,815 SQ. FT. INTERIOR
RENOVATION TO THE EXISTING WOLF & KETTLE DINING
COMMONS FACILITY KITCHEN WITH A GRILLING STATION
EXTENSION, CONVERTIING (E) ADMINISTRATION OFFICE TO
EXPAND (E) STORAGE AREA, ADDING A FOOD SERVICE ISLAND, A
MEN'S AND WOMEN'S RESTROOM, AND A GROCERY MARKET ALL
WITHIN THE DINING FACILITY IN LONE MOUNTAIN MAIN.
PROJECT SITE
PROPOSED NEW CONSTRUCTION ADDITION, FREESTANDING 3,760
SQ. FT. LIGHT GAUGE STEEL STRUCTURE SITED ON AN EXISTING
LAWN AND PAVED AREA EAST OF LONE MOUNTAIN MAIN. A 690
SQ. FT. RAIN CANOPY WILL PROVIDE COVERED ENTRY BETWEEN
THE TWO AND WILL BE UNATTACHED TO THE LONE MOUNTAIN
BUILDING. THE COMBINED NEW PROJECT AREA IS
APPROXIMATELY 15,265 SQ. FT. SEE AREA SUMMARY, ADJACENT.
ARCHITECTURALLY, THE PROPOSED ADDITION IS COMPOSED OF
CEMENT PLASTER ON THE NORTH ELEVATION, A CAST-IN-PLACE
CONCRETE WALL ON THE SOUTH ELEVATION, LARGE GLAZED
OPENINGS ON THE WEST AND NORTHEAST ELEVATIONS, AND
THREE ADDITIONAL VIEW WINDOWS FACING NORTH TO CAPTURE
CITY VIEWS.

VICINITY MAP

PROJECT ADDRESS:

LONE MOUNTAIN
2800 TURK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

PROJECT DIRECTORY
PROPERTY
OWNER:

ARCHITECT OF
RECORD:

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
2130 FULTON STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

MIKE LONDON
TEL: (415) 422-4545
EMAIL: MELONDON@USFCA.EDU

FIELD PAOLI ARCHITECTS
150 CALIFORNIA ST., 7TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

CHRISTEN SOARES
TEL: (415) 788-6606
EMAIL: CFS@FIELDPAOLI.COM

COVER SHEET
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

EXISTING BUILDING DATA

PROPOSED ADDITION BUILDING DATA

CONSTRUCTION TYPE

I

II

BUILDING STORIES

3-STORY

1-STORY

BUILDING USE

ASSEMBLY

DINING FACILITY

BUILDING OCCUPANCY

A-3

A-2

B1
B2
B3
B4
B5
B6
B7
B8
B9
B10
B11
B12
B13

COVER SHEET
EXISTING PLOT PLAN
PROPOSED PLOT PLAN
EXISTING & PROPOSED AERIAL & PERSPECTIVE VIEWS
LANDSCAPE PLAN
LANDSCAPE DEMOLITION PLAN
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS PLAN
LANDSCAPE SPECIES
LANDSCAPE PLANTING PLAN
EXISTING FLOOR PLAN
PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN
PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
PROPOSED ELEVATIONS

AREA SUMMARY
SQUARE FEET PERCENTAGE
INTERIOR RENOVATION
NORTH ENTRY
GROCERY
DINING SEATING
FOOD BARS
KITCHEN/ SERVERY
SOUTH ENTRY
RESTROOMS
SUBTOTAL
ADDITION
DINING & LOUNGE SEATING
CAFE
SUBTOTAL

RAIN CANOPY
TOTAL PROJECT SF

660 SF
1,370 SF
3,055 SF
1,260 SF
3,825 SF
185 SF
460 SF
10,815 SF

4%
9%
20 %
8%
25 %
1%
3%
71 %

2,850 SF
910 SF
3,760 SF

19 %
6%
25 %

690 SF
15,265 SF

4%
100 %

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008
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B2

LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
DATE:
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
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360

DENSE TREES

370

1 STORY

380
DENSE IVY
(GROUND INACCESSIBLE)

DINING COMMONS
FACILITY,
ADMINISTRATION,
CLASSROOMS
3 STORIES + 2
BASEMENT

N09°04'45"W
104.11'

GROUND

DENSE BRUSH

x 400.95'

EWING
TERRACE

432.81'

x 397.7'

LOYOLA
HOUSE

DRIVEWAY

DORMITORY
3 STORIES
GB

802.29'

GROUND

S80°55'15"W

FF = 401.44'
PROPERTY LINE

GROUND

801.84'

0'
6.5 4"
17 8'4
R= 4°5 S. ")
1 A 6
∆= ME 4°58'3 4'
=1
.1
(∆
46
L=

(280.00')

N85°3
3'45"W
126.1
0'

R=318.50
∆=3°00'19
"
L=16.71

R=391.50'
∆=15°05'0
5"
L=103.07'

S80°55'15"W
317.03'

275.00'

.50'
R=143 '40"
4
∆=49°0 .92'
L=122

ES G N V
DENSE TRE

x 401.5'

LAWN
P

NEW STUDENT HOUSING

ROSSI WING
ADMINISTRATION
3 STORIES

LAWN

P

(628.29')

NEW STUDENT HOUSING

x 400.8'

DENSE TREES

P

P

P

PARKING

PARKING

LAWN
LAWN

P

526.84'

396.3'
P

N09°06'00"W

PARKER AVE

S09°06'00"E
678.28' MEAS.

LAWN
PACIFIC
x 399.5' WING
DORMITORY
3 STORIES

DRIVEWAY

124.01' MEAS.

S80°55'15"W
1236.78'

P

DRIVEWAY WITH ONE SIDE PARALLEL PARKING
PARKING

PARKING
DENSE TREES

P

P

P

P
P
P

x 387.4'

DRIVEW
AY

DENSE
TREES
DENSE
TREES

GROUND & DENSE TREES
GROUND

LAWN

LAWN

x 341.6'

N80°54'00"E
1236.78'

BUS STOP

PROPOSED PLOT PLAN
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

BIKE LANE

BIKE LANE

BIKE LANE

TURK ST

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

SHEET

B3

N
DATE:

0'

50'

100'

200'

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1" = 100'-0"
1620

EXISTING AERIAL VIEW

EXISTING PERSPECTIVE VIEW

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW

PROPOSED PERSPECTIVE VIEW

EXISTING & PROPOSED AERIAL & PERSPECTIVE VIEWS
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

B4
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1620

All landscape improvements inside red limit of
work line are new unless otherwise indicated

PROPOSED
SLOPE PLANTING
AND TREES

PROPOSED
SEATING AREA
EXISTING
DINING COMMONS
FACILITY
PROPOSED
COVERED
PATIO

PROPOSED
OUTDOOR
DINING AREA

DINING COMMONS
FACILITY ADDITION

LANDSCAPE PLAN PLACEHOLDER

PROPOSED
RAMP WITH
INTEGRATED
PLANTERS

PROPOSED
PLANTING
AREA
EXISTING
REDWOODS
TO REMAIN

PROPOSED
PATH

EXISTING
BUILDING

LANDSCAPE PLAN
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

N
0'

10'

20'

40'

B5
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1" = 20'-0"
1620

KEY NOTES

KEY NOTES

DEMOLITION NOTES

DEMOLITION NOTES

LANDSCAPE PLAN PLACEHOLDER

PLAN
LANDSCAPE DEMOLITION
SPECIES
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

N
0'

10'

20'

40'

B7
B6
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1" = 20'-0"
1620

All materials inside red limit of work line are
new unless otherwise indicated

LANDSCAPE PLAN PLACEHOLDER
LANDSCAPE PLAN PLACEHOLDER

LANDSCAPE DEMOLITION
MATERIALS PLAN
PLAN
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

N
0'

10'

20'

40'

B8
B7
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1" = 20'-0"
1620

TREES

SHRUBS, GRASSES AND FERNS

JAPANESE MAPLE
Acer palmatum
20’ h x 20’ w

EASTERN REDBUD

LITTLE RIVER WATTLE

HYDRANGEA

JAPANESE FOREST GRASS

Cercis canadensis
25’ h x 25’ w

Acacia cognata ‘Cousin Itt’
2-3’ h + 4-6’ w

Hydrangea quercifolia ‘Pee Wee’
4-8’h x 4-8’w

Hakonechloa macra
18” h+w

VINES
CHOCOLATE VINE

BOSTON IVY

CHESTNUT VINE

SWEET BOX

ASPARAGUS FERN

WESTERN SWORD FERN

CAMELLIA

Akebia quinata
30’+

Par thenocissus tricuspidata
30’+

Tetrastigma voinerianum
30’+

Sarcococca hookeriana humilis
1.5’h x 4’w

Asparagus densiflorus
2-3’ h x 3-4’ w

Polystichum munitum
3-6’ h+w

Camellia japonica
6-10’ h x 6-10’ w

LANDSCAPE PLAN PLACEHOLDER

SLOPE PLANTING
HYPERICUM CALYCINUM

BROADLEAF SEDGE

HOSTA

SHORE ASTELIA / SILVER SWORD

Creeping St. Johnswort
spreading

Carex siderosticha ‘Variegata’
12” h x 1-3’ w

Hosta ‘Francee’
2’ h x 4’ w

Astelia bankii
2-3’ h + 3-4’ w

SEE B9. PLANTING PLAN FOR PLANT LOCATIONS
MATERIALS PLAN
LANDSCAPE SPECIES

LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

SHEET

N
0'

10'

20'

40'

B8
B6
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1" = 20'-0"
1620

All planting inside red limit of work line is new
unless otherwise indicated

Acer palmatum
Japanese Maple

Acacia cognata
Little River Wattle

Asparagus densiflorus
Asparagus Fern
Slope Planting
Hypericum calycinum
Creeping St. Johnswort
Cercis canadensis
Eastern Redbud

Hosta ‘Francee’
Hosta

Existing Redwoods
LANDSCAPE PLAN PLACEHOLDER

Vine Planting for Green Wall
Akebia quinata - Chocolate Vine
Parthenocissus tricuspidata - Boston Ivy
Tetrastigma voinerianum - Chestnut Vine

Hakonechloa macra
Japanese Forest Grass

Hydrangea quercifolia
Hydrangea

Carex siderosticha
Broadleaf Sedge

Polystichum munitum
Western Sword Fern
Sarcococca hookeriana
Sweet Box

Camellia japonica
Camellia

LANDSCAPE PLANTING PLAN
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

N
0'

10'

20'

40'

B9
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1" = 20'-0"
1620

EXISTING AREA & OCCUPANT LOAD SUMMARY

(E) ADMINISTRATION OFFICES
1,763 SF
18 OCCUPANTS

(E) LONE MOUNTAIN MAIN (AREA OF PROJECT ONLY)

SQUARE FEET

NO. OF OCCUPANTS

10,815 SF

211

(E)
STAIR

(E)
STAIR

(E) PHONE
CLOSET TO
REMAIN

(E) RETAINING WALL
WITH BUTTRESSES

(E) HOOD

(E) ELEC
PANEL TO
REMAIN

LOADING &
TRASH
AREA

(E) DINING
COMMONS
FACILITY
5,115 SF
153 OCCUPANTS

(E) LAWN

(E)
PATIO

(E) HOOD

(E) HALL
2,707 SF
27 OCC

(E) EXHAUST

(E) WALKWAY
(E) PLANTER
(E) PLANTER, TYP

(E)
CLASSROOM

(E)
CLASSROOM

(E)
CLASSROOM

(E) ADMINISTRATION
OFFICES
1230 SF
13 OCCUPANTS

(E)
STAIR

(E) LONE MOUNTAIN MAIN
CLASSROOM WING
(AREA NOT IN SCOPE)

AREA NOT IN SCOPE

EXISTING FLOOR PLAN

SHEET

B10

LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
DATE:
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1/16" = 1'-0"
1620

± (E) 99'-2"

PROPOSED AREA & OCCUPANT LOAD SUMMARY
MEN'S
CORRIDOR
LOUNGE SEATING

EL = 377.5'

4

B12

MANUAL
SLIDING
GLASS DOOR

SEATING

AUTOMATIC
SLIDING
GLASS DOOR

COVERED
PATIO
690 SF

DINING & LOUNGE SEATING
AUTOMATIC SLIDING
GLASS DOOR

1

PROPOSED
DINING COMMONS
FACILITY ADDITION

CAFE

EXIT DOOR, ALSO
LEADS TO OTHER
CAMPUS
BUILDINGS

B13
2

EXTERIOR CONCRETE WALKWAY
21' - 3"

FREEZER

44'-2 1/2"

B12

10'-11"

MIATAKI & SPOON

2
B1

3
± (E) 104' - 3"

EXISTING
DINING
COMMONS
FACILITY
REMODEL

EL = 377.2'

1

20' - 6 1/2"

± (E) 93' - 9"

394

EL = 377.3'

SCULLERY

KITCHEN

14,575 SF

MANUAL SLIDING
GLASS DOOR

SEATING

LOADING
& TRASH
AREA

TOTAL

111' - 9 1/2"

GRILL

TANDOOR

NO. OF OCCUPANTS
227
167

(E)
STAIR

WOMEN'S
(E)
STAIR

(E) DINING COMMONS FACILITY REMODEL
PROPOSED DINING COMMONS FACILITY ADDITION

SQUARE FEET
10,815 SF
3,760 SF

PER PLANNING CODE
SECTION 260(A)(1)(C):
AVERAGE GRADE BETWEEN
WESTERN MOST AND
EASTERN MOST POINTS PER
2017 TOPOGRAPHICAL
SURVEY = 377.25'

B12

GROCERY

COOLER
AREA NOT IN SCOPE

DRY STORAGE
(E)
STAIR

AREA NOT IN SCOPE

PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

N
0'

8'

16'

32'

B11
DATE:

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1/16" = 1'-0"
1620

36' - 8"

CEMENT
PLASTER,
TYP

52' - 0"

34' - 9"

12' - 6"
TOP OF ROOF
18'-6"

6' - 2"

14'-8"

14'-2"

4

TOP OF CANOPY
15'-8"

MANUAL SLIDING GLASS DOOR
PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH
METAL CABLE GUARDRAIL
WITH WOOD CAP

FINISH FLOOR
0"
PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH
METAL CABLE
GUARDRAIL WITH
WOOD CAP

EXISTING GRADE BELOW FACE
OF FAR NORTHEAST WALL

TOP OF PARAPET
16'-6"

GLAZING, TYP

BIRD-SAFE GLAZING AS
REQUIRED BY SF PLANNING
CODE SECTION 139

EXISTING
RETAINING WALL &
BUTTRESS BEYOND

3

AUTOMATIC SLIDING DOORS

PROPOSED ADDITION ELEVATION - NORTHEAST

B12

CONCRETE
FIREPLACE

PROPOSED ADDITION - ELEVATION - WEST

CEMENT PLASTER, TYP

100' - 8"
SKYLIGHT, TYP

FINISH FLOOR
0"

B12

STEEL PIER, TYP
19' - 5"

TOP OF ROOF
18'-6"

32' - 2" PAVILION BUILDING

CEMENT PLASTER, TYP

TOP OF CANOPY
15'-8"

PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH
METAL CABLE
GUARDRAIL WITH
WOOD CAP

35' - 0" RAIN CANOPY

STEEL & GLASS RAIN CANOPY,
SELF-SUPPORTING, OVER
COVERED PATIO

11' - 2"

3' - 4"

TOP OF ROOF
18'-6"

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFING,
TYP AT PITCHED ROOFS

TOP OF PARAPET
16'-6"

TOP OF CANOPY
15'-8"

PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH METAL CABLE GUARDRAIL WITH WOOD CAP
STEEL & GLASS RAIN CANOPY,
SELF-SUPPORTING

PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH METAL GUARDRAIL WITH
WOOD CAP AT (E) RETAINING WALL

COVERED
PATIO

FINISH FLOOR
0"

2

PROPOSED ADDITION - ELEVATION - SOUTH

GREEN/ VEGETATED WALL

SHOTCRETE

GLAZING

EXISTING ± 3'-1" HIGH RETAINING WALL BEYOND

B12
3' - 4"

CEMENT PLASTER, TYP

TOP OF PARAPET
16'-6"

GLAZING, TYP

16'-0" AFF

PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH METAL
GUARDRAIL WITH WOOD
CAP AT (E) RETAINING WALL

TOP OF CANOPY
15'-8"

± 14'-3"

COVERED
PATIO

± 19'-0"

EXISTING ±14'-3" HIGH
RETAINING WALL WITH
BUTTRESSES
EXISTING GRADE @ BASE
OF RETAINING WALL

1

TOP OF ROOF
18'-6"

19' - 5"

STEEL & GLASS RAIN CANOPY,
SELF-SUPPORTING

40'-2 1/4"

PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH METAL CABLE
GUARDRAIL WITH WOOD CAP

111' - 10"

PER PLANNING CODE 260(A)(2):
UPPER POINT TO BE
MEASURED AT "THE AVERAGE
HEIGHT OF THE RISE IN THE
CASE OF A PITCHED OR
STEPPED ROOF"

FINISH FLOOR
0"

PER PLANNING CODE SECTION 260
(A)(1)(C): AVERAGE EXISTING
GRADE BETWEEN WESTERN MOST
AND EASTERN MOST POINTS PER
2017 TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY

PROPOSED 3'-6" HIGH METAL CABLE
GUARDRAIL WITH WOOD CAP
PROPOSED STEEL PIER, TYP

377.25'

PROPOSED ADDITION - ELEVATION - NORTH

B12

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

B12
DATE:

0'

8'

16'

32'

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1/16" = 1'-0"
1620

STEEL & GLASS RAIN CANOPY, SIMILAR
EXISTING CLAY TILE ROOF, TYP
EXISTING CEMENT PLASTER PILASTER, TYP
EXISTING CEMENT PLASTER, TYP
EXISTING LONE MOUNTAIN
MAIN BUILDING
3 STORIES
PROPOSED DINING COMMONS
FACILITY ADDITION
(RAIN CANOPY SHOWN,
BUILDING IN FOREGROUND)
1 STORY
PROPOSED STEEL &
GLASS RAIN CANOPY,
SELF-SUPPORTING,
OVER COVERED PATIO

35' - 0" RAIN CANOPY

TOP OF CANOPY @ ADDITION
15'-8"
TOP OF CANOPY @ EXISTING BUILDING
12'-4"

FINISH FLOOR
0"
PROPOSED FIXED
STOREFRONT TO
REPLACE (E)
STOREFRONT WINDOWS

LONE MOUNTAIN MAIN - EXISTING EAST ELEVATION

1

PROPOSED
AUTOMATIC
SLIDING DOORS

PROPOSED
MANUAL SLIDING
GLASS DOORS

PROPOSED FIXED
STOREFRONT TO REPLACE
(E) STOREFRONT WINDOWS

LONE MOUNTAIN MAIN - PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION

B13

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
LONE MOUNTAIN DINING COMMONS
Architects
150 California St., 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111
415.788.6606
FAX: 415.788.6606

SHEET

2800 TURK STREET
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : 1107/008

B13
DATE:

0'

8'

16'

32'

2/23/2018

REFERENCE:
SCALE:
JOB NO.:

1/16" = 1'-0"
1620

LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
EXISTING LONE
MOUNTAIN DORMITORIES

PROJECT LOCATION

NEW RECYCLING
WASTE FACILITY

A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

NEW CONCRETE
ENTRY PLATFORM

ANZA STREET

EXISTING VIADUCT ROAD

PARKER AVENUE
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UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

EXISTING LONE MOUNTAIN DORMITORIES
LONE MOUNTAIN
CAMPUS
TURK STREET

1

LOCATION MAP

SITE DATA
PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT
DESCRIPTION:

PROJECT ADDRESS:

BLOCK/LOT

SITE PLAN

2

N.T.S.

N.T.S.

SHEET INDEX

BUILDING DATA
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE
FACILITY.
THE PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK INCLUDES
CONSTRUCTION OF NEW TRASH COMPACTOR
STORAGE FACILITY TO ACCOMMODATE THREE TRASH
COMPACTORS RELOCATED FROM VARIOUS LOCATIONS
AROUND THE UNIVERSITY'S CAMPUS. THE NEW
BUILDING TO BE LOCATED ADJACENT TO EXISTING
VIADUCT ROAD ON A NEW CONCRETE FRAMING
SYSTEM. ADDITIONAL AREAS OF WORK TO INCLUDE
NEW ACCESS RAMP AND SUSPENDED CONCRETE SLAB
TO ACCOMMODATE TRASH COMPACTOR TRUCK
ACCESS.

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
330 PARKER STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
1107 / 008

A0

FRONT COVER & PROJECT DATA

A1

PROPOSED NEW FLOOR PLANS

A2

PROPOSED NEW ELEVATIONS

A3

3D RENDERINGS

STORAGE 'S'

A4

ILLUSTRATION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS

TOTAL NEW BUILDING AREA:

1616 SQ.FT.

P1-B RENDERINGS FROM PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

TOTAL NEW EXTERNAL AREA:

2080 SQ.FT.

CONSTRUCTION TYPE:

III

BUILDING USE:

STORAGE FACILITY

BUILDING STORIES:

1-STORY

OCCUPANCY GROUP:

PROJECT DIRECTORY
PROPERTY
OWNER :

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
2130 FULTON STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

CONTACT:

MIKE LONDON

TEL: (415) 422-4545
EMAIL: melondon@usfca.edu

ARCHITECT OCULUS ARCHITECTS, INC.
OF RECORD : 203 WILLOW STREET, SUITE 501
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109
CONTACT :

STEVE CONNELLY, RIBA, AIA

SHEET - C1
TEL: (415) 519-1800
EMAIL: RSC@OCULUS-SF.COM

REVISION-G - 02/15/2018

(E) TRANSFORMER
EXISTING LONE
MOUNTAIN DORMITORIES

(E) GENERATOR

1

EXISITNG SITE PLAN
1/16"=1'-0"

5'-8"

21'-5"

DEM
OLIS
H(
VIAD E) SECTIO
UCT
WAL N OF
L

18'-5"

APPROX. (N) BUILDING AREA
1,616 SQ.FT.

EXISTING VIADUCT ROAD

LINE INDICATES CONC.
CURB TO BE REMOVED

COMPACTOR 1
41'-0"

46'-9"

\\Server\data 2\USF-16-03 Lone Mountain Trash Capactor Facility Planning Application\Planning\A2.1_Floor Plan.dwg, 2/15/2018 5:39:14 PM, DWG To PDF.pc3

EXISTING VIADUCT ROAD

COMPACTOR 2

RECOLOGY ROLL OFF
TRUCK

APPROX (N) PLATFORM
AREA 2,080 SQ.FT.
(E) TRANSFORMER
LEGEND

COMPACTOR 3
(E) GENERATOR
39'-10"

2

NEW CONC.
RETAINING WALL

EXISTING VIADUCT ROAD
NEW PLATFORM
EXISTING BUILDING
PROPOSED RECYCLING
WASTE FACILITY

EXISTING LONE
MOUNTAIN DORMITORIES

PROPOSED NEW FLOOR PLAN
1/8"=1'-0"

SHEET - C2
PROPOSED NEW PLANS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - BLOCK/LOT: 1107/008

A1
USF-16-03

REVISION- G - 02/15/2018

39'-10"
DECORATIVE MOULDING
TO MATCH (E) ADJACENT BLDG

LINE OF EXISTING
VIADUCT WALL

NEW CONCRETE
RETAINING WALL

TOP OF WINDOW HEAD (±34'-1")

PAINTED STUCCO,TYP

3'-0"

TOP OF (N) SLAB (±20'-0")
ABOVE GRADE

37'-2"

31'-6"

TOP OF ROOF (±37'-2")
ABOVE GRADE

9'-10"

(E) GENERATOR

TOP OF PARAPET (±41'-0")
ABOVE GRADE

3'-10"

(E) TRANSFORMER

CONCRETE STRUCTURAL
FRAMING SYSTEM

GRADE (±0'-0")

1

PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION
1/8"=1'-0"

PARAPET ROOF W/ SPANISH TILE ,TYP

PARAPET ROOF W/ SPANISH TILE ,TYP

PAINTED STUCCO,TYP

PAINTED STUCCO,TYP

TOP OF PARAPET (±41'-0")
ABOVE GRADE

3'-10"

3'-10"

TOP OF PARAPET (±41'-0")
ABOVE GRADE

TOP OF ROOF (±37'-2")
ABOVE GRADE

TOP RETAINING WALL (±31'-7")

17'-8"

CENTER LINE OF STRUCTURE
EXISTING VIADUCT
ROAD

ROLLING COIL DOOR

UP

EXISTING VIADUCT

31'-6"

NEW CONC.
RETAINING WALL
TOP OF (N) SLAB (±20'-0")

37'-2"
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PARAPET ROOF W/ SPANISH TILE
TO MATCH (E) ADJACENT BLDG

(E) LONE MOUNTAIN
DORMITORIES

46'-8"

46'-9"

GRADE BEYOND TO THE
WEST (±0'-0")

GRADE (±0'-0")

2

PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION
3

1/8"=1'-0"

PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION
1/8"=1'-0"

SHEET - C3
PROPOSED NEW ELEVATIONS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - BLOCK/LOT: 1107/008

TOP OF (N) SLAB (±20'-0")
ABOVE GRADE

A2
USF-16-03

REVISION- G - 02/15/2018
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NEW RECYCLING
WASTE FACILITY

NEW RECYCLING
WASTE FACILITY

EXISTING
GENERATOR

EXISTING
TRANSFORMER
EXISTING VIADUCT
ROAD

EXISTING VIADUCT
ROAD

1

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW EAST ELEVATION

3

N.T.S.

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW NORTH & WEST ELEVATION
N.T.S.

NEW RECYCLING
WASTE FACILITY

NEW RECYCLING
WASTE FACILITY

NEW CONCRETE
ENTRY PLATFORM
EXISTING VIADUCT
ROAD
EXISTING VIADUCT
ROAD

2

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW OF ENTRANCE
N.T.S.

4

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW OF WEST ELEVATION & RETAINING WALL
N.T.S.

SHEET - C4
3D RENDERINGS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - BLOCK/LOT: 1107/008

A3
USF-16-03

REVISION- G - 02/15/2018
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SITE FOR PROPOSED
RECYCLED WASTE FACILITY
SITE FOR PROPOSED
RECYCLED WASTE FACILITY

SITE FOR PROPOSED
RECYCLED WASTE FACILITY

EXISTING
GENERATOR

EXISTING
GENERATOR

EXISTING
TRANSFORMER

1

LOOKING SOUTHWEST FROM LO SCHIAVO DRIVE
N.T.S.

2

LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM LO SCHIAVO DRIVE

3

N.T.S.

LOOKING SOUTH FROM LO SCHIAVO DRIVE
N.T.S.

SHEET - C5
ILLUSTRATION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - BLOCK/LOT: 1107/008

A4
USF-16-03

REVISION- G - 02/15/2018
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1

EXISTING SIGHT LINE # 5 LOOKING FROM ANZA STREET
N.T.S.

2

APPROVED SIGHT LINE # 5 LOOKING FROM ANZA STREET
N.T.S.

SHEET - C6
RENDERINGS FROM THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

LONE MOUNTAIN - RECYCLING AND WASTE FACILITY
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - BLOCK/LOT: 1107/008

P1-B
USF-16-03

REVISION- G - 02/15/2018

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
KORET RECREATION CENTER - ROOF ADDITION & MINOR INTERIOR RENNOVATIONS
222 STANYAN STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
TURK STREET

SHEET INDEX

N.T.S.

PROPOSED ADDITION &
SCOPE OF WORK ONLY; NO
CHANGE TO ALL OTHER
BUILDINGS

SITE DATA
PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT
DESCRIPTION:

PROJECT ADDRESS:

Block/lot:

NEGOESCO
FIELD

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
KORET RECREATION CENTER- ROOF ADDITION AND
MINOR INTERIOR RENOVATIONS.
THE PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK INCLUDES
DEVELOPMENT OF A FIRST FLOOR HORIZONTAL
ADDITION TO EXISTING RECREATION CENTER FOR NEW
OFFICE FACILITIES. TOTAL AREA OF THIS ADDITION IS
APPROXIMATELY 559 SQ.FT. ADDITIONAL AREA OF
SCOPE INCLUDES, UTILIZING AN AREA OF THE EXISTING
ROOF TO FORM A NEW FLOOR PLATE AND ENCLOSURE
FOR ADDITIONAL OFFICES, RESTROOMS AND THE
STORAGE OF RECREATIONAL EQUIPMENT. TOTAL AREA
OF THIS NEW ROOF/ FLOOR PLATE ENCLOSURE IS
APPROXIMATELY 3,183 SQ.FT. MAKING A COMBINED NEW
GROSS AREA OF APPROXIMATELY 3,742 SQ.FT. OTHER
AREAS OF THE PROJECT SCOPE INCLUDES EXTENDING
THE EXISTING ELEVATOR TO ACCOMMODATE THE NEW
UPPER FLOOR PLATE ALONG WITH MINOR
ACCESSIBILITY UPGRADES TO THE EXISTING RESTROOM
FACILITIES.

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
222 STANYAN STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
1444/001B

PARKER AVENUE

VICINITY MAP

GOLDEN GATE AVENUE

A0

FRONT COVER & PROJECT DATA

A1

EXISTING & PROPOSED AERIAL VIEWS

A2

EXISTING & PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLANS

A3

EXISTING & PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLANS

A4

EXISTING & PROPOSED KORET ELEVATIONS (NEGOESCO FIELD)

A5

EXISTING & PROPOSED KORET ELEVATIONS (STANYAN STREET)

A6

EXISTING & PROPOSED PARTIAL ELEVATIONS

A7

EXISTING & PROPOSED SECTIONS

A8

3D RENDERINGS

A9

ILLUSTRATION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS

P1-A

RENDERINGS FROM THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

EXISTING BUILDING DATA
CONSTRUCTION TYPE:

II

BUILDING USE:

RECREATIONAL
FACILITIES/OFFICES/STORAGE

BUILDING STORIES:

3-STORY

OCCUPANCY GROUP:

A&B

AREA:

111,000 sq.ft. APPROX.

MCALLISTER ST.

1

STANYAN STREET
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LOT BOUNDARY
LINE

KORET HEALTH
& RECREATION
CENTER

A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

MCALLISTER STREET

2

LOCATION MAP

PROJECT DIRECTORY
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
2130 FULTON STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

CONTACT:

MIKE LONDON

TEL: (415) 422-4545
EMAIL: melondon@usfca.edu

ARCHITECT OCULUS ARCHITECTS, INC.
OF RECORD : 203 WILLOW STREET, SUITE 501
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109
CONTACT :

STEVE CONNELLY, RIBA, AIA

FLR.1

FLR.2

TOTAL

559

632

1,191

32.4

Conference Room

-

150

150

4

Storage

-

1,410

1,410

37.4

Laundry

-

74

74

1.9

Kitchen/Breakroom

-

77

77

2.1

Faculty/Staff Offices

-

720

720

19

Restrooms

-

120

120

3.2

TOTAL

559

Ancillary Space

N.T.S.

PROPERTY
OWNER :

AREA SUMMARY (NEW CONSTRUCTION*NET AREA)
%

3,183 3,742 100

TEL: (415) 519-1800
EMAIL: RSC@OCULUS-SF.COM

REV - K - 02-13-2018

PROJECT LOCATION

HAGAN GYM
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HAGAN GYM

PROJECT LOCATION

1

EXISITNG AERIAL VIEW FROM NEGOESCO FIELD

3

N.T.S.

EXISITNG AERIAL VIEW FROM STANYAN STREET
N.T.S.

PROPOSED ADDITION
PROPOSED ADDITION

KORET POOL
HAGAN GYM
KORET POOL

HAGAN GYM

2

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW FROM NEGOESCO FIELD

4

N.T.S.

EXISTING & PROPOSED NEW AERIAL VIEWS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

PROPOSED AERIAL VIEW FROM STANYAN STREET
N.T.S.

A1
USF-16-02

REV - K - 02.13.2018

KORET POOL BELOW

(E) ROOF DECK
BELOW

EXISTING ALUMINUM
BLEACHER SEATING
SIDEWALK

1
A6

Jan.

(E) FEMALE RESTROOMS

(E) MALE RESTROOMS
INDICATES AREA OF
EXISTING CONCRETE PAVING

HAGEN GYM LOBBY

INDICATES AREA OF
EXISTING CONCRETE PAVING

HAGAN GYM

1

EDGE OF PLAYING FIELD

3
A6

2
A7

(E) CORRIDOR

EXISITNG FIRST FLOOR PLAN
1/8"=1'-0"

EXISTING ALUMINUM BLEACHER
SEATING TO BE MODIFIED TO
ACCOMMODATE NEW ENTRANCE
EDGE OF PLAYING FIELD
KORET POOL BELOW

(E) ROOF DECK
BELOW

AREA SUMMARY (NEW CONSTRUCTION*NET AREA)
8'-2"

SIDEWALK

2
A6

(E) FEMALE RESTROOMS

INDICATES AREA
OF EXISTING CONCRETE
PAVING

(E) MALE RESTROOMS

(E) CORRIDOR

25'-2"

HAGEN GYM LOBBY

19'-10"

2
A7
4
A6

LOBBY/
RECEPTION

11'-0"
HAGAN GYM

INDICATES LINE OF FLOOR
ABOVE

17'-9"
24'-3"

FLR.1

FLR.2

TOTAL

559

632

1,191

32.4

Conference Room

-

150

150

4

Storage

-

1,410

1,410

37.4

Laundry

-

74

74

1.9

Kitchen/Breakroom

-

77

77

2.1

Faculty/Staff Offices

-

720

720

19

Restrooms

-

120

120

3.2

Ancillary Space

2
A7

24'-6"
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2
A7

6'-6"

TOTAL

INDICATES AREA OF
EXISTING CONCRETE PAVING

Existing Building
2

PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
1/8"=1'-0"

EXISTING & PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLANS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

A2
USF-16-02

REV - K - 02.13.2018

%

559 3,183 3,742 100

(E) UPPER POOL
ROOF AREA

(E) LOWER POOL
ROOF AREA

(E) ROOF
DECK

EXISTING ALUMINUM
BLEACHER SEATING

(E) AIR
HANDLING UNIT

EDGE OF PLAYING FIELD

1
A6

SIDEWALK

(E) ROOF OF
CORRIDOR
1
A7

3
A6

HAGAN GYM ROOF

EXISITNG ROOF PLAN
1/8"=1'-0"

KITCHEN/
BREAKROOM

SUPPLY
ROOM

WOMENS
MENS
RESTROOM RESTROOM

81'-1"

(E) UPPER POOL
ROOF AREA

EXISTING ALUMINUM
BLEACHER SEATING TO BE
MODIFIED TO ACCOMMODATE
NEW ENTRANCE

OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE

EDGE OF PLAYING FIELD

17'-8"

1

(E) ROOF
DECK
2
A7

2
A6

(E) AIR HANDLING
UNIT

EXISTING ALUMINUM
BLEACHER SEATING TO BE
MODIFIED TO ACCOMMODATE
NEW ENTRANCE

41'-2"

36'-0"

LINEAR STORAGE UNITS

AREA SUMMARY (NEW CONSTRUCTION*NET AREA)

STAIR

OFFICE

SIDEWALK

STAIR

LAUNDRY

25'-2"
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1
A7

OFFICE

SECURE STORAGE

OFFICE

OFFICE
CONFERENCE

2
A7

ENTRY LOBBY
BELOW

HAGAN GYM ROOF

2

PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN

EXISTING & PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLANS
RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

TOTAL

559

632

1,191

32.4

Conference Room

-

150

150

4

Storage

-

1,410

1,410

37.4

Laundry

-

74

74

1.9

Kitchen/Breakroom

-

77

77

2.1

Faculty/Staff Offices

-

720

720

19

Restrooms

-

120

120

3.2

TOTAL

1/8"=1'-0"

A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

FLR.2

Ancillary Space
4
A6

28'-9"

131'-4"

FLR.1

USF-16-02

A3
REV - K - 02.13.2018

%

559 3,183 3,742 100

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER
ENTRANCE
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HAGAN GYMNASIUM

1

EXISTING
CAR PARK

EXISTING POOL

EXISTING EAST ELEVATION (VIEW FROM NEGOESCO FIELD)
N.T.S.

PROPOSED ADDITION/
AREA OF SCOPE WORK
NO ADDITIONS TO OTHER
BUILDINGS
SEE DRAWING A6 FOR
DETAILS, DIMENSIONS,
MATERIALS ETC.

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER
ENTRANCE

HAGAN GYMNASIUM
EXISTING
CAR PARK

EXISTING POOL

2

LEGEND
INDICATES NEW ADDITION

PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION (VIEW FROM NEGOESCO FIELD)
N.T.S.

EXISTING & PROPOSED KORET ELEVATIONS (VIEW FROM NEGOESCO FIELD)
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

USF-16-02

A4
REV - K - 02.13.2018

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER
EXISTING WEST
ENTRANCE

MAIN KORET HEALTH &RECREATION CENTER EXISTING ELEVATION
EXISTING HAGAN
GYMNASIUM

McCALLISTER STREET
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TURK STREET
UNIVERSITY OF
SAN FRANCISCO
KORET
HEALTH & RECREATION
CENTER

1

EXISTING STANYAN STREET ELEVATION (VIEW FROM STANYAN STREET)
N.T.S.

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER
EXISTING WEST
ENTRANCE

PROPOSED ADDITION/
AREA OF SCOPE WORK
NO ADDITIONS TO OTHER
BUILDINGS
SEE DRAWING A6 FOR
DETAILS, DIMENSIONS,
MATERIALS ETC.
EXISTING HAGAN
GYMNASIUM

TURK STREET

McCALLISTER STREET

UNIVERSITY OF
SAN FRANCISCO
KORET
HEALTH & RECREATION
CENTER

2

PROPOSED STANYAN STREET ELEVATION (VIEW FROM STANYAN STREET)
N.T.S.

LEGEND
INDICATES NEW ADDITION

EXISTING KORET & PROPOSED ELEVATIONS (VIEW FROM STANYAN STREET)
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

USF-16-02

A5
REV - K - 02.13.2018

HAGAN GYMNASIUM
KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER

EXISTING CORRIDOR
ROOF
1
A7

HAGAN GYMNASIUM

EXISTING CORRIDOR
ROOF

EXISTING AIR HANDLING
UNIT

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER

1
A7

FIELD LEVEL (±0'-0")

1ST. FLR. (±0'-0")

1
A7

1
A7

1

EXISTING WEST ELEVATION (STANYAN STREET)

3

1/8"=1'-0"

PAINTED STUCCO,TYP.

2
A7

GLAZING,TYP.

EXISTING EAST ELEVATION (NEGOESCO FIELD)
1/8"=1'-0"

HAGAN GYMNASIUM

PROPOSED ADDITION

INDICATES HAGEN GYM
BEYOND

36'-0"

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER

2
A7

13'-0"

15'-11"

GLAZING,TYP.

HAGAN GYMNASIUM

PAINTED STUCCO,TYP.

NEW ADDITION BEYOND

EXISTING AIR HANDLING
UNIT TO REMAIN

PROPOSED ADDITION

25'-2"

17'-8"

KORET HEALTH &
RECREATION CENTER
ABOVE FIELD (±23'-8")

22'-2"
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ABOVE FIELD (±13'-0")

FIELD LEVEL (±0'-0")

1ST. FLR. (±0'-0")

2
A7

2
A7

2

PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION (STANYAN STREET)

4

1/8"=1'-0"

EXISTING & PROPOSED PARTIAL ELEVATIONS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

USF-16-02

PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION (NEGOESCO FIELD)
1/8"=1'-0"

LEGEND
INDICATES NEW ADDITION

A6
REV - K - 02.13.2018

EXISTING ROOF DECK
ABOVE FIELD (±13'-0")
EXISTING CORRIDOR

STANYAN STREET

EXISTING ELEVATOR
FIELD LEVEL (±0'-0")

EXISTING OFFICE

1

EXISTING SECTION LOOKING NORTH
1/8"=1'-0"

52'-5" FROM STREET

PROPOSED ADDITION

126'-9"
ABOVE FIELD (±23'-8")
EXISTING ROOF DECK

LOBBY/RECEPTION
INDICATES AREA OF
PROPOSED ADDITION
EXISTING CORRIDOR

STANYAN STREET

EXISTING ELEVATOR
*38'-10"
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EXISTING DOUBLE
HEIGHT LOBBY

FIELD LEVEL (±0'-0")

EXISTING DOUBLE
HEIGHT LOBBY

*LINE INDICATES THE
STRAIGHT LINE BETWEEN
GROUND ELEVATIONS AT
THE EXTERIOR WALLS AT
EITHER SIDE OF THE
BUILDING IN THE SAME
PLANE (260(a)(1)(C).

EXISTING OFFICE

2

PROPOSED SECTION LOOKING NORTH
1/8"=1'-0"

LEGEND
INDICATES NEW ADDITION

EXISTING & PROPOSED SECTIONS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

A7
USF-16-02

REV - K - 02.13.2018

KORET POOL
HAGAN GYM

HAGAN GYM
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KORET POOL

NEGOESCO FIELD

1

AERIAL VIEW OF MAIN ENTRANCE LOOKING NORTH WEST

2

N.T.S.

AERIAL VIEW OF NEW ADDITION FROM STANYAN STREET LOOKING SOUTH EAST
N.T.S.

KORET POOL

HAGAN GYM

KORET POOL

KORET POOL
HAGAN GYM

HAGAN GYM

NEGOESCO FIELD
MAIN ENTRANCE
3

AERIAL VIEW OF NEW ADDITION FROM STANYAN STREET LOOKING NORTH EAST
N.T.S.

4

VIEW OF NEW ADDITION FROM NEGOESCO FIELD LOOKING SOUTH WEST
N.T.S.

3D RENDERINGS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

5

EXTERNAL PERSPECTIVE LOOKING FROM NEGOESCO FIELD
N.T.S.

A8
USF-16-02

REV - K - 02.13.2018
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(E) HAGAN GYM
(E) HAGAN GYM

(E) HAGAN GYM

(E) KORET POOL

(E) KORET POOL

1

LOOKING NORTHWEST AT EXISTING BLEACHERS INFRONT OF HAGAN GYM
N.T.S.

2

LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM STANYAN STREET @ HAGAN GYM
N.T.S.

ILLUSTRATION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

3

LOOKING WEST FROM NEGOESCO FIELD @ HAGEN GYM
N.T.S.

A9
USF-16-02

REV - K - 02.13.2018

PROPOSED NEW ADDITION

(E) KORET POOL

(E) KORET POOL
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(E) HAGAN GYM

1

(E) HAGAN GYM

EXISTING SIGHT LINE # 6 LOOKING FROM STANYAN STREET TOWARDS NEW ADDITION LOCATION
N.T.S.

RENDERINGS FROM THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY
A R C H I T E C T S, I N C.

RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS (ROTC) PROGRAM RELOCATION
330 PARKER STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 - Block/lot: 1444/001B

USF-16-02

2

PROPOSED SIGHT LINE # 6 LOOKING FROM STANYAN STREET TOWARDS NEW ADDITION LOCATION
N.T.S.

P1-A
REV - K - 02.13.2018

