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FILE NO. 190250 
AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 

4/22/2019 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Planning Code, Zoning Map - Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use District] 
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15 

16 

17 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use 

District (SUD) for the property located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's Parcel Block 

No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011C); amending the Zoning Map to add the 

Cayuga/Aiemany SUD and to change the height limit on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 

6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011C, to 65-X; affirming the Planning Department's California 

Environmental Quality Act findings; making findings of consistency with the General 

Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101; and making findings 

of nublic convenience. necessitv. and welfare under Plan nina Code. Section 302. -- .- ---- --- - - , , .. - .. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Aria! font 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strzkethrough italics Times .Z'k•~· Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Aria! font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San FranCisco: 

18 Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings. 

19 (a) On April 11, 2019, the Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer 

20 finalized a Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") for the 915 Cayuga Project, including 

21 these Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments, and determined that the MND was 

22 adequate, accurate, and complete and reflected the independent judgment of the Planning 

23 Department. A copy of the MND and this Determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board 

24 of Supervisors in File No. 190250 and is incorporated herein by reference. ·The Planning 

25 Commission adopted the MND and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in its 

Supervisor Safai 
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1 · Resolution No. 20418 on April11, 2019. In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, 

2 . the· Board of Supervisors has reviewed the MND and the record as a whole, and adopts and 

3 incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, the findings, including the 

4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, pursuant to the California Environmental 

5 · Quality Act (California Publfc Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), adopted by the 

. 6 Planning Commission on April 11, 2019, in Resolution No. 20418. A copy of said Resolution 

7 ls on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File ·No. 190250 and is incorporated 

8 herein by reference. The Planning Department, Jonas lonin, is the custodian of records, 

9 · located in File No. 2016-013850ENV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 

1 0 California: 

11 (b) On April11, 2019, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No .. 20420, adopted 

12 findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

13 City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 1 01.1. The Board. 

14 adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

15 Board of Supervisors in File No. 190250, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

16 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board finds that the actions 

17 contemplated in this ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for 

18 the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20420 and the Board 

· 19 incorporates such reasons herein by reference. A copy of Planning Commis.sion Resolution· 

20 No: 20420 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 190250. 

21 

22 Section 2. Article 2 of the Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 

23 . 249.63, to read as follows: 

24 SEC. 249.63. CAYUGAIALE.MANY SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

·25 

Supervisor Safai . 
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1 A Special Use District entitled the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District (Cayuga/Alemany 

2 SUD, or SUD), is hereby established for the purpose set forth in this Section 249.63. 

3 (a) Location. The Cayuga/ Ale many SUD is at 915 Cayuga Avenue and is generally bounded · 

4 by Cayuga Street, Ocean Avenue, Alemany Boulevard, and Onondaga Avenue, and consists of Lots 039 

5 and 011 C ofAssessor's Block 6954, as designated on Sectional Map SUII ofthe ZoningMCip. 

6 (b) Purpose. The purpose o(the Cayuga/Alemany SUD is to give effeCt to the Development 

7 Agreement tor the 915 Cayuga Project, as approved by the Board o{Supervisors in the ordinance in 

8 File No. 190249. The Cayuga/Alemany SUD will facilitate the construction of a residential 

9 development project that provides family size housing of two or more bedrooms, and on-site affordable 

1 0 housing units, both atlevels exceeding City requirements .. 

11 (c) Controls. All provisions o(the Planning Code applicable to the Excelsior Outer Mission 

12 Neighborhood Commercial District shall apply to the Cayuga/Alemany SUD except as otherwise 

13 provided in this Section 249.63. 

14 O) Dwelling Unit Density: There shall be no residential density limit within this SUD. 

15 (2) Dwelling Unit Mix. The following dwelling unit mix criteria shall apply .in this 

16 SUD: 

17 .(i) No less than 70% ofthe·total number o{proposed dwelling units shall 

18 contain at least two bedro.oms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be rounded to the 

· 19 nearest whole number of dwelling units; 

20 (ii) No less than I 0% ofthe total number ofproposed dwelling units shall 

21 contain at least three bedrooms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be rounded to the 

22 nearest whole numb.er of dwelling units. Units counted towards this requirement may also count 

23 towards the requirement for units with two or more bedrooms as described in subsection (c){2){i). 

24 (3) Inclusionary Housing. The requirements ofSection 415 o(this Code shall apply in 

· 25 this SUD, except as expressly provided herein. 

Supervisor Safai 
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1 (A) Compliance with Section 415 shall be by providing affordable units on-site 

2 in accordance with Section 415.6. Payment o[an a([ordable housing fee under Section 415.5,· or 

3 . construction o(units otf-site under Section 415. 7 ar·e not permitted to satisfy Section 415. 

4 (B) The number o[Affordable Units constructed on-site shall be 50% o[the 

5 number o(all units constructed on-site. 

6 (i) Ten percent o(the units shall be a([ordable to households earning 

7 55% o(Area Median Income. with households earning up to 65% o(Area Medidn Income eligible to 

8 apply fOr units under this subsection (c){3)(B){i). 

9 (ii) Ten percent ofthe units shall be a([ordable to households earning 

1 0 80% or less o(Area Median Income, with households earning from 65% to 90% o(Area Median 

11 . Income eligible to apply for units under this subsection (c){3 )(B)(ii). 

12 (ii) Thirty percent o(the units shall be a([ordable to households earn{ng 

Supervisor Safai 
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1 (8) Planned Unit Developments. No Planned Unit Development under Planning Code 

2 Section 304 shall be authorized. 

3 "(9) Conditional Use. New residential development within the.SUD shall be reviewed 

4 and approved in accordance with the Conditional Use authorization process ofSection 303 .. 

5 (A) in acting on anY application for Conditional Use within this SUD, the 

6 Commission shall consider the Conditional Use requirements set forth in subsection 303(c), and in 

7 addition shall consider whether [acts are presented to establish, based on the record befOre the 

8 .-Commission, one or more o(the fOllowing: 

9 (i) The proposed protect promotes housing affordability by increasing 

1 0 the housing supply. 

11 (ii) The proposed protect provides housing on-site at levels significantly 

12 higher than the requirements ofSection 415. 

13 {B) In actin_g on anv application (or Conditional Use within this SUD, the 

14 Commission may modify the following requirements as stated: 

15 (i) Rear Yard. The required rear yardper Section 134 may be-reduced 

16 to no less than 25% o[the lot area. Rear yard shall be provided at the lowest story containing a 

· 17 Dwelling Unit and at each succeeding story. 

18 (ii) . Dwelling Unit Exposure. The dwelling unit exposure requirements of 

19 Section 140(a)(2) (or up to 60% of dwelling units, or 75 units, whichever is more, may be satisfied 

20 through qualifying windows [acing an unobstructed open area that is no less than nine. feet in every 

21 horizontal dimension, and such open area is not required to expand in every horizontal dimension at 

22 each subsequent floor. 

23 (iii) Open Space. The open space requirements ofSection 135 may be 

24 reduced to no less than 80 square feet per unitifpriw:ite open space, or 100 square feet per unit if 

25 common open space, and there shall be no minimum required dimensions for private open space in 

Supervisor Safai 
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1 inner courtyards. Any other space credited asvrivate open space shall have a minimum horizontal 

2 dimension o[six feet and a minimum area o[36 square feet.· Any space credited as common usable 

3 open space shall have a minimum horizontal dimension often feet and a minimum area o(l 00 square 

5 

6 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sheet SU11 of the 

7 Zoning Map as follows: 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Description of Property 

Assessor's Block 6954, Lot 039 

Use· District to be Use District Hereby Approved 

Superseded 

Excelsior Outer Excelsior Outer Mission Street 

12 Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial 

13 · Neighborhood District and Cayuga/Aiemany 

14 Commercial District SpeCial Use District 

15 · /\ssessor's Block 6954, Lot 011 C Excelsior Outer Excelsior Outer Mission Street 

16 Mission Street · Neighborhood Commercial 

17 Neighborhood District and Cayuga/Aleman)! 

18 · Commercial District Special Use Distriqt 

19 

20 Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sheet HT11 of the 

21 Zoning Map as follows: 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Description of Property 

Supervisor Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 

2 

3 

Assessor's Block 6954, Lots 039 

aAEi Q~ ~G 

40-X 65-X 

4 Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

5 · enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

6 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

7 · bf Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

8 

·9 Section 6. Sunset Provision. This ordinance, including Planning Code Section 249.63, 

10 · the Special Use District in Section 2, and the Zoning Map amendments iri Sections 3 and 4, 

11 shall expire by operation of law either (a) immediately upon termination of the Development 

12 Agreement for the 915 Cayuga Project, which was approved by the Board of SuperVisors in 

13 the ordinance in File No.l90249, or (b) five years after the effective date of this· ordinance 

14 unless, on or before that five-year date, the 915 Cayuga Project referenced in Section 1 (a) · 

15 has received a first construction document, or the City extends or re-enacts this ordinance. 

16 Upon expiration of this ordinance, the City Attorney shall cause its provisions to be removed 
. . 

17 from the Planning Code and the Zoning Ma:ps. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

· APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

~ 
By: 

n:\legana\as2019\1700220\01353224.docx . 
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FILE NO. 190250 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(Amended in Committee, 4/22/2019) 

[Planning Code, Zoning Map - Cayuga/Aiemany SpeCial Use District] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use 
District (SUD) for the property located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's Parcel Bloc!< 
No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039); amending the Zoning Map to add the Cayuga/Aiemany SUD · 
and to change the height limit on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039; to 65-
X; affirming the Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act findings; 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code; Section 101; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, 
and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

Existing Law 

Currently, the property at 915 Cayuga, which is bordered by Cayuga Street, Ocean Avef!ue, 
· Alemany Boulevard, and Onondaga Avenue in thE;l Excelsior neighborhood is subject to the 

controls in the Planning Code that govern the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood 
·Commercial District, and controls that govern a 40-X height and bulk. district. Development of 
large lots, and demolition of dwelling units require conditional use approvaL 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance would create the Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use District. The SUD would 
control the development on two parcels to facilitate the development of a residential project at 
915 Cayuga Street, as set forth in a development agreement. Residential development in the 
SUD must conform to the controls in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District, except as specified. The SUD removes controls on· residential density, 
and imposes specific dwelling unit mix, inclusionary housing, off-:-street loading, and off-street 
parking requirements. The SUD would preclude use of a planned unit development, and 
would reqwire a conditional use for new residential development. As part of a conditional use 
approval in the SUD, the Planning Commission is authorized to modify rear yard, dwelling unit 
exposure, and open space requirements. 

The legislation would amend the Zoning Map to approve the Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use 
District and amend the height map from 40-X to 65-X. · 

. . . . 

Finally, the SUD and zoning map changes would sunsetimmediately ifthedevelopment 
agreement is terminated, or in 5 years unless within that time the 915 Cayuga project has 
receives a first construction document or the City re-adopts the ordinance. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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FILE NO. 190250 

Background Information 

The Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use district would facilitate the construction of a 116 unit 
residential building, in Which the project sponsor has agreed in a development agreement to 
provide 50% of the units as below-market rate units. The development agreement can be 
found in Board File No. 190249, · 

This digest reflects amendments made on April 22, 2019 by the Land Use Committee to 
reflect updated parcel map information. 

n:\legana\as2019\1700220\01353230.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

April12, 2019 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Honorable Supervisor Safai 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Numbers 2019-003571MAP and 2016-
013850PCA/MAP/DV A: 

· 915 CAYUGA AVE 

Beard File l'Jos .. 190249, 190250, and 190251 

Planning Commission Recommendation: ·Approval with Modification 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Safai, 

On April i1, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 

regularly scheduled meeting to consider three proposed Ordinances, :introduced by Supervisor 
Safai. The first two ord:inances (BF 190249 and 190250) would establish the 915 Cayuga Ave SUD 
by amending the Zoning Map and Planning Code. The third ordinance (BF 190251) would amend 
the zoning map to rezone the subject parcels from RH-1 and Excelsior Outer Mission NCD to only 
the Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD. At the hear:ing the Planning Commission recommende<;i 
approval with modification of all three ord:inances. 

The Commission's proposed modification w·as asfollows: 
• . Remove reference to Lot 011 C :in all the Ord:inances. 

The Planning Commission also reviewed and. considered the F:inal Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) for the Project, and found that the contents of said report and the procedures through·· 

which the F:inal Mitigate Negative Declaration (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 

Supervisor, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to :incorporate 
the changes recommended by the Commission. 

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any 
questions or require further :information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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· 1650 Missimi St. 
Suite 400 
S;m Francisco, 
CA 9410H479 

Reqeption: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information; 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2019-003571MAP and 2016-003850PCA/MAP/DVA 
915 CAYUGA AVE 

Sincerely, 

Aaron D. Starr 
. Manager of Legislative Affairs 

cc: 
Audrey Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Suhagey Sandoval~ Aide to Supervisor Safai 
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board 

Attachments : 
Planning Commission Resolutions · 
Planning Department Executive Summary 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING EPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 
Suile 40.0 
San Francisco, Planning Commission Resolution No. 20418 

. · HEARING DATE APRIL 11,2019 . . CA 94103·2479 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

915 CAYUGA AVENUE 
2019~003571MAP [Board File No. 190251] 

Supervisor Safai I Introduced March 5, 2019 

Veronica Flores, Legislative Affairs 
Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org, 415-575-9173 

Aaron D. Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
aaron.starr@t?fgov.org, 415-558-6362 

Reception: 
415.558~6378 

Fax: 
415 .. 558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
4i 5.558.6377 

RESOLUTiON APPROViNG A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD i\MEND THE 
ZONING MAP TO CHANGE THE ZONING DISTRICT ON ASSESSOR'S PARC.EL BLOCK NO. 
6954, LOT NO. 039, FROM RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE DISTRICT, ONE FAMILY) AND 
EXCELSiOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT TO 
EXCELS·IOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT; 
ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 302 FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OP CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERALPLAN 
AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2019 Supervisors Safai introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of 
Supervisors (hereinaft~r "B~ard") File Number 190251, which would amend Sheet ZNll of the Zoning 
Map to change the zoning district 00-Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039, from RH-1 (Residential,. 
House, One-Family) and Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District to Excelsior
Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Dish·ict; 

. WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on Aprilll, 2019; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
the 915 Cayuga Avenue Project ("Project"), located at Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, lot No. 039. The 

· Pro jed would demolish the existing commercial buildmg at 915 Cayug~ and construct a new five story 
residential building with two basement levels; and, . 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Progra·m (MMRP), 
which material was made available to the public, and to this Commission for this Commission's review, 

consideration and action; and 

WHEl{EAS, the Preliminary MND and MMRP were available for public comment until February 12, 2019, 

no appeal of the Preliminary MND was filed, and the Department published the Final MND on March 19, 

2019; and, 

wvvw.sfplarming.org 
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Hesolution No; 20418 
April11,201~ 

CASE NO. 2019-003-571MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission ("Commission") has reviewed and considered the Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) for. the Project, and finds that tl;te contents ot 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 <:;ode of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San . 
Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"); and 

. . . 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the FMND is adequate, accurate and objective, and reflects 
the independent analysis and judgment of the Planning Commission, and hereby approves the FMND for 
the project, and for the actions herein, in compliance with CEQA, 'the C?QA Guidelines and Chapter 31, 

WHEREAS, the Planning 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 

Department sta££ and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, .all pertinent documents may. be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Comrnissio.t:J. has revi~wed the proposed Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenienc.e, 
and general welfare require the proposed amendment; and now therefore be it 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts the Final MND an~ the MMRP, attached as 

Exhibit C, and be it further 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts 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 Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance will establish a clear and uniform zoning for 
the subje~t site and will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of 
persons residing or working in the vicinity. 

2. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives 
and PoliCies of the General Pian: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVEl 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT AD~QUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANN,ING DEPARTMENT 
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Resolution No. 20418 
April11, 2019 

Policy 1.1 

CASE NO. 2019 ... Q03571MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE. 

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

· Policy 1.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households cari easi1y rely on 
public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

The proposed Ordinance identifies the developable potential of the project site. By providing uniform zoning 
across the project site, the Ordinance maximizes the ~pportunity for residential development. Further, the 
project site is located within proximity to the Balboa Park BART Station, as well as a few MUNI bus lines. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. · 

Policy 4.1 · 
Develop new housing, and encourage· the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

Policy4.4 . 
Encouni.ge sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods, and 
encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a'range of income 
levels. 

The proposed Ordinance maximizes the opportunity for residential development. Currently with the dual 
zoning, residential development is limited due to the low-density constraints of RH-1 (Residential- House, 
One-Family) Zoning. This has likely been a primary reason why the lot has yet to provide residential 
development. The rezoning allows increased housing, and by extension increased housing supply. 

' 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 

NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibi1ity, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policy 11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANIIIII'I!Ci DEPARTMENT 3 
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Resolution No. 20418 
April 11, 2019 

CASE NO. 2019-003571MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

Policy 11.4: 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density 
p~an and the General Plan. 

Policy11.6 
Foster a sense of community through ar<:hitectural design, using features that promote community 
interaction. 

·The proposed Ordinance increases the developable nature of the project site, which is currently limited due 
to the dual zoning. Further, the rezoning will provide a more cohesive context for the projec;t site, which is 
constrained by the low-density .constraints of RH-1 (Residential- House, One-:Family) Zoning along the 
Alemany Boulevard frontage. · 

3. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that: 

1. That existing· neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will 
not have a negative ?!feet on opportunities for resicfent employment in and ownership of neighborhood
serving retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not luive a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's existing supply of affordable 
housing. The Ordinance will substantially increase the supply of affordable housing. 

4. ·That commuter traffic not impede MUNJ transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or n~ighborhaod parking. . 

5. 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 proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would not 
be impaired. 

SA·Ntf!A~CJSCO · , 
Pl-ANNING 11;>EPARTMENT 4 
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Resolution No. 20418 
Apri111, 2019 

CASE NO. 2019-003571MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss oflife in an 
earthquake; · 

. . . 
The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not htroe an adverse effect on the City's Land.maYks and historic 
l?m1dings. . 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected 'U:om 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and their 
access to sunlight and vistas. 

4. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 

· the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

AND NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the 
proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by t e Commission at its meeting on April11, 
2019. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Melgar, Koppel, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: April11, 2019 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 20419 
HEARING DATE APRIL 11, 2019 

Ptoject Nafne: 
. Case Number: 

. Initiated by: 
Staff Contqct: 

Reviewed by: 

915 CAYUGA A VENUE 
2016-013850PCAMAP [Board File No. 190250] 

Supervisor Safai I Introduced March 5, 2019 

Vergnica Flores, Legislative Affairs 
Veronica.Flores®sfgov.org, 415-575-9173 

Aaron D. Shirr, Manager of Legislative A~fairs 
aaron.starr®sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 

1650 Mission st. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: . 
415:558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.640.9 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE 
PLANNING CODE TO ESTABLISH THE CAYU<;3A/ALEMANY SPECIAL USE DISTRICT {SUD) 
FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 915 CAYUGA AVENUE (ASSESSOR'S PARCEL BLOCK. 
NO. 6954, LOT NO. 0~9); AMENDING THE ZONING MAP TO ADD THE CAYUGA /ALEMANY 
SUD AND TO CHANGE THE HEIGHT LIMIT ON ASSESSOR'S. PARCEL BLOCK NO. 6954, 
LOT NO. 039, TO 65-X; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, 
PLANNrNG CODE SECTION 302 FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE 
GENERAL PLAN AND PLA.NNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

WHEREAS, on March 5, 2019 Supervisors Safai introduced a proposed Ordinance· und~r Board of 
Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 190250, which would amend the Planning Code to establish 
the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District (SUI)) for the property located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's 
Parcel' Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039); amend the Zoning Map to add the Cayuga /Alemany SUD, and to 
change the height limit on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039, to 65-X; and, 

, . 

WHEREAs; the Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative pedaTation (MND) for 
the 915 Cayuga Avenue Project ("Project"), located at Assessor's PC~rcel Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039. The 
Project would demolish the existing commercial building at 915 C~yuga; and construct a new five story 
residential building with two basement levels; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department prepared a Mitigation MonitoriDg and Reporting Program (MMRP), 
which material was made avai1able to the public, attd to this Conurtission for thi,s Commission's review, 
consideration and action; and 

WB,EREAS, the Preliminary MND and MMRP were available for public comment until February 12, 2019, 

no appeal of the Preliminary MND was filed, and the Department published the Final MND on March 19, 

2019; and, 

WHEREAS, ofl Aptilll, 2019, the Planning Commissiori ("C()mrnission"), reviewed and considered the 
Final MND for the Project, and found that the contents o£ said report and the procedures through which 

www.sfr)lanning.org 
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Res.olution No. 2.0419 
AJ:>rJ111, 2019 

CASE NO. 2016-0.13.850PCA/MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

the Final MND were 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 adopted the Final MND in Resolution 20418; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted the MMRP, which MMRP is hereby incorporated by 
reference as though fully set forth herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval; 

·.and, 

WHEREAS, The Planning Cotp.mission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on April11, 2019; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning 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 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian· of. 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, 
and general welfare require the proposed amendment; and now therefore be it 

RESOLVED, . that the Planning Commission hereby approves the proposed ordinance, and mak~s 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 Commission fihds the Ordinance increases the residential development opportunity at the. 
project site. 

2. The Commission finds the Ordinance promotes housing affordability by increasing the housing 
supply. 

3. The Commission finds the Ordinance provides housing on-site at levels significantly higher than 
the requirements of Section 415. 

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

SAN fRANC1SCO . . 
· PLil.!IINlNG DEPARTMENT 2 
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Resolution No. 20419 
April11; 2019 

CASE NO. 2016-913850PCA/MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
1HE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTL YAFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policy 1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco,. especially 
affordable housing. 

Policy 1.10 
Support new housing projects; especially affordable housing, where h~mseholds can easily rely on 
public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. · 

The proposed Ordinance identifies the developable potential of the project site. By establishing the . . . 
Cayu{?aiAlemany SUD, the Ordinance maximizes the opportunity for residential development. Further, the 
SUD requires 50% affordable units substantially increasing the affordable housing supply. Additionally, the 
project provides 70%. of the total units as family-friendly housing with units with two bedrooms or more. 
Also, the project site is located within proximity to the Balboa Park BART Station, as well as a few MUNI 
bus lines. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS ·oF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 

LIFECYCLES. 

Policy4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

Policy 4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housi:rlg opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods, and · 

. encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of income 
levels. 

The proposed Ordinance maximizes the opportunity for residential development. Currently with the dual 
zoning, residential development is limited due to the low-density constraints of RH-1 (Residential- House, 
One,-Family) Zoning. This has likely been a primary reason why the lot has yet to provide residential 
development. The rezoning allows increased housing, and by extension. increased housing supply. 
Additionally, the project exceeds the inclusionary housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415. The 
proposal also provides more middle-income housing than would normally required by the optional HOME
SF program, further adding to the affordable housing supply at all income levels. 

SAN FRANCISOO , 
PL-!1NNING D£PA'RTM£NT 3 
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Resolution No. 20419 
April11, 2019 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

CASE NO. 2016~013850PCA/MAP 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANC!SCO'S 

NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policyll.Z 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

Policy 11.4: 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density 
plan and the General Plan. 

Policyl1.6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote community 
interaction. 

The proposed Ordinance increases the developable nature of the project sife, which is currently limited due 
to the dual zoning. Further, the rezoning will provide a more cohesive context for the project site, which is 
constrained by the low-density constraints of RH-1 (Residential- House, One-Family) Zoning along the 
Alemany Boulevard frontage. 

OBJECTIVE 12: 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATEINFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE 

CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

Policy 12.2 . 
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements such as open space, child care, and neighborhood 
services, when developing new housing units. 

The proposed Ordinance is located within proximity to the Balboa Park BART Station. Additionally, the 
property to the north proposes a child care facility, which will be convenient for future residents at the project 
site. 

5. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that: 

). That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in arid ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will 
not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-
serving retaiL · 

PLANNING DEPAl'ITMENT 4 

1359. 



Resolution No, 20419 
April11, 2019 

CAS IS· NO. 2016-013850P.CA/I\IIAP 
915 CAYUGA AVE;:NUE 

2. That existing housing and neighb~rhood character be conse~ed and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of afford!lble housing be preserved and enhanced; 

the proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's existing supply of affordable 
housing. The Ordinance will substantially increase the supply of affordable housing. 

. . 
4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit serv-ice or overburden our streets . or 

neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood .parking. · . 

5. · That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
. from displacement due to corn~ercial office devt:!lopment, and that future opportucities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employme1tt or ownership in these sectors would not 
be impaired . . 

6. That the City achieve the weatest possible preparedness to pr~tect against injury and loss of life in an 
·earthquake; · · 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's prepa:redness against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's Landmarks and historic 
buildings. · 

8. That our parks and open space and t~1eir access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect o1i the City's parks and open space and their 
access to sunlight and vis-tas. 

6. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commissi<m finds from the facts presented 

that the public necessity, coiwenience and general welfarE:! require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

$AN FRANCISCO 
PLA.I\INING DEPARTMENT 5 
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Resolution No. 20419 
April11, 201!;1 

CASE:: NO. 2016-013850PCA/MAP 
915' CAYUGA AVENUE 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Ordinance as 
described in this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on April 11, 
. 2019. 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Melgar, Koppel, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: Aprilll, 2019 . 

·sAN fRANCISCO 
PLANNINQ DEPARTMENT 6 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING ·DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission Sl 
Suite 400 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 20420 
HEARING DATE APRIL 11,2019. . 

San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
.415.S58.637B . 

Project Name:· 
Case Number: 

. Initiated by: 
$Jaff Conta~t: 

Reviezqed by: 

915 CAYUGA A VENUE 

· 2016~013850DVA [Board File No.190249] 
Supervisor Safai I Introduced March 5, 2019 
Veronica Flores,·Legislative Affairs 
Veronica.FlCires@sfgov .org, 415-575-9173 
Aaron D. Starr, Mai1ager of Legislative· Affairs 
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 

RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD APPROVE A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEN!ENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

. AND SYTS INVESTMENTS, LLC, f'OR THE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AT 915 CAYUGA 
AVENUE, ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 6954, LOT NO. 039; WITH VARJOUS PUBLIC BENEFITS 
INCLUDING SIGNIFICANTLY MORE BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS THAN OTHERWISE 
REQUiRED; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, PLANNING 
CODE SECTION 302 FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL 
PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415:558.6377 

WHEREAS, Chapter 56 of the San Francisco Administrative Code sets forth the procedure by which .a · 
request for a Development Agreement will be processed and approved in the City and County of San 
Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Development Agreenl.ent would enable the 915 Cayuga Avenue Project (';Project"), The 
Project would demolish the existing commercial building and new construction of a five-over-two
basement residential building with 116 units, 50% .of which are affordable below market rate units. The 
Project includes a dweiling unit mix consisting of 16 studios (14%), 18 one-bedrooms (16%), 70 two
pedrooms (60%), and 12 three-bedroom units (10%). The proposal includes 66 parking space, three car
share parking spaces, and 116 Class 1 bicycle patkh1g spaces; and 

WHEREAS, in further<;Ince ofthe Project and the City's role in subsequertt approval actions rdating to the 
Project, the Oty and County of San Francisco and SYTS Investments, LLC ("Project Sponsor") negotiated 
a Development Agreement fqr development of the Project Site, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A 

(the."Deve16pment Agreement''); and 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that as a result of the deve!opm(::nt of the Project Site in accordance 
with the Development Agreement, clear benefits to the public will accrue that could not be obtained 
through application of eXisting City ordinances, regulations, and policies, as more particularly described 
in the Development Agreement; and 

wvw-1.sfp!annlng.org 
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Resolution No. 20420 
Aprii 11, 2019 

CASE NO. 2016-013$50PVA 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

WHEREAS, the Development Agre.ement shall be executed by the Director of Planning and City Attorney, 
subject to prior approval by the Board of Supervisors; and 

WHEREAS1 the Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for 
the project1 which was available for public comment until February 12, 2019. The Final MND was published 
on March 191 2019, and; . 

WHEREAS, on April 11, :2.oi9, the Planning Commission ("Commission") reviewed and considered the 
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Project finding that the contents of said report and the 
procedures through which the FMND was prepared, publicized1 and reviewed complied with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Califorria 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 

. . . 

WHEREAS,. in Resolution 20418, the Planning Commission adopted the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), which MMRP is hereby incorporated by reference as though fully set forth 
herein and which requirements are made conditions of this approval; and 

WHEREAS, on April 11, 2019, by Resolution Nos. 20418, 204191 and 204201 concurrently considered 
herewith, the Commission adopted findings in C01\l1ection with its approval Project, including Planning 
Code Text and Map Amendments, which findirigs are hereby incorporated herein by this reference as if 
fully set forth. 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

NOW TI{EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission recommends approval of the Development 
Agreement, in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit A. · · 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the application, public notice, Planning 
Commission hearing, and Pianning Director reporting requirements regarding the Development 
Agreement negotiations contained in Administrative Code Chapter 56 required of the Planning 
Commission and the Planning Director have been substantially satisfied. 

AND BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission authorizes the Planning Director to take such 
actions and make such changes as deemed necessary and appropriate to implement this Commission's . . 
recommendation of approval and to incorporate recommendations or changes from other City agencies 
and/or the Board, provided that such changes do not materially increase any obligations of the City or 
materially decrease any benefits to the City contained in the Development Agreement attached as Exhibit 
A. 

AND BE It FURTHER RESOLVED, _that the Planning Commission hereby approves the proposed 
ordinance. 

SAN FRANCiSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Re$Qiutlon No; 20420 
Apri111 1 2019 

CASE NO. 2016-0138SODVA 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

FIND·INGS 
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. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives 
· and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLYPERMANENTI..Y AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policy1.1 . 
Plan for the full range of housing needs. in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable hi::msing. 

Policy 1.10 . 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households c;:m easily rely on 
public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

The proposed · Ordinance identifies the developable potential of the project site. By establishing the 
Cayuga/Alemany SUD, the Ordinance maximizes the opportunity for residential development. Further, the 
SUD requires 50% affordable units substantially increasing the affordable housing supply. Additio11ally, the 
project provides 70% of the total units as family-friendly housing with units with two bedrooms or more. 
Also, the project site is located within proximity to the Balboa Park BART Station, as well as a Jew MUNI 
bus lines. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS .OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Policy 4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

Policy 4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental hpusing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods, and 

. encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of income 
levels. 

SAN fRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Resolution No. 20420 
April11,2019 

CASE NO. 2016-0138500VA 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

The proposed Ordinance maximizes the opportunity for residential development. Currently with the dual 
zoning, residential development is limited due to the low-density constraints of RH-1 (Residential- House, 
One-Family) Zoning. This has likely been a primary reason why the lot has yet to provide residential 
development. The rezoning allows increased housing, and by extension increased housing supply. 
Additionally, the project exceeds the inclusionary housing requirements of Planning Code Section 41.5. The 
proposal also provides more middle-income housing than would normally be required by the optional HOME-

. SF program, further adding to the affordable housing supply at all income levels. 

2. Planning Code Section 101 Finc;4ngs. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that: 

i. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. be preserved and enhanced . and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have ·a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will 
not have!{ 11C

0
t;rr!fiZHJ effect on OVVOrtunities for resident emvlo11ment in and OWnershiv of neiqhborhood-

.JJ I I .1. o .... : .! '....!' 

serving retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of OUr neighborhOOQ.Bi 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect an housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's existing supply of affordable 
housing. The Ordinance will substantially increase the supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit 'service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintai~ed 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 proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would not 
be impaired. · 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake; 

SAN FRANCJSCO 
PLANNING OEPARTME:Nl: 4 
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ResoluVon No. 20420 
Apri111i 2019 

. ' CASE NO. Z016-\l1385QDVA 
915 CAYUGA AVENUE 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's Landmarks and historic 
. buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

. . 
The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and their · 
access .to sunlight and vistas. 

3. Planl).ing Code Sec?-on 302 Findings. The Planning Commission fin4s from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVE$ the proposed Ordinance 
as described in this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Collunission at its meeting on April11, 
2019. . 

·~~ 
Jonas P. Ionin 

·· Commission Secretary 

AYE$: Melgar, Koppel, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NOES: Ncine 

ABSENT: .None 

ADOPTED: April 11, 2019 

SAN FRANCISCO . 
Pl-ANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 

. Executive Summary 
Planning Code Amendment I Zoning Map Amendment I 

Development Agreement I Conditional Use Authorization 

Record No.: 
Board File: 

Initiated by: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Hearing Date: April 11, 2019 

2016-013850PCA/MAP/DVA/CUA and 2019-003571MAP 
2019-003571MAP [Board File No. 190251] 
2016-013850PCAMAP [Board File No.190250] 
2016-013850DV A [Board File No. 190249] 
Supervisor Safai I Introduced March 5, 2019 
915 Cayuga A venue 
RH-1 (Residential- House, One Family) 

165.0 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco; 
r;A 94103-2479 

Reception: 
.415.558.6378 

Fax:. 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfQnnation: 
415.558.6377 

Excelsior ()utf>r Mission Neighhorhood Commerci<i1 District (NCD) Zoning 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

6954/039 
. Reza Khoshnevisan 
SIA Consulting Corporation 
1256 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Veronica Flores- ( 415) 575-9173 
veronica.flores@sfgov.org 
Ordinances: Approval with Modifications 

· CU A: Approval with Conditions 

The Project includes demolition of the existing commercial building and new construction of a five-over-
. two-basement residential building with 116 dwelling units, 50% of which are affordable below market rate 

units. The Project includes a dwelling unit mix consisting of 16 studios (14%), 18 one-bedrooms (16%), 70 

l:)'Vo-bedrooms (60%), and i2 three-bedroom units (10o/o). The proposal includes 66 off-street parking 
spaces, three car-share parking spaces, and 116 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. 

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENTS 
The project site is split-zoned RH-1 (Residential- House, One-Family) and Excelsior Outer Mission NCD 
(Neighborhood Commercial D1strict. The proposed Ordinances would rezone the project site to Excelsior 

Outer Mission NCD (BF 190251), establish the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District (SUD) (BF 190250), 
and approve a Development Agreement (DA) (BF 190249). The proposed SUD would set forth allowances 
and requirements for the project to proceed, while the DA.would memorialize the proposed affordability 
level. A Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) is also sought under the terms of theproposed SUD. 

Rezoning [BF190251] 
The Way It Is Now: 

1. Assesso.r's Bloclc 6954, Lot 039 is currently zoned Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD and RH-1. 
2. Assessor's Block 6954, Lot 011 Cis currently zoned RH-1. 

www.sfplanning .org 
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Executive Summary . RECORD NO. 2016-013850PCA/MAP/DV A/CUA & 2019-003571 MAP 
Hearing Date: Apri111, 2019 915 Cayuga Avenue 

The Way Jt Would Be: 
1. Assessor's Block 6954, Lot 039 would be zoned Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD. 
2. Assessor's Block 6954, LotOll C would be zoned Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD .. 

Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District [BF 190250] 

The Way It Is Now: 
1. In the ExcelSior Outer Mission Street NCD, density is based on lot area. 
2. The Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD does not have a dwelling unit mix requirement. 
3. The subject property's height and bulk designation is 40-X. 
4. The Project is subject to the inclusionary housing requirements of Planning Code Section 415. 

5. The Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD allows Planned Unit Developments (PUD) with 
Conditioi).al Use Authorization. 

6. In the Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD, a CUA is required for removal of a. dwelling unit. 
7. In the Excelsior Outer Mission.Street NCD, a CUA is required for the development of lots greater 

than 10,000 square feet. 
8. In the Excelsior Outer Mission StreetNLU, one off-street loading space is required for a residential 

development greater than 100,001-200,000 square feet. 
9. The Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD requires: . 

a. A rear yard of 25% of the lot depth, but in no case less than 15 feet, at the second story and 
at each succeseding level and at the first story if it contains a dwelling unit; 

b. Each dwelling unit face out onto a qualifying open space such as a public street or public 
ailey at least 20 feet" in width; and 

c. 80 square feet per unit for private open space or 100 square feet per unit for common usable 
open space. The private and common open spaces have minimum required .open spaces as 
prescribed in Planning Code Section 135. 

The Way It Would Be: 
1. The SUD would remove dwelling unit density based on lot area. Density would be controlled by 

the height and bulk limits of the building. 
2. The SUD would establish required density dwelling mix (requires more f~ily-sized units). · 
3. The SUD would change the height/bulk designation to 65-X . 

. 4. The SUD would require the inclusionary housing as described as Planning Code Section 415 except 
· the following AMI distribution: 

a. 10% of units affordable to 55% AMI. 

b. 10% of units affordable to 80% AMI 
c.· 30% of units affordable to 100% AMl 

5. The SUD prohibits Planned Unit Development (PUD) authorizations. 
6. The SUD does not require a CUA for the removal of a dwelling unit. 
7. The SUD does not require a CUA for the development of a large lot. 
8. The SUD does not require an off-street loading space. . 
9. The SUD allows the Commission to modify the following requirements from the Excelsior Outer 

Mission NCD: 

SAN FRMlCISGO 

a. The SUD reduces the rear yard requirement to 25% of the lot area at the lowest story 
containing a dwelling unit and at each succeeding story. 
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b. The SUD reduces the exposure requirements for up to 60% of dwelling units (or 75 units, 
whichever is more) if said units include qualifying windows facing an unobstructed open 
area that is no less than nine feet in every horizontal dimension, and such open area is not 
required to ~xpand in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. 

c. The SUD removes the minimum required dimensions for private open space in inner 
courthards. Any other space credited as private open space shall have ·a minimum 
horizontal dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 square feet. Any space credited 
as common open space shall have a minimurri horizontal dimension of twn feet and a 
minimum area of 100 square feet. 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
The Project provides· 50% affordable units, which could not be obtained through application of existing 
City ordinances, regulations, and policies. As· such, the City and· County of San Francisco has entered a 

Focused Development Agreement with the developer, SYTS Investments, LLC, which will establish a set 
of committed public benefits for the Project. The Project's commitments to public benefits include~: 

• Affunluble Huutjing: The Project -would cieate u sigr.ificG.nt G.~;.C....:!r'tt cf a~£ord3.ble housing nnits1 

including 58 on-site affordable housing units, specifically providing eleven (11) BMR Units at 55% 
of AMI; twelve (12) BMR Units at SO% of AMI; and thirty-five (35) BMR Units at 100% of AMI. 
Unde;r Planning Code Section 415, the Project is required to provide 19% on-site affordable housing 
units based on an Environmental Evaluation Application completion date of January 31, 2017. If 
the Project Sponsor elects to pursue HOME-SF, they would be required to ·provide 25% on-site 
affordable housing units. The Project far exceeds these requirements providing twice as many units 
as the optional HOME-SF program. 

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION 
Per Planning Code Sections 249.63 (the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District) and 303, the Project is 

required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization for new residential development within the SUD. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE 
The Project is a high-density residential development, providing 116 new dwelling units. The Project 
includes 58 on-site affordable housing units for rent, which assist in meeting the City's affordable housing 
goals. Additionally, the proposal includes 82family-sized units (70%) with at least two bedrooms or more. 
The Project is also in proximity to ample public transportation. Overall, the Project features an appropriate · 
use encouraged by the Special Use District for this location. The Project introduces a contemporary 
architectural vocabulary that is sensitive to the prevailing scale and neighborhood fabric. On balance, the 
Project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications ·the proposed Ordinances 
and adopt the attached. Draft Resolutions to that effect The Department's proposed modification is as 
follows: 

" Remove reference to Lot 011C in all the Ordinances. 

3 
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Additionally, the Department recommends that the Commission grant a Conditional Use Authorization, · 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 249.63 (the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District) to allow 

. new construction of the ptopo·sed residential development 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the 
General Plan. The Project provides a substantial amount of new rental housing, with 50% provided as on
site below-market rate units, which is a goal for the City's Housing Element. Additionally, the Project 
provides 70% of total units are family-friendly housing with two bedrooms or more. The ProjectSponsor 
is eligible for the HOME-SF program, an optional program providing more affordable units and family
friendly housing. In return, HOME-SF provides density bonuses and zoning modifications to allow the 
Project to accommodate more affordable units. Instead of opting for the HOME-SF program to receive the 
same density bonuses and zoning modifications, the Project Sponsor provides 25% more affordable 
housing and 30% more of total units as family-friend housing compared to what HOME-SF requires. The 
Department supports the rezoning and SUD because of the increased affordability, which far exceeds the 
requirements of the optional HOME-SF program: The Department also finds the project to be necessary, 
desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and not to be detrimental to persons or 
adjacent properties in the vicinity. 

Recommendation 1: Remove reference to Lot OllC in all the Ordinances 
Due to a record keeping error, the Ordinances descnbe the project site comprising two lots (011 C and 039). 
Sin.ce the Ordinances were introduced, the Department has learned that the two lots were merged circa 
2011 and now there is only one lot (039). The Ordinances should accurately reflect this .and strike reference 
to Lot011C. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Planning Department published a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the 915 
Cayuga Avenue Project ("Project"), located at Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039. The Project 

·would demolish the existing commercial building at 915 Cayuga, and construct a new five story residential 
building with two basement levels. 

The Planning Department prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which 
material was ·made available to the public, and- to this Commission for this CQmmission's review, 
consideration and action; and 

. . 
The Preliminary MND and MMRP were available for public comment until February 12, 2019, no appeal 
of the Preliminary MND .was filed, and the Department published the Final MND on March 19, 2019; and., 

The Planning Commission ("Commission") has reviewed and considered the Final Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) for the Project, and finds 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 (Calif~rnia Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) (CEQA), Title i4 California Code of 
Regulations SeCtions 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"); and 
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The Planning Commission firi.ds that the FMND is adequate, accurate and objective, and reflects the 
independent analysis and judgment of the Planning Commission, and hereby approves the FMND for the 
project, .and for the actions herein, in compliance with CEQA, ilie CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Draft Resolution- Zoning Map Amendment 

. Draft Resolution- Planning Code, Zoning Map- Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District 
Draft Resolution- Development Agreement (without attachment) 
Board of Supervisors File Nos. 190249, 190250, and 190251 
Draft Motion- Conditional Use Authorization 
Exhibit B - Plans and Renderings 
Exhibit C- CEQA Determination(Table of Contents) 
Exhibit D- Land Use Data 
Exhibit E - Maps and Context Photos 
Exhibit F c.: Inclusionary Affordable Housing Affidavit 
Exhibit G- Anti-Discriillinatory Housing Affidavit 
Exhibit H- First Source Hiring Affidavit 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

·Mitigated Negative Declaration 
1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 

PMNDDate: 

San Francisco, 
. . . . CA 94103-2479 

January 23, 20.19; amended on March 19,2019 (amendments to the PMND · 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 

Zoning: 

· Block/Lot: 

Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor 

Lead Agency: 
Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

are shown in deletions as ot~ikethrough; additions in double underline) . 
2016-013850ENV 

. 915 Cayuga Avenue 
RH-1 (Residential~House, One Family) & Excelsior Outer Mission 

Street Neighborhood Commercial District 
40-X Hei.ght and Bulk District 

6954/0351 & one 
32,182 square feet 
Reza Khoshnevisan, SIA Consulting Corporation 
(415) 922-0200 Ext 108 

San Francisco Pl~ing Department 
Julie Moore- (415) 575-8733 . 

Julie.Moore@sfgov.org 

.Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The project site is located on the block bounded by Alemany Boulevard to the east, Ocean A venue to the 

north, Cayuga A venue to the west, and Onondaga A venue to the south in the Outer Mission neighborhood. 

The proposed project would demolish the existing two-story mixed~used building and construct a new 
~pproximately 115,610-square-foot residential building with 116 dwelling units (including 16 studio, 18 

one-bedroom, 70 two-bedroom, and 12 three-bedroom units) and 400 square feef of accessory office use. 

Approximately 50 percent of the upits would be affordablerwffile the remaining 50 percent ·would be rent 

controlled. Due to the existing site slope, the proposed five-story building would be approximately 50-feet
tall measured from Alemany Boulevard (56 feet including the 6~foot-tall elevator penthouse) and 72 feet 

. tall from Cayuga Avenue (78 feetincluding the 6-foot-tall elevator penthouse). 

Pedestrian entrances would be located off Alemany Boulevard, which includes the main lobby, an.d a 

secondary entrance would be located along the internal driveway off Cayuga Avenue. The proposed 

building would include an und€rground garage on Basement Level 2 accessed via a curb cut on Cayuga 

Avenue. The garage would contain 69 vehicular.parking spaces (63 parking spaces with eight of those in 
stackers, three ADA accessible parking spaces, and three car-share parking spaces) as well as family 

amenity storage space. Basement level1 would include 116 class 1 bicycle spaces along with a bicycle repair 
station. The project proposes approximately 12,410 square feet of open space, including: approximately 

8,605 square feet of common open space at the backyard, basement level-1; and the rooftop; approximately 

3,495 square feet of private open space at the basement level fronting the Cayuga side of the property; and 
approximately 310 square feet of private open space at the third floor. The backyard open space would 

reduce the internal driveway aisle to 20 feet in width. The backyard open space would include bollards 

and planter boxes. 

Vlrv..,rw.sfpla.nn:b.l.g.org 
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Initial Study · 
91'5 Cayuga Avenue 

Planning Department Case No. 2016-013850ENV 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location 

The project site consists of a 32,182-square-foot irregularly shaped lot (Assessor's Block Ei954, Lots 

011 C and 039) located on the east side of Cayuga A venue on the block bounded by Cayuga A venue, 

Ocean A venue, Alemany Boulevard, and Onondaga A venue in the Outer Mission neighborhood 

of San Francisco (refer to Figure 1, Project Location. This figure and all other figures are located in 
Section J at the end of this document). The site is currently occupied by an approximately 12,555-

square-foot, two-story mixed-use building constructed in the 1890s. The existing building is not a 
historic resource.1 The existing building currently contains the following approved land uses:· a 

church, yoga)danee studio, performance studios, automotive and metal working, ·and construction 

sto~age yard~ The site includes approximately 12 surface parking spaces accessed via a driveway 

on C?-yuga l\. venue, vrhich in.cludes an existing access easement for the four adjacent properties to 
use the driveway to access their off-street garages. 

Project Characteristics 

The proposed project would demolish the existing mixed-used building and construct a new 

approximately 115,610-square-foot residential building with 116 dwelling units (including 16 

studio, 18 one-bedroom, 70 two-bedroom, and 12 three-bedroom units) and 400 square feet of 

accessory office use. Table 1 provides an overview of existing and proposed project features. 
Approximately 50 percent of the units would be affordable, vvhile the remaining 50 percent ·would 

be rent controlled. Due to the existing site slope, the proposed five-story building would be 

approximately 50-feet-tail measured from Alemany Boulevard (56 feet including the 6-foot-tall 
elevator penthouse) and 72 feet tall from Cayugt:l Avenue (78 feet including the 6-foot-tall elevator 

penthouse). The project would include a heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV A C) system. 

The project would have no setbacks from the front and side .property lines; the rear setback would 
range from 31 and 66 feet due to the irregularly shaped lbt. Pedestrian entrances would be located 

off Alemany Boulevard, which includes the main lobby, and a secondary entrance would be 

located along the internal driveway off Cayuga Avenue. The project proposes mtiltimodal 

wayfinding signage in the lobby'to assist with circulation. The project proposes a 66-foot-long dual 
passenger (white) and commercial (yellow) loading zone on Alemany Boulevard with an 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant ramp. The proposed building would include an 
underground garage accessed via a curb cut on Cayuga Avenue. The garage would contain 69 

vehicular parking spaces (63 parking. spaces with eight of those in stackers, three ADA accessible 
parking spaces, and three car-share parking spaces) as well as family amenity storage space. Eleven 

of the vehicle spots would be equipped for clean air vehicles. Basement level1 would include 116 

1 S~ Francisco Planning Department, Pr~servation Team Review Form, October 10, 2017. 
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class 12 bicycle spaces along with a bicycle repair station. Eighteen class z3 bicycle parking spaces 

would be located on Alemany Boulevard along with a sub~sidewalk transformer vault. The project 

includes a convex mirror at the Cayuga Avenue driveway as well as a painted yield waiting area 

for outgoing drivers to yield to incoming vehicles. The project proposes a new 4-foot-wide 

sidewalk along the west side of the building connected to Cayuga Avenue. This would reduce the 

existing 20-foot-wide curb cut and driveway off of Cayuga A v:enue to 16 feet. The project proposes 

approximately 12,410 square feet of open space, including approximately 8,605 square feet. of 

common open space at the backyard, basement level-1, and the rooftop, approximately 3,495 

square feet of private open space at the basement level fronting the Cayuga side of the property, 
and approximately 310 square feet of private open space at the third floor. The backyard open 

space would reduce the internal driveway aisle to 20 feet in width. The backyard open space would 
include bollards and planter boxes. The project proposes five new street trees along Alemany 

Boulevard. Refer to Section J for building plans and elevations. 

Studio 

One-Bedroom 

Two-Bedroom 

Three-Bedroom 

Total Dwelling Units 

Industrial 

Office 

(floor-1) 

Retail 

Institutional 

Parking · 

Bicycle Parking 

(basement 1, Alemany Blvd sidewalk} 

Open Space 

(backyard, basement 1, floor 3, rooftop) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,555 gsf 

1,500 gsf 

6,700 g~f 

1,800 gsf 

12 spaces 

0 

0 

Total 12,555 gsf 
Source: San Francisco Planning Department; SIA Consulting December 19, 2018 

16 units 

18 units 

.70 units 

12 units 

116 units (89,510 gsD 

0 

400 gsf 

0 

0 

69 

-(20,200 gsD 

134 

(2,175 gsD 

12,415 gsf 

115,610 gsf 

2 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces are secure, weather-protected faciliti~ intended for use as long-term, overnight, and 
work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, non-residential occupants, and employees. San Francisco 
Planning Code Section 155.1. · 

3 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces ate racks located in a publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or 
short-term use by visitors, guests, andpatrons to the building or use. San Francisco Planning Code Section 155.1. 
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Project Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would last approximately 18 months. The four construction 

phase·s and estimated durations an~:. 

• Phase 1: Demolition, excavation and grading (2 months) 
• Phase 2: Underground utilities and foundation (1 month) 
• Phase 3: Above ground structure (11 months) 
• Phase 4: Interior and exterior finishes, paving, and construction sign-off (4 months) 

The proposed building would require excavation into the existing slope and the installation of 

permanent below-grade walls, soldier pile lagging shoring, and a waterproof mat foundation. The 

proposed project would involve excavation of approximately 1,760 cubic yards of soil to a depth 
of up to 3 feet along the western property line (along Cayuga Avenue) and up to about 22 feet 

along the easternproperty line (along Alemany Boulevard). 

Project Approvals 

The proposed project is anticipated to require the following approvals: 

Planning Commission 

• Recommendation for approval of Zoning Map Amendment to establish ·a Special Use 
District (Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District) permitting additional height and density 
and resolving split zoning · 

Approval of Conditional Use. Authorization for use size limits and lot size limits, 
additional density, re:tnov·al of an unauthorized dwelling unit, waiving the off-street 
freight loading requirement, excepting exposure and rear yard requirements 

Board of Supervisors 

• Approval of Zoning Map, Development Agreement Ordinance, and Special Use District 

Actions by other City Departments 

• Depar.tment of Building Inspection - Approval of demolition, site, and building permit 

Sa:n Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency- Approval of the proposed dual (white) 
passenger loading zone and (yellow) commercial loading zone and class 2 bicycle parking 
spaces on Alemany Boulevard 

• Public Works - Approval of street trees along the Alemany Boulevard frontage. Approval 
of a street space permit for construction (if sidewalks are used for construction staging and 

. walkways are constructed in the curb lane) 
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• 

• 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) -Approval of any changes to sewer 
laterals (connections to the city sewer system). If groundwater is encountered during 
construction or operation, the sponsor would need a permit from SFPUC's Wastewater 
Enterprise Collection System Division. The SFPUC requires hydraulic analysis to confirm 
the adequacy of the water distribution system for proposed new potable and fire water 
services. The SFPUC must review and approve the project's construction erosion and 
sediment control plan and post-construction stormwater control plan for compliance with 
the city's Storm water Design Guidelines. 

Department of Public Health- Approval of site mitigation plan 

Approval Action: Approval of the conditi~nal use authorization by the San Francisco Planning 

Commission is the approval action for the proposed project for the purposes of a California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) appeal. The approval action date would establish the start of 

the 30-day appeal period for appeal of the final mitigated negative declaration to the Board of 

Supervisors pursuant to section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

B. PROJECT SETTING 

Project Site and Surrounding Land U$es 

The project vicinity includes a range of one- to three-story buildings with residential, retail, 

production, distribution and repair (PDR), and institutional land uses. The eastern edge of the 

project site borders Alemany Boulevard, although the existing building is at not at street level due 

to the lower elevation of the project site. Immediately adjacent to the west of the project site are 

four single-family homes fronting Cayuga Avenue. These four homes share the same driveway as 

the project site through an existing access ~asement in order to access their garages, located at the 

rear of these buildings: Further west, across the Cayuga Avenue from the project site, are single 

family homes. Directly to the north of the project site at 65 Ocean Avenue is a 14,088-square-foot 

building that is shared· by institutional uses including Little Bear, a pre-kindergarten, and the 

Golden Bridges Elementary School. North of this building, at the corner of Alemany Boulevard 

and Ocean Avenue is a Midas auto repair shop (PDR use) and a 10-s.pace surface parking lot at 

1800 Alemany Boulevard. Eight single-family homes border the parcel, to the south of the project 

site. Seven of these homes front on Valerton Court and do not have rear yards adjacent to the site. 

Residences also front on Alemany Boulevard to the south of the project site. Balboa High School 

and James Denman Middle School are approximately a quarter-mile and a half-mile south from the 

project site, respectively. 

The 29-Sunset and 49-Van Ness/Mission Muni buses runs adjacent to the project site on Ocean 

A venue with bus stops located on the north side and south side of the Ocean and Cayuga A venue 

intersection. The project site is located within one quarter-mile of numerous major transit" stops, 

including those served by the following Muni lines: 14-Mission, 14R-Mission Rapid, 29-Sunset, 49-
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Van Ness/Mission, and 52-Excelsior. The project site is located approximately a half-mile to the 

Balboa Park Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station and 1-mile to the Glen Park BART station. 

The project site is located in a RH-1 (Residential~ House, One Family) and Excelsior Outer Mission 

Street Neighborhood Commercial District zoning district (NCD) and a 40-X height and bulk 

district. Oilier surrounding zoning districts include: Residential-House, Two Family (RH-2); Public 

(P); and Neighborhood Commercial Cluster (NC-1). Height and bulk designations also vary in the 

project vicinity and include 40-X, 65-A, 65-X districts. 

The topography of the project site and its immediate vicinity is relatively flat but steepens towards 

the east to Alemany Boulevard. The Alemany Boulevard elevation at the project site is about 20 

feet higher than the majority' of the site. The eastern slope of the project site along Alemany 

Boulevard is covered with concrete, vegetation, and a fence. A 7-foot-tall retaining wall separates 

the project site from the residential properties to the south. 

A portion of Islais Creek, which is now mostly· underground, ran in a north-south direction 

generally along the. western edge of the existing building and historically drained into a spring . 

pond called "Lake Geneva" near Geneva A venue and Otsego Street. 4 The project site and the 

surrounding block bounded by Alemany BoulevarP,, Ocean A venue, Cayuga A venue and V alerton 

Court are identified on the 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map (see Figure 2, page 113) that shows 

areas of San Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during 

a 100-year storm.s 

Cumulative 

The cumulative context for land use effects are typically localized, within the immediate vicinity 

of the project site, or at the neighborhood leveL Table 2 presents cumulative development in the 

project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site), which are either 

under construction or for which the planning department has an environmental evaluation 

application on file (see Figure 3, page 114 for cumulative project locations). 

The cumulative context for environmental topics such as transportation and air quality are based 

. or: broader, projections-based, approaches discussed further in those environmental topic sections. 

4 ICF, Historical Resource Evaluation, 915 Cayuga Avenue, Figure 17: 1899-1900 Sanborn Fire Insurance :Map, June 
2014/updated September 2017. 

5 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map. Available at: 
htlps:llwww.sfwater.org/ind.ex.aspx?pnge=l229. A "100-year storm" .means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring 
in a given year. 

Case No. 2016-013850ENV 7 915 Cayuga Avenue 

1380· 



Table 2. Cumulative Proposed Development Projects within the Project Vicinity 

;_;:~~~~r~~~-·;:~ K~1if"L~~~£~-~~?:· 'H-~~~~-~~~~hi:~i ~$~~W;~-: ~~~si;~:~ti~,;c~ER~{~~i.~5~~~e~~e,\(~6~t;.· ::,~stitGu~n~l\ 
65 Ocean 2016-006860ENV Demolition and 191 148,631 0 0 0 3,900 
Avenue construction of (child care) 

a mixed-use 
building· 
(residential and 
childcare uses) 

350 Ocean 2015-001961ENV Demolition and 
Avenue 

4840 
Mission 

Street6 

construction of 
mixed-used 
building 
(residential and 
commercial) 

2016-012545ENV Demolition and 
construction of 
mixed-used 
building (retail 
and residential) 

203 Cotter 2015-003791ENV Change of use 
Street and new 

Totals 

construciion of 
kindergarten 
through 8th 
grade school 

24 21,705 1,225 

134 0 NA 

0 0 0 

349 170,336 1,225 

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 

Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed IX! 
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable. 

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or IX! 
Region, if applicable. 

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from Gty departments other IX! 
than the Planning Department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies. 

Required Project Approvals 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15,400 
(school) 

' 19,300 

Not Applicable 

0 

0 

0 

Required special authorizations and changes to the planning code or zoning map, and approvals 

from city agencies (other than the planning department or building department) are discussed in 

Section A, Project Description. 

Conflicts with Adopted Plans and Policies· 

This section discusses potential inconsistencies of the proposed project with applicable local plans 

and policies, as well as conflicts with regional policies (if applicable). Inconsistencies with existing 

6 This project application is under revision and the information is subject to change. 
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plans and policies do not, in and of themselves, indicate a significant physical environmental effect 

within the meaning of CEQA. To the extent that adverse physiCal environmentalimpacts may 

result from such inconsistencies, these impacts are analyzed in this initial study under the specific 

environmental topic sections in Chapter E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. 

The proposed project would intensify land uses on an urban infill site and to the extent that there 

are conflicts between the proposed project and applicable plans, policies, and regulations, those 

conflicts would be considered by city decision-makers when they decide whether to approve, 

modify, or disapprove the proposed project. The staff reports and approval motions prepared for 

the decision-makers as part of the entitlements approval process will include a comprehensive 

project analysis and findings regarding the consistency of the proposed project with applicable 

plans, policies, and regu~ations independent of the environmental review process. · 

San Francisco Planning Code and Zoning Maps 

The planning code, which incorporates by reference the city's zoning maps, governs permitted 

uses, densities, and the configuration· of buildings within San Francisco. Permits to construct new 

buildings (or to alter or demolish eXisting ones) may not be issued unless: (1) the proposed project 

complies with the planning code, (2) an allowable exception or variance is granted pursuant to the 

planning code, or .(3) legislative amendments to the planning code are included and adopted as 

part of the proposed project. 

Zoning 

The project site is located in the Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) and Excelsior Outer Mission 

Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) z~ning districts. According to planning code 

section 209.1, RH-1 districts are occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet in 

width and rarely exceed 40 feet in height. Building styles vary but tend to be uniforin within tracts 

developed in distinct time periods. In some. cases, senior housing and institutional uses are found 

in RH-1 districts, although nonresidential uses tend to be quite limited. Pursuant to planning code 

section 720, NCO districts are intended to provide convenience goods and services to the 

surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited comparison shopping goods for a wider market. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second story. Parking for 

residential and commercial uses is not required. Buildings range in height, with height limits 

generally allowing up to four stories. Lots vary in size, generally small- or medium-sized with 

some very large parcels. The proposed residential· and accessory office uses are principally 

permitted in the NCD district. 

The proposed special use district seeks to resolve this split zoning and rezone the parcel to allow 

for the proposed residential density. 

Case No. 2016-013850ENV 9 915 Cayuga Avenue 

1382 



Height and Bulk 

The project site is located in a 40-X height and bulk district, which permits a maximum building 

height of 40 feet. The planning department measures height for this project from Alemany 

Boulevard. The project would exceed the 40-foot height limit by 10 feet, reaching a height of 50 feet 

(56 feet including the evaluator penthouse). The project sponsor is therefore requesting approval 

of a special use district to rezo~e the site to 55-X to allow a height increase.· , . 

San Francisco General Plan 
The San Francisco General Plan (general plan) establishes policies and objectives to guide land use 

. decisions related to the physical development 6f San Francisco. It is comprised .of 10 elements, each 

of which addresses a particular topic that applies· citywide: Air Quality; Arts; Commerce and 

Industry; Community Facilities; Community Safety; Environmental Protection; Housing; 

Recreation and Open Space; Transportation; and Urban Design. Any conflict between the proposed 

.project and polices that relate to physical environmental issues are discussed in Section E, 

Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 

policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers 

as part of their decision whether to approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project. 

Proposition M- The Accountable Planning Initiative 
In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 

Initiative, which added section 101.1 to the planning code and established eight priority policies. 

These policies, and the topics in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, that address the 

enviroiUJ;lental issues associated with these policies, are: (1) .preservation and enhancement of 

neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 

enhancement of affordable housing (Question 3b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 

supply and displacement issues); (4)"discouragement of commuter automobiles (Questions 4a, 4b, 

and 4f, .Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from 

commercial office development and enhancement· of resident employment and business 

ownership; (6) maximization o£ earthquake preparedness (Questions 13a through 13d, Geology 

and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and 

(8) protection of open space (Questions Sa and Sb, Wind and Shadow, and Question 9a, 

Recreation). 

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study .under CEQA, for any 

demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any ~ction that requires a finding of 

consistency with the general plan, the city is required to find that the proposed project or legislation 

would be consiste:ri.twith the priority policies. 

As noted above, the compatibility of the proposed project with general plan objectives and policies 

that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part 
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of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. Any potential conflicts 

identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the proposed 

project. 

Regional Plans anq Poiicies 
The five principal regional planning agencies and their overatching policies and plans (noted in. 

parentheses) that guide planning in the nine-county bay area include the Association of Bay Area 

Governments (Projections 2013 and Plan Bay Area), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

(2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (Regional 

Transportatio?t Plan- Transportation 2035), the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(San Francisco Basin Plan), and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

(San Francisco Bay Plan). Due to the location, size and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated 

conflicts with regional plans and policies would occur. 

D. n• ••••• • n.'' ".- r-a.n nn-""&l••r-a.r'T' A 1 r-rrr-J"'.TC'-
;:)UIVIIVIf\KT Ur Cl'lVIKUI'\IIVICI'\IIf\L crrcutil 

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 

following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

0 Land Use/Planning 0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 0 Hydrology/Water Quality 

0 Aesthetics D Wind and Shadow 0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

0 Population and Housing 0 Recreation 0 :Mineral/Energy Resources 

12;;:] Cultural Resources 0 Utilities/Service Systems 0 Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

0 Transportation and 0 Public Services D Mandatory Findings of 
Circulation Significance 

D Noise D Biological Resources 

D Air Quality 0 Geology/Soils 

This initial study examines the propos~d project to identify potential effects on the environment. 

For each item on the initial study checklist, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 

proposed project both individually and cumulatively. All items on the initial study checklist that 

have been checked "Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated," "Less than 

Significant Impact," "No Impact" ·or "Not Applicable" indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has 

determined that the proposed project could not have a significant adverse enviroi)lllental effect 

relating to that issue. A discussion is included for those issues checked "Less than Significant 

. Impact with Mitigation Incorporated" and "Less than Significant Impact" and for most items 

checked with "No Impact" or "Not Applicable." For items checked "No Impact" or "Not 

Applicable" without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
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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 

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 proposed project both 

individually and cumulatively. The items checked above have been determined to be "Less than 

Significant with Mitigation Incorporated." 

SENATE BILL 743 

Aesthetics and Parking 

In accordance with CEQA section 21099; Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit 
Oriented Projects, aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the 
potential to result in significant environmental eff'"cts, provided the project meets all of the 
following three criteria: 

a) Thr: project is i3;·1 a _transit prioribf area_; 

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The profect is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above criteria; therefore, this initial study does not consider 
aesthetics and the aQ..equacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under 
CEQA.7 

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Topics: 

1. LAND USE 
Would the project: 

AND PLANNING.-

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? 0 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 0 

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? 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 
0 

Less Than· 
Significant 
Impact 

No Not 
Impact _Applicable 

0 
0 

7 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099- Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 
. 915 Cayuga Avenue, November 6, 2018. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwi~e 

noted), is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of 
case file no. 2016-013850ENV. . 
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Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (No 

Impact) 

The division of an established community typically.involves the construction of a physical barrier 

to neighborhood access, such as a new freeway, or the removal of a means of access, such as a 

bridge cir a roadway. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the construction 

of a physical barrier to neighborhood access or the removal of an existing means of access; it would 

result in the demolition of the existing building and construction of a new residential building 

within its established lot boundaries. In additi~m, the proposed project would not alter the 

established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The proposed project would 

modify an existing driveway easement off of Cayuga Avenue, but it would not block access to 

existing garages of neighboring buildings. Although portions ot the sidewalk, parking lanes, and 

travel lanes adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project 

construction, these· closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not physically divide an established community and thus, would have no impact. 

Irripact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan; policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but n~t limited to, the 

general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose 

. of avoiding or mitigating an environmental ~£feet. (Less than Significant) 

Land use impacts would be considered 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 that directfy address environmental issues 

and/or contain targets or standards that must be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics 

of the City's physical environment. 

The proposed project is seeking legislative amendments through a special.use district to permit 

additional height and density and to resolve spiit zoning. The project. is also seeking a conditional 

use authorization for exceptions to the applicable use size limits and lot size limits, additional 

density, removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit, waiving the off-street freight loading 

.requirement, excepting exposur~, and rear yard requirement~. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not substantially conflict with ar:J.Y applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that 

an adverse physical change would result (see Section C, Compatibility with Existing Zoning and 

Plans). Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan 

policies that relate to physical ~nvironmental issues. 

In addition, the proposed project would not conflict with any such adopted environmental plan or 

policy, including Article 10 of the City's Planning Code, the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan, San 

Francisco's Strategies to Add~ess Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy) and the 

City's Urban Forestry Ordinance, as discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, Section E.6, Air 

Quality, Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section E.12, Biological Resources, 
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respectively. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with 

regard to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations. 

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present,· and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative land use impact. (Less than 

Significant) 

The cumulative context for land use effects are typically localized, within the immediate vicinity 

of the project site, or at ·the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in the project viciruty 

(within a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the projects identified inTable 2 and 

Figure 2. These projects, both individually and in combination with the proposed project, would 

not result in the physical division of an established community, either by constructing a physical 

barrier to neighborhood access, removing a means of access, altering the established street grid or 

permanently closing any streets or sidewalks. Furthermore, these projects would not conflict with 

any adopted environmental plan or policy, including Article 10 of the City's Planning Code, the 

2017 Clean Air Plan, thf' Stratezies to Address Greerihouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction 

Strategy) and the City's Urban Forestry Ordinance, as discussed in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, 

Section E.6, Air Quality, Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Section E.l2, Biological 

Resources, respectively. 

Therefore, the proposed project in combination with .past, present and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects would not result in a significant cumulative land use impact. 

Topics: 

2. POPULATION 
Would the project: 

AND HOUSING.-

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 0 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 0 
units, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 0 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 
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Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No Not 
Impact Applicable 

0 0 

0 0 

n 0 
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Impact PH-1: ·The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial 

population growth in an area. (Less than Significant) 

Population growth is considered in the· context of local and regional plans and population, housing, 

and employment projections. Substantial populati~n growth is considered · an increase in 

population that is unplanned without consideration of or planning for infrastructure services and 

housing needs to support new residents, employees, and visitors. Generally, a project that increases 

population is not viewed as having a significant impact on the environment unless the physical 

changes that would be needed to accommodate project-related population growth would have 

adverse impa~ts on the environment. Project-related employment and residential growth would 

result in some direct physical changes related to transportation, noise, air pollutant emissions, 
greenhouse gas emissions, in~reased demand for public services, increased demand for utility 
capacity, and increased demand for recreational facilities. These physical changes are evaluated 
under other environmental topics in this initial study. . 

An indirect environmental impact is a ch~ge to the physical envir~nment that is not immediately 

related to a proposed project. Specifically, indirect project-related population growth includes 

ways irL w-hiclT a proposed project could foster econorrJc or populatiorl grovvrth in ot.a.~cr locations 
or induce the construction of additional housing. Projects that would remove obstacles to 

population growth (e.g., a major expansion of a wastewater treatment plant or extension of 

roadways into a previously unserved area) might, for example, allow for development to occur in 
an area that was not previously considered feasible for development because of infrastructure 

limitations. This type of development pattern· typically occurs in exurban and rural areas adjacent 

to undeveloped land and is not generally applicable to a site that is ·located in a built urban 

environment already served by infrastructure. 

The proposed project, which would demolish an existing building and construct a 116-dwelling 

unit building with 400 square feet of accessory office, would directly increase the residential and 

employee population on the project site and contribute to anticipated population growth in both 
the neighborhood and citywide contexts. 

The 2010 U.S. Census reported a population of 805,235 persons in San Francisco and a population 
of 6,810 persons in Cens~s Tract 261, which includes the projed site and its immediate vicinity.8 

The population of census tracts within a quarter-mile radius of the project site is about 25,459 
persons.9 Based on an average household size for San Francisco of 2.35 persons per unit, the 

addition of 116 dwelling units would increase the population· at the project site by about 273 
residents.10 This would represent a residential population increase of about 3 percent over the 2010 

population within Census Tract 261, about 1 percent over the 2010 population within the project 

8 U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Profile of General Population and Housi~g CharacterisHcs: 2010, 2010 Demographic. 
Profile Data. Available online athttp:/lfacifinder2.census.govlfnces/navljsflpt1ges/index:xhtml, accessed September 21,2018. 

9 Census Tracts 260.01, 260.04, 255, and 261. U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Profile of 
General Papulation and Housing Characteristics: 2010, 2010 Demographic Profile Data. Available online at 

. http:I!Jacifinder2.census.gov!Jaceshuwljsj!pages!index.xhhnl, accessed September 21, 2018. 

10 U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Households and Families, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year . 
Estimates. Available online at http:llfaciJinder2.cenBus.govlfaces!nav!jsflpages!index.xhtinl, accessed December 24, 2018 
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vicinity (census tracts within a quarter-mile of the project site), and less than 0.01 percent over the 

2010 citywide population. The population increase attributable to the proposed project would 

represent about 0.01 percent of the projected citywide increase in population of about 280,465 

persons anticipated between 2010 and 2040.11 Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 

. a substantial increase in residential population. 

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary employees on the project site for 

the duration of the construction periqd. Operation of the proposed project would result in 
perman.ent employees on the project site. The proposed project's accessory office would generate 

two :D:ew employees, which would not result in substantial employment growth relative to existing 
conditions.12 . 

The proposed project would be consistent with San Francisco General Plan and Housing Element 

goals and policies, and ABAG priority development area goals and criteria; i.e., it is located on an 

infill site, served by existing transit, and is in an area containing a mix of moderate density housing, 
se~vices, retail, employment, &nd civi.c or cultural uses.13 Furthermore, as discussed in Section E.10, 

Utilities and Service Systems, and Section E.ll, Public Services, the population growth generated 

unUer ilu:: proposed project would not require the expru.Lsior~ of infrastructure or services th~t 

would cause adverse physical impacts. Therefore, the proposed project's estimated population 
growth would not constitute substantial unpiarmed growth. Implementation of the proposed 

project would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth in the project vicinity 

that would cause a substantial adverse physical change to the environment. As such, the increase. 

in the residential population associated with the project would have a less-than-significant impact 

related to population growth, arid no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing 

units or people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (Less than Significant) 

According to the legally established floor plan, the existing mixed-use building contains the 

following land uses: a church, yoga/ dance studio, performance studios, automotive and metal 

working, and construction storage.14 During a 2015 reconnaissance visit to the site, a two-story 

residence was identified, which appeared to be inhabited by a farnily.15,16 At the time, the .building 

was occupied by Featherpistol Fitness and an auto body shop; several tenant spaces appeared to b~ 

vacant. The proposed project would demolish the residence and mixed-use building, which would 

displace one housing unit and a small number of employees at the existing businesses. The 

proposed project, however, would construct 116 residential units, add two employees for 

11 ABAG, Projections 2013, p. 75. The projected residential population of San Francisco for 2040 is 1,085,700 persons. 
12 The number of employees generated by the proposed project was estimated using the Planning Department's 

Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, which assumes 276 employees per 1,000 gross 
square feet of office space. 

13 
ABAG, Projections 2013, pp. 6-7; ABAG, Plan Bay A:rea 2040, pp. 28-29. 

14 SIA Consulting, 915 Cayuga Avenue Project Pl~ns, Sheet A-2.0, Legally Established Floor Plan, December 19, 2018. 
15 Basics Environmental, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San Francisco, July 16, 2015. 
16 As listed in the Section A, Project Description, the proposed project would require conditional use authorization for 

removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit. 
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operation, and could readily accoinmodate the one hpusing unit displaced. Therefore,. the 

proposed project would . have a less-than-significant impact related to the displacement of 

substantial numbers of housing units or people and would not necessitate the construction of 

replacement housing. 

impact C-PH-1: The proposed project~ in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to population and 

housing. (Less than Significant) 

The cumulative context for population and housing effects. are typically citywide. Over the last 

several years, the supply of housing has not met the demand for housing within San Francisco. In 

July 2013, the ABAG projected regional housing. needs in the Regional Housing Need Plan for the 

San Francisco Bay Area: 2014-2022. According to this report, the housing growth need of San 

Francisco for 2015 through 2023 is 28,869 dwelling units: 6,234 dwelling units in the ·very low 

income level (0-50 percent); 4,639 units in the low income level (51-'--80 percent); 5,460 units in the 

moderate income level (81-120 percent); and 12,536 units in the above moderate income level (120 

percent plus).l7 These numbers are consistent with the development pattern identified in Plari Bay 

Area: 2040, a state~mandated, integrated long-range transportation, land use, and housing plan.18 

As part of the planning process for Plan Bay Area, San Francisco identified priority development 

q.reas: which consist of areas where new' development will support the day-to-day needs of 

residents and workers in a pedestria.n:-friendly environment served by tran:sit. The project site is 

located within the Mission-San Jose Corridor Priority Development Area. Therefore, although the 

proposed project, ill combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would incre<;tse the population in the area, it would not induce substantial population 

growth beyond that already anticipated to occur. 

For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable population and 

housing impact. 

17 Assoclation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG),-Regional Housing Need Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area: 2015 -
2023, July 2013, https:llabag.ca.gov!files!ABAGJ'inal_RHNA_Fublicnthm.pdf, accessed December 10, 2018. 

18 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and ABAG, Plan Bay Area: 2040, July 26, 2017, http://2040.plnnbayarea.org/, 
accessed on January 12, 2018. 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES.-Would the. 
project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D D D D 
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) Cau.Se a substantial adverse change in the D D D D 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

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

d) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D ~ D D D 
signifi~nce of a tribal cultural resource as defined 
in Public Resource$· Code §21074? 

Impact CR-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, including 

those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (No Imp~ct) 

Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 

section 15064.5 of the CEQA guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 

formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 

(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 

resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting specified 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. The 

significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project" demolishes or materially 

alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its 

historical significance." 

Implementation of the proposed project would include the demolition of the existing building at 

915 Cayuga A venue. In. evaluating whether the prop.osed project would cause a substantial ad verse 

change in the significance of a historical resource, the planning department must first determine 

whether the existing building on the project site is a historical resource. A property may be · 

considered a historical resource if it meets any of the California register criteria related to (1) events, 

(2) persons, (3) architecture, or (4) information potential, that make it eligible for listing in the 

California register,. or if it is considered a contributor to a potential historic district. 

The building at 915 Cayuga Avenue was constructed in the 1890s, A Historic Resource Evaluation 

was prepared for the building to assist the planning department in determining whether the 
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exlsting building is a historical resource. 19 The planning deparhneht revie-wed the evaluations, 

concurred with the findmgs, and issued a preservation team review form determining that the 

building is not a historical resource. 2o 

The building at 915 Cayuga A venue was built in the 1890s as the Hayes Park Laundry and 

continued to function in this capacity through the 1970s. The' subject building has not been found 

eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources unde.r criterion 1 

(events), 2 (persons), or 3 (architecture). While the building can be generally associated with the 

French-American community in San Francisco, there is no evidence that the building is associated 

with any specific events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California histo.ry and cultural heritage. Therefore, the building is not eligible for listing under 

criterion 1 (events). The building is not eligible under criterion 2 (persons) because none of the 

owners or occupants have been identified as important to history. The building is not eligible under 

criterion 3 (architecture) because it is an unremarkable utilitarian industrial structure that has been 

altered numerous times. Finally, the building is not eligible for listing under criterion 4 

(ir1£ormatior .. ) because tPis criterion typic:::t lly applies to rare construction types .w:hert involvLng the 

built environment, and the subject property is not an example of a rare construction type. 

In addition to ·not ·being eligible for listing as an individual resource, the existing building on the 

project site is not located in a known or potential historic district. The buildings in the immediate 

area exhibit a wide range of construction dates and architectural styles, and therefore do not cohere'· 

into a recognizable district. 

In conclusion, the existing building at 915 Cayuga Avenue is not eligible for listing in the California 

register as an individual resource or as a contributor to a historic district artd thus is not considered 

a historical resource under CEQA. For. these reasons, the proposed project would have no impact 

on historical resource, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

hnpact CR-2:· The proposed project could result in a ·substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archeological resource. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

Determining the potential for encountering archeological resources includes relevant factors such 

as the location, depth, and amount of excavation proposed as well as any recorded lnformation on 

known resources in the area. Construction of the proposed project would require excavation to a 

depth of up to 3 feet along the western property line (along Cayuga Avenu~) and up to about 22 

feet along the eastern property line (along Alemany Boulevard) and the removal of approximately 

1,760 cubic yards of soil. A substantial portion of the existing project site would be exc.avated. The 

project site i::; located in an area historically transected by Islais Creek as it flowed north from,the 

. . 
19 ICF, 915 Cayuga Avenue, Historic Resource Evaluation, June 2014/Updated Septernber2017. 
20 San Francisto Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 915 Cayuga Avenue, October 10, 2017. 
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freshwater Geneva Lake a short distance to the south. The planning department conducted a 

preliminary archeological review
21 

and determined that deposits associated with temporary 

encampments of prehistoric populations, as well as Hispanic Period, and 19th to early 20th century 

archeological resources, may be present within areas proposed to be excavated. Excavation could 

damage or destroy these subsurface archeological resources, whlch would impair their ability to 

convey important scientific and historical information. As such, the proposed project could result 

in a significant impact on archeological resources, if such resources are present within the project 

site. 

Implementation Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, Archeological Testing. would be required to 

reduce the potential impact on archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Implementation of the approved plans for archeological testing, monitoring, and data recovery 

would preserve and realize the information potential of archeological resources. The recovery, and 
documentation of information about archeological resources that may be encountered within the 

project site would enhance knowledge of prehistory and history. This information would be 
available to fu.tu.re archeological sbJ.dieS_, contributing lo U-te collective body of scien.tific and 

historic knowledge. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, the proposed project 

would not cause a substantial adverse change to the significance of an archeological resource, if 
present within the project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with 

mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption 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 archaeological consultant from the rotational 
Department Qualified Archaeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning 
Department archaeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to 
obtain the names and contact information for the next three archeological consultants on the 
QACL. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as 
specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological 
monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the 
direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until fimil 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 Sect. 
15064.5 (a) and (c). . 

21 San Francisco Planning Department, Preliminary Archeological Review Form, 915 Cayuga Avenue, October 16, 2018. 
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Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discqvery of an archeological site22 
associated with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially 

interested descendant group an appropriate representative23 of the descendant group and 
the ERO.shall be contacted. The representative of the descendant group shall be given the 
opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of the site and . to offer 
recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of 
recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the 
associated archeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall 
be provided to the representative of the descendant group . 

. Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the 
ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological 
testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall. 
identify the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could 
be adversely atfected by the proposed project, the testing method to. be used, and the 
locations recorru:riended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program will 
be to deter:inine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and 
to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site 
constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, th~ archeological consultant shall 
submit a· written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing 
program the archeological consultant finds that' significant archeological resources may be 
present, the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if 
additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that maybe undertaken include 
additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data 
recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior 
approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO 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: 
A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 

significant archeological resource; or 
B) A data recovery prQgram 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. 

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological 
consultant determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented 
the archeological monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

22 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or 
evidence of burial. 

23 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 Gty 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. An appropriate representative of ot1ler descendant groups should be determined in consultation 
with the Department archeologist 
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• The archeologic,J_ consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the 
scope of .the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities 
commencing. The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant shall 
determine what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, 
any soils- disturbing activities, such as demolitio~ foundation remoyal, excavation, 
grading, utilities ins.tallation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, 
etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the risk 
these activities pose to potential 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 project archeological consultant, determined that . project 
construction activities could have no effects .on significant archeological deposits; 

• Tite dlchevlugicaliYtOn:itor s:hall record attd be authorized to collect soil s~rr..plcc ~r..d 

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/pile driving/construction activ.ities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving or deep 
foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause 
to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation activities may affect an archeological 
resource, the pile driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated. until an 
appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. 
The. archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered 
archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to 
assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological deposit, 
and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological 
consultant shall submit a writtenrepm:t of the findings of the monitoring program to the 
ERO. 

Arch~ological D~ta Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be 
conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological 
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall i:neet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior 
to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to 

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

The scop1e of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 
• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 

operations. 
• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and 

artifact analysis procedures. 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field 

discard and deaccession policies. 
• I~terpretive Program: Consideration of an on-site/off-site 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 cU.ration of any 

recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation 
facilities, and a ~ununary of Ll1e accession policies. of tlle 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 comply with applicable State and Federal L<~.ws, including immediate 
notification of the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner of the City and County of San 
Francisco and in the event of the Medical Examiner's determination that the human remains 
are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most LikelyDescendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code 
Sec. 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 unaS$Ociated funerary objects with 
appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 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 N alive 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 reburial of the human remains and 
associated burial objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res. Code.Sec. 5097.98) .. 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (F ARR) 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 
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recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological 
resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) 
copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one 
unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR 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 in or the high interpretive value of the 
resource, the ERO may require an interpretation program or a different final report 
content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

Impact CR-3: The project may disturb human remains, il!-cluding those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. (Less 'than Significant with Mitigation) 

In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered during construction, any inadvertent 

damage to .human remains would be considered a significant impact. Accordingly, in order to 

reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level, the project sponsor must comply with 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, Archeological Testing, which includes the required procedures for 

the treatment of human remains. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-1, 

Archeological Testing, as described above, the proposed project would have a less-than

significant impact on previously unknown human remains. 

Impact CR-4: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a tribal cultural resource. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

CEQA Section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 

resources. As defined in Section 21074, tribal cultural resources are sites, features; places, cultural 

landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe 

that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of 

historic resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1(d), on February 12, 2018, the planning 

department contacted Native American individuals and organizations for the San Francisco area, 

providing a description of the project and requesting comments on the.identification, presence and 

• significance of tribal cultural resources in the project vicinity. During the 30-day comment period, 

. no Native American tribal representatives contacted the planning department to request 

consultation. 

Based on the background research there are no known tribal cultural resources in the project area; 

however, as· discussed under Impact CR-2, the project site is an archeological sensitive area with 

the potential for prehistoric archeological resources. Prehistoric archeological re?ources may also 

be considered tribal cultural resources. In the event that construction activities disturb unknown 
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archeological sites that are considered tribal cultural resources, any inadvertent damage would be 

considered a significant impact. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive 

Program, impacts to previously· unknown tribal cultural resources would be less-than-significant 

with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological 
resource is present, and if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal 
represe:r:tatives, the ERO determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource 
(fCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the 
proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant tribal 
cultural resource, if feasible. · 

If the Environmenta 1 Review Officer (ERO) determines that preservation-in-place of the TCR 
is both feasible and effective, then the archeologic;al consultant shall prepare an archeological 
resource preservation plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the 
archeological consultant shall be required when feasible. 

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

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably· 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on cultural resources. (Less 
than Significant) 

As discussed under Impact CR~ 1, implementation of the proposed project would not cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource becaus~ the existing building 

on the project site is not historically significant or in proximity to a historic disiiict, thus the 

proposed project would have no direct impact on historic resources. 
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As previously noted, the proposed project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures 

M-CR-1, Archeological Testing and Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Tribal Cultural Resources 

Interpretive Program. These mitigation measures would ensure that project-related impacts on_ 

archeological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural resources would be less than 

significant. Because these impacts are site-specific and generally limited to the immediate 
1 

construction area, _the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would ·not result in a significant cumulative impact on archeological 

· resources, tribal cultural resources, or human remains. This impact would be less than significant. 

Topt_·cs_: __________________________ ~-------

4. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

~) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 0 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not lirnited.to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

b) · Conflict with an applicable congestion 0 
management program, including but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 0 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 0 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

e) 

f) 

Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Conflict ,...;;th adopted policies, plans,. or 
programs regarding public tra.nSit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of suCh facilities? 
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Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
D 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

D 

No 
Impact 

D 

D 

.D 
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D 
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Not 
Applicable · 

D 

D 

D 
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The project is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

Therefore, Question 4c is not ;;tpplic?-ble to the project. A transportation study was prepared for the 

proppsed project.24 

Setting 

The following discussion is based on the information provided in the t;ransportation study. As 

described above, the project site is located between Cayuga Avenue and Alemany:\3oulevard, south 

of Ocean Avenue; on lots OllC and 039 of Assessor's Block 6954 within the Outer Mission 

neighborhood. The 32,182-square-foot lot lies within Superdistrict 3, . Census Tract 261, and 

Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) 48 in the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

model. The project site is an irregularly shaped lot with the majqrity of the project frontage on 

Alemany Boulevard. The project site includes an existing access easement off Cayuga A venue that 

provides access to the project site and to off-street parking for adjacent residential units Oots 034, 

035, 037, and 038). 

Tne project site is currently occupied by a two-story mixed-used building and a surface parking lot 

with 12 parking spaces. The existing building currently contains the following land uses a church, 

· yoga/ dance studio, performance studios, automotive and metal working, and construction storage 

yard. The proposed project would replace the existing building with a 50-foot-tall (56 feet including 

the elevator penthouse), five-story residential building above a two-story basement. The 115,610-

square-foot building would include,"appro:ximately 89,510 square feet of residential space, totaling 

116 units (including 16 studio, 18 one-bedroom, 70 two-bedroom, and 12 three-bedroom units). 

The first floor of the proposed project would also include 400-square-feet of accessory office (rental 

office). The project includes 69 off-street vehicle parking spaces (including three Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) spaces and three car share spaces) that would be provided for the residential 

use in the below grade garage. The three ADA-compliant spaces, three car share spaces, and 47 

vehicle spaces would be independently accessible; the remaining 16 vehicle parking spaces would 

be provided using mechanical stackers. The garage would be accessible via a 16-foot-wide two

way driveway with adjacent 4-foot walkway leading to Cayuga Avenue. The driveway, walkway, 

and proposed 16-foot curb cut would·replace the existing approximately 20-foot curb cut at the 

same location. 

For drivers exiting the garage, there would be a painted yield waiting area on the project site to 

allow vehicles that have exited the garage space to y~eld to incoming vehicles. At the driveway on 

Cayuga A venue, the proposed project would incl11de a convex mirror to increase visibility for 

people entering, exiting, and passing by the project driveway. The existing access easement would 

be retained via a 16-foot driveway. The project proposes approximately 8,605 square feet· of · 

common open space at the backyard. The internal driveway aisle would be bordered by metal 

. 24 Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 915 Cayuga Avenue Transporta(ion Circulation Memorandum, San Francisco, CA. December 
18, 2018. The transportation analysis evaluated the proposed project with 116 vehicle parking spaces. Subsequent 
revisions to reduce the project's parking to 69 vehicle spaces do not affect the study's findings and conclusions. 
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bollards designed to channelize the vehicle movements and keep them separate from the back yard 

open space. 

A total of 116 class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided in the Basement 1 level in a 

designated bicycle parking room. This room would be accessible in two ways. Residents could 

access it from the main entrance on Alemany Boulevard on the first floor via the hallway and an 

elevator to the bike parking room on the floor below, or by riding into the Basement 2 level and 

taking the elevator up to the Basement 1level above. Eighteen dass 2 bicycle parking spaces would 

be provided along the sidewalk on Alemany Boulevard. 

The proposed projec::t does not.include off-street freight loading; however, a 66-foot dual passenger 

(white) and freight (yellow) loading zone is proposed on Alemany Boulevard adjacent to the 

building's main entrance (see Figure 4 and Section 1.2.2). The proposed 66-foot dual use zone 

would replace approximately three existing unmetered street parking spaces: The loading zo.ne 

would be a time-restricted zone that would be designated for freight loading midday through 

afterrtO()n. (10 a.m. -1 p.rn.) EUTd designated for passenger loading tb .. e rest of the day. 

According to the General Plan, Ocean Avenue·is considered a secondary transit street.25 Ocean 

A venue is an east-west neighborhood residential street as defined by the Better Streets Plan and is 

on a Vision Zero High Injury Network. 26 Cayuga Avenue is a north-south neighborhood residential 

street as defined by the. Better Streets Plan and operates as a two-way street with two travellqnes 

(one in each direction) and on-s~eet unmetered parking on both sides of the street. Alemany . ./ . 

Boulevard is a north-south residential throughway as defined by the Better Streets Plan. Alemany 

Boulevard is a median-separated roadway east of the project site, operating as a two-way street 

wii:h two travel lanes in each direction and unmetered on-street parking on both sides of the street. 

The street features northbound and southbound class 2 bicycle facilities and is on the Vision Zero 

High Injury Network. 

The following Muni transit lines operate within one-quarter mile of the project site: 14-Mission, 

14R-Mission Rapid, 14X-Mission Express, 29-Sunset, 49-Van Ness/Mission, 52 Excelsior. Balboa 

Park BART Station is located approximately half-mile from the project sit_e and Glen Park BART 

. Station is approximately a mile from the project site. The closest transit stops are located at the 

Cayuga Avenue/ Ocean Avenue/ Santa Ynez intersection. The Muni 29-Sunset and 49-Van 

Ness/Mission lines run along Ocean Avenue and have stops at this intersection, with p.m. peak 

25 According to the Tr~portation Element of the San Francisco General Plan (Table 4: Transit Preferential Street 
Classification System), a secondary transit street meets one of three criteria: medium transit ridership and low-to
medium frequency of service, or; medium frequency of service and low-to-medium transit ridership, or; connects 
two m more major destinations. · 

26 Vision Zero SF. In San Francisco, more than 70 percent of severe and fatal traffic injuries occur on just 12 percent of city 
streets. Map available at; https://vi.sionierosf.org!vision-zero-in-action/evaluating-monitoring-our-progress/. 
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hour headways of 9 and 12 minutes, respectively. Both lines have a far side eastbound stop and'a 

near side westbound stop on Ocean A venue. 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would ;not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially 

induce automobile traveL (Less than Significant) 

Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 

Many factors affect travel 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, generate 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. 

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (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 ex;pressed geographically 

through transportation analysis zones. Transportation analysi.s zones are used in transportation 

planning models for transportation analy~is and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size 

from single city blocks in the downtown core, mqltiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even 

larger zones in historically industrial areas like the Hunters P,oint Shipyard. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority .(Transportation Authority) uses the San 

Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 

and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on 

observed behavior froi:n the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census dat_a regarding· 

automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and 

transit hoardings. SF-CHAMP 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 residential uses, which examines 

the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from a project. For retail uses, 

the Transportation Authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT from individual trips to 

and from the project (as opposed to entire chain of trips). A trip-based approach, as opposed to a 

tour-ba:;;ed approach, is necessary for retail projects becavse a tour is likely "to consist of trips 

stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing- of tour VMT to each location would over-
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estimate VMT.27
'
28 For residential development, existing regional average da_ily VMT per capita is 

. 17.2. For office development, existing regional average daily work-related· VMT per employee is 

19.1. 

San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, applying 

the same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but also incorporated residential 

and job growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through2040. For 

residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 16.1. For 

office development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per employee is 17.1. Table 3, 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, summarizes existing and cumulative VMT for the region and for the 

transportation analysis zone (IAZ) in which the project site is located, TAZ 48. 

17.2 14.6 10.3 16.1 13.7 9.3 

19.1 16.2 11.5 17.1 14.5 9.9 

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial 

additional VMT. California Governor's Office of Planning and Research's (OPR's) Technical 

Advisory on Evaluating Tr~nsportation Impacts in- CEQA (transportation impact guideline~) 
recommends screening criteria to identify types, charact~ristics, or locations of projects that would 

not result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project meets one of the three screening criteria 

provided (Map- Based Screening, Small Projects, and Proximity to Transit .Stations), then it is 

presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant for the project and a detailed VMT 

analysis is not required. Map-Based Screening is used to determine if a project site is located within 

a TAZ that exhibits low levels of VMT. Small Projects are projects that would generate fewer than 

100 vehicle trips per day. The Proximity, to Transit Stations criterion includes projects that are 

within a half- mile of an existing major transit stop, have aFAR that is equal to or greater than 0.75, 

vehicle parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed by the planning code without 

27To state another way: a tour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, 
for any tour with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on 

the way to work and a restaurant on the way back home, both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT: 

A trip-based approach allows us to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting. 

2S San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying T~ansportation Impact Analysis, 

Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016 
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conditional use authorization, and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities 

Strategy. 

Ip_ TAZ 48, the existing average daily household VMT per capita is 10.3, and the future2040 average 

.daily household VMT per capita is estimated to be 9.3, the existing average daily VMT per 

employee is 11.5, and the future 2040 average daily household VMT per capita is estimated to be 

9.9. Given that the project site is located in an area in which the existl.ng and future 2040 residential 
and office employee VMT would be more than 15 percent below the existing and future 2040 

regional averages; the proposed project's residential and office uses would not result in substantial 

additional VMT; and impacts would be less than significant. Furthermore, the project site meets 
the Proximity to 'Transit Stations screening criterion, which also indicates the proposed project's 

residential uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.29 Therefore, VMT impacts would be 

less than significant. 

Induced Automobile Travel Analysis 

A proposed project would have a significant effect on the en:vironment if it would substantially 

induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas 

(e.g., by adding new mixed-flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. The OPR's 

p~oposed transportation impact guidelines includes a list of transportation project types that 

. would not likely lead to a substantial or measurable increase in VMT. If a project fits within the 

general types of projects (including combinations of types), then it is presumed that VMT impacts 

would be less than significant, and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. 

The prop~ sed project {s not a transportation project. However, the proposed project would include 

changes within the public right of way, such as conversion of on-street parking spaces to a dual 

passenger and freight loading zone, installatiqn of bicycle p~king and walking amenities. These 

features fit within the general types of projects that would not be considered to substantially induce 

automobile travel.3° The proposed project would not increase physical roadway capacity or add 

new· roadways to the transportation network. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a 

significant impact with respect to induced automobile traveL 

Travel Demand 

Localized trip generation of the proposed proje~t was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 

information included in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 

29 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibili~ Checklist for CEQA section 21099: Modernization of Transportation Analysis, 
915 Cayuga Avenue, November 6, 20111. 

30 San Francis~o Planning Commission Staff Report Summarizing the Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact 
Analysis. March 3, 2016. 
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Align-CPC%20exec%20summary_20160303_Final.pdf 
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(SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco Planning Department. 31,32 The proposed project 

would generate an estimated 1,083 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily ]Jasis, 

consisting of 609 person trips by auto (331 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data for 

this census tract), 274 transit trips, 133 walk trips and 67 trips by other modes, which include 

bicycle, taxi, and motorcycle trips. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate 

an estimated 187 daily person trips, consisting of 106 person trips by auto (63 vehicle trips 

accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 53 transit trips, 19 walk trips and 9 trips by other modes. 

Impact TR-2: 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 proposed pr~ject, which consists of a demolition of an existing building and new construction 

of a 116-unit residential building with 400 square feet of accessory office. The proposed project 

would not include any design features that would substantially increase traffic-related hazards 

(e.g., a new sharp curve or dangerous intersections) or include any incompatible uses. 

Additionally, the proposed project would add five new street trees, 18 class 2 bicycle parking · 

spaces, and a dual use 66-foot-long p~ssenger and freight loading zone on Alemany Boulevard. 

The project would also add interior walkways and bollards,. and a convex mirror at the driveway, 

which would increase safety by providing additional barriers between people walking and cars 

entering and exiting the proposed garage and increasing visibility. The project would also include 

a painted yield area for outgoing vehicles to yield to incoming vehicles at the driveway. Therefore, 

traffic hazard impacts due to a design feature or incompatible uses from the proposed project 

would be less than significant. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1 Queue Abatement below would further reduce the project's less

than-significant effects on people ·walking and biking from cars entering the proposed. garage. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Queue Abatement 

As an improvement measure to further minimize the potential for vehicle queues at the 

project driveway into the public right-of-way, the project would be subject to the Planning 

Department's vehicle queue abatement measure. 

Prior to a recurring queue occurring (e.g., if queues are observed for a consecutive period 

of two minutes or longer), the owner/operator of the parking facility will employ 

abatement ·methods as needed to abate a reoccurring queue. Appropriate abatement 

31 Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 915 Cayuga Avenue Transportation Circulation Memorandum, San Francisco, CA. November 
2018. 

32 Trip calculations are conservative (overestimates) because they do not subtract trips associated with existing uses from . 
proposed new construction and changes in uses. 
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. methods will be tailored to the characteristics and causes of a reoccurring queue on Cayuga 

A venue, as well as the characteristics of the project driveway and garage. 

Suggested abatement methods may include, but are not limited to, the following: redesign 

of the garage, rear yard, and/or driveway to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site 

queue capacity; employment of parking attendants; use of valet parking or other space

efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby 

uses; additional transportation demand management (TDM) strategies such as additional 

bicycle parking, or parking demand management strategies. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a rec~rring queue is present, 

the Planning Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the 

owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions· 

at the site Jor no less than seven days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report to 

be submitted to the Planning Department for review. If the Planning Department 

determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator shall have 90 days 

from the date of the written determination to abate the queue. 

Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than 
Significant) 

Emergency vehicle access is currently provided along the project frontage of Alemany Boulevard 

and Cayuga A venue. Emergency· access would remain unchanged from existing ·conditions. In 

addition, the proposed project would not close off any existing streets or entrances to public uses. 

The p~oposed project has been reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department, as required, for 

emergency access conditions. As part of the review feedback, the project proposes a red curb south 

of the driveway to facilitate emergency access. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less

than-significant impact on emergency access. 

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 11erforrnance 

or safety of such facilities. (Less than Significant) 

Transit Facilities 

The project site is well served by public transit. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 

operates the following local transit lines: 14-Mission, 14R-Mission Rapid, 14X-Mission Express, 29-

Sunset, 49-Van Ness/Mission, and 52 Excelsior. The Balboa Park BART station is located 

approximately one half-mile from the project site and Glen Park BART station is approximately 1 

mile from the project site. The closest transit stops are located at the Cayuga A venue/Ocean 

Avenue/Santa Ynez intersection. The Muni 29-Surtset and 49-Van Ness/Mission lines run along 

Ocean Avenue and have stops at this intersection, with p.m. peak hour headways of 9 and 12 
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minutes, respectively. Both lines have a far side eastbound stop and a near side westbound stop on 
Ocean Avenue. Based on the Southeast Mission Transit Screenline data, the existing peak hour 

capacity utilization of these lines is approximately 54 percent during the p.m. peak hour, 
respectively. 33•34 

As described above, the proposed project would generate 274 daily transit trips, including 

53 during the p.m. peak hour. These transit trips would be distributed among the multiple transit 

lines serving the project vicinity and would be accommodated· by the existing capacity (54 

percent),of the Southeast Mission Transit Screenline, which is well below the SFMTA capacity 

· utilization performance standard of 85 percent. 35 For these reasons, the proposed project would 

not result in unacceptable levels of transit serviCe or cause a substantial increase in delays or 

operating costs -such that significant adverse impacts in transit service could result: Thus, the 

proposed project's impact on transit service would be less than significant. 

Bicycle 

The proposed project would add approximately 67 person-trips by" other" modes, which includes 

trips made by bicycle. The project vicinity is SE'!rved by existing bicycle routes and lanes located 

along Ocean A venue and Alemany Boulevard. The bicycle facilities along Ocean A venue and 

Alemany Boulevard were observed to be ·underused during a field visit to the site.36 

· Implementation of the proposed project would not alter the existing street grid or result in other 

physical changes that would affect bicycle facilities. In addition, the proposed project would 

include 116 class 1 bicycle parking spaces (located in the garage) and.18 class 2 bicycle parking 

spaces (located on the Alemany Boulevard sidewalk in front of the project site). For these reasons, 

project-generated bicycle trips would not have a significant impact on existing bicycle facilities. 

The proposed project would also generate 331 daily and 63 p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips. While the 

project would increase the amount of vehicle. traffic along Cayuga Avenue and other streets in the 

project vicinity, the expected magnitude of this increase on .any one street would not be substantial 

33 San Francisco Planning Department, Memorandum: Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May 15, 2015. 

34 Typically, the Planning Department assesses transit impacts through a screenline analysis. A screenline analysis 
assumes that there are identifiable corridors or directions of travel which are served by a grouping of transit lines. 
Therefore, an individual line would be combined with either transit lines in a corridor and corridors combined into a 
screenline in determining significance. The Southeast Mission Transit Screenline is an average of the 14 Mission, 14L 
Mission Limited, 14X Mission Express, and 49 Van Ness-Mission transit lines. 

35 The SFMTA uses a capacity l).tilization·performance standard of 85 percent for ~ransit vehicle loads. In other words, 
SFMTA local transit lines should operate at or below 85 percent capacity utilization. The Planning Department, in 
preparing and reviewing transportation impact studies, has similarly used the 85 percent capacity utilization 
standard as a threshold of significance for determining peak period transit demand impacts to the SFMT A lines. By 
contrast, regional transit agencies use a 100 percent capacity utilization standard, and therefore the Planning 
Department uses 100 percent capacity utilization as a threshold of significance for determining peak period transit. 
demand impacts to regional transit 

36 Field observations were made at the subject. property, 915 Cayuga Avenue, and the project vicinity on December 5, 
2017, between 3:0Q-6:00 p.m . 
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enough to result in conflicts with' ~yclists or affect overall bicycle circulation or the o·perations of 

bicycle facilities. Therefore, impacts related to bicycle travel would be less than significant. . \ 

Walking 

Trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the proposed 

residentiill and office uses, plus walk trips to and from transit stops. The proposed project would 

generate about 133 daily walk trips to and from the project site, including 19 walk trips during the 

weekday p.m. peak hour. The proposed project would retain the existing 10-foot wide sidewalk 

widths along Cayuga A venue and Alemany Boulevard. In addition, there are curb ·ramps, 

crosswalks, and stop signs provided at the nearest intersections (Cayuga Avenue/Ocean 

Avenue/Santa Ynez Avenue and Ocean Avenue/Alemany Boulevard) to facilitate crossings. As a 

result, the existing sidewalks at· the site and within the project vicinity would. be able to 

accommodate the additional project-generated walk trips without becoming substantially 

overcrowded or unsafe. 

The proposed project would enhance safety at the project site by providing a barrier between 

pedestrians and vehicles traveling within the interior of the project site. In addition, the project 

includes a convex mirror at the project driveway to enhance driver's visibility of people walking. 

Furthermore, 'project-generated vehicle traffic (331 daily and 63 p.m. peak hour vehicle~trips) 

would be dispersed among multiple streets within the project vicinity and therefore, would not be 

expected to result in substantial conflicts with pedestrians on Cayuga Avenue or other streets in 

the project vicinity. As a result, project-related impacts on people walking would be less than 

significant. To further reduce the less-than-significant impacts on pedestrians, the project sponsor 

has agreed to implement Improvement Measure I-TR-2 as described below. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-2: Install Audible or Visual Warning Device for 

Pedestrians 

Loading 

The p~oject sponsor will install a visual or audible warning device at the driveway 

entrance/exit to automatically alert pedestrians walking along Cayuga Avenue when a 
vehicle is exiting the facility. 

Pursuant to Planning Code section 152, the proposed project is required to provide one off-street. 

loading space. The project is proposing a 66-foot-long dual use passenger and freight loading zone 

on Alemany Boulevard. 

Loading demand for the proposed project was calculated using the methodology set forth in the 

Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines. The proposed project would generate an average 

peak-hour freight loading demand of less than one space. Passenger loading demand is estimated 

to equal nine vehicles in the p.m. peak hour. The proposed loading zone would be sufficient to 

accommodate the anticipated demand. 
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Residential move-in/move-out activities could be accommodated by one of i:wo options. Residents' 

private vehicles and/or small moving trucks could park in the project's garage or use available on

street parking spaces near the project site. In the event that longer moving trucks are needed, 

residents would be required to obtain permits to temporarily reserve on-street parking spaces near 

the project site. 

The proposed· supply of loading spaces is sufficient to satisfy calculated demand. Therefore, 

passenger and freight loading activities resulting from the proposed project would have a less

than-significant impact on people walking, biking, and transit operations. 

Construction Activities 

Construction of the proposed project would take approximately 18 months. Construction staging 

would occur primarily on AlemanyBoulevard. Construction-related trucks to and from the project 

site could result in a temporary increase in traffic volumes on local streets. In addition, construction 

activities would generate· construction worker trips to and from the project site and temporary 

demand for parking and public transit. However, the tempunuy ueuta.itd fur public lraTtSit would 

not be expected to exceed the capacity of local or regional transit service .. The project sponsor 

would be required to follow the Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets ("The Blue Book") 

and coordinate temporary traffic lane closures with SFMTA to minimize the impacts on local 

traffic. 

Due to the temporary nature of the construction activities and required street and sidewalk 

coordination with City departments and agencies, the construction-related impacts on 

transportation and circulation would be less than significant. 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combin~tion with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not have a cumulative impact on transportation. (Less than 

Significant) 

There are currently four proposed development projects within the project vicinity (see Table 2 and 

Figure 3, Section B, Project Setting) in addition to the proposed project at 915 Cayuga A venue 

which w~uld increase the demand for transit within the project vicinity. The cumulative p.m. peak 

hour capacity utilization of the Southeast Muni Screenline is projected to reach 89 percent by the 

year 2040.37 This would be considered a significant cumulative impact on transit capacity. The 

proposed project's contribution to transit ridership .in 2040 would be minimal and would be 

dispersed among various lines. The number of passengers on any one line would not result in a 5 

percent increase in transit demand. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to the significant impact on transit capacity under the 2040 cumulative 

scenario. 

37 San Francisco Planning Department, Memqrandum: Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, May 15, 2015. 
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The cumulative projects would also increase automobile traffic in the area, which could result in 

an increase in the potential for vehicle-bicycle and vehicle-walk conflicts at intersections ·and 

driveways in the project vicinity. While there would be a general increase in vehicle, bicycle, and 

walk traffic in the project vicinity, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous 

conditions for people bicycling or walking, or otherwise interfere with bicycle or walking 

accessibility to the project site and adjoining areas. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination 

with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in the project vicinity, would have a 
less-than-significant cumulative impact on bicycling and walking conditions. 

Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction activities associated with the 

cumulatiye development projects described in Table 2. However, the combined. construction

related traffic would be temporary and localized, and therefore would not result in permanent 

impacts related to tran...sportation and circulation. In addition, all construction-related temporary 

traffic lane closures must be coordinated with the SFMTA to minimize the impacts on local traffic. 

The cumulative impact of construction worker-related vehicle or transit trips would also not 

substantially affect transportation conditions, due to their temporary and limited nature. Therefore, 

the combined construction-related traffic of the proposed project and other projects in the vicinity 

would have a less-than-significant impact on people walking, biking, and transit operations. 

· For these reasons, the proposed project in combination with past, present, or reasonably 

foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity would result in less-than-significant cumulative 

transportation impacts. 

If construction of the proposed project and the adjacent property at 65 Ocean Avenue were to occur 

at the s~e time, construction-related vehicles could temporarily constrain traffic along their 

routes and may_ result in temporary rerouting of local trips. Improve.ment Measure I-TR-3 

(Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan) would further reduce these temporary 

less-than-significant transportation impacts related to cumulative ·construction. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-3: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

. The project sponsor will participate in the . preparation and implementation o.f a 
coordinated construction traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce 
hazards between construction-related traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and· transit 
vehicles. The coor\finated construction traffic management plan will be prepared. in 
coordination with other public and private projects within a one block radius that may 
have overlapping construction schedules and shall be subject to review and approval by 
the TASC. The plan will include, but not necessarily be limited to the following measures: 

• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours: Limit truck movements· and deliveries· 
requiring lane closures to occur between 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., outside of peak morning and 
evening weekday commute hours. 

· • Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction 
workers to carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving 
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alone to and from the project site. Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, 
providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee and employer 
ride matching program from www.Sll.org, participating in emergency ride home 
program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit 
information to construction workers. 

" Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construction wo.rker parking shall be 
identified as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation of the 
proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker 
parking shall be discouraged. The project sponsor could provide on-site parking once the 
below grade parking garage is usable. 

. . . 

" Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 
updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact 
person, construction activities, duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), 
travel lane closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby·residences and 
adjacent businesses through a website, social media, or other effective methods acceptable 
toth.e ERO. 

Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-3, Coordinated Construction Traffic Management 

Plan, would minimize less-than-significant localized impacts related to coinCident construction 

and would reduce or confine construction-related transportation to routes and times with the least 

impact. It would also promote communication of local construction activities to local residents and 

.businesses. 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

5. NOISE --Would the projeCt result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 0 
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 0 
groundbome vibration or groundbome noise 
levels? . 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 0 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 0 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above' 
levels existing without the project? 
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Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

D 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 
Impact Impact Applicable 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
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Topics: 

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? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

0 

£) For a project located m the vicinity of a private 0· 
airstrip, would. the project expose people residing 
or Working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 
ImpaCt Impact Applicable 

0 0 l8l 

0 0 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private 

·airstrip. Therefore, topics 5e and 5f are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Imp ad N0-1: The proposed project operations would not result in the exposure of persons to o.r 
generation of noise levels i:J;I. excess of established standards, nor would the proposed project 
result in a substantial perma:J;~.ent increase in ambient noise levels. (Less than Significant) 

· Ambient noise levels in the project vicinity are typical of noise levels found in San Francisco, which 

are dorr:Unated by vehicular traffic, including cars, Muni buses, and emergency vehicles. The 
existing traffic noise levels are between 65-70 A-weighted decibels (dBA) day average sound level 

(Ldn) on Cayuga Avenue and above 75 dBA (Ldn) on Alemany Boulevard. 38.39,40 Cayuga Avenue 

is generally a low volume street: in the p.m. peak hour, 176 vehicles were counted on Cayuga 
Avenue near. the Ocean Avenue intersection.41 While land uses in the project site vicinity do not 

generate a substantial amount of noise, high traffic volumes along the su~rounding roadways 

result in a relatively loud noise environment. The project site driveway is located approximately 

100 feet from Ocean A venue where the noise environment is dominated by nearby vehicle noise. 

The proposed project would include residential uses that would place sensitive receptors within this. 

noise environment. The Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan 

contains Lanq Use Compatibility Guidelines for Com:r~mnity Noise: 42 These guidelines, whi.ch are 

38 San Francisco Gener~ Plan, Environmental Protection Element, Map 1, Background Noise Levels- 2009, . 
http:l!generalplan.sfplamling.orglimages!I6.enuiromnental!ENV_Map1_Background_NoiSe%20Levels.pdf, accessed on 
October 10, 2018. 

39 The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a'Scale of noise measurement that approximat~s the range of sensitivity of 
the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from 
about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. A 10-dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling 
of loudness. 

40 The DNL or Ldn is th~ Leq; or Energy Equivalent Level, of the A-weighted noise level over a 24-hour period with a 10-
dB penalty applied to noise levels between 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Leq is the level of a steady noise which would have the 
same energy as the fluctuating noise level integrated over the time period of interest 

41 Kittleson & Associates, 915 Cayuga Avenue Transportation Circulation Memorandum- Final, Case No. 2016-013850ENV. 
December 18, 2018. · 

42 San Francisco General Plan, Environmental. Protection Element, Policy 11.1, 
http://gweralplan.sfplanrling.org/I6_EnviroiJ111enfaiYrotecfion.hhn#ENV_TRA_11_1 , accessed October 10, 2018. 
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similar to state guidelines promulgated by the Governor's Office of Planning and Research, indicate 

maximum acceptable noise levels for various newly developed land uses. These guidelines present a 

range of noise levels that are considered compatible or incompatible with various land ·uses. 

Specifically, the maximum "satisfactory, with no special noise insulation" exterior noise level is. 60 

dBA (Ldn) for residential and hotel uses, 65 dBA (Ldn) for schools classrooms, libraries, churches 

and hospitals, 70 dBA (Ldn) for playgrounds, parks, office buildings, retail commercial uses and 
. . 

noise-sensitive manufacturing/communications uses, and 77 dBA (Ldn) for other commercial uses 

such as wholesale, some retail, industrial/manutacturing, trru;tsportation, communications, and 

utilities. 

The proposed project would include residential and office uses, which are common uses in the 

neighborhood. These uses would not generate groundborne vibration or noise levels in excess of 

established standards and would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial permanent, 

temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. Vehicular traffic makes the largest 

contribution to ambient noise levels throughout most of San Francisco. Generally, traffic would have 

to double in volume to produce a· noticeable 3 dBA increase in the ambient nolse level in the project 

vicinity.43 The existing p.m. peak hour vehicle volume on Cayuga Avenue is·176 vehicle trips. The 

proposed project would generate approximately 331 daily vehicle trips, approximately 63 of which 

would occur during the p.m. peak hour. This increase in vehicle trips would not cause p.m. traffic 

volumes to double on nearby streets and as a result, project-generated traffic noise would not have a 

noticeable effect on ambient noise le.vels in the project site vicinity. 

Mechanical building. equipment, such as elevators and heating, ventilation and air conditioning 

(HV A C) systems, would also create operational noise. However, these p.oise sources would be subject 

to the San. Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code). Section 2909(d) of the noise 

ordinance establishes maximum noise levels for fixed noise sources (e.g., mechanical equipment) 

of 55 dBA (from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 45 dBA (from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) inside any sleeping or living 

room in any dwelling unit located on residential property to prevent· sleep disturbance. The 

proposed project's mechanical and HV AC systems would be required to meet these noise 

ordinance standards. 

Furthermore, section 2909 of the noise ordinance regulates noise levels at residential and commercial 

properties. Noise at residential properties are limited to no more than 5 dB A above the ambient noise 

level at the property plane. 44 The proposed project's operational noise would be required to meet these 

43 United States Department of Transportation, Federal High;.,ay Administration, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and 
Abatement Guidance, December 2011, p. 9. Available online at 
http://v;"N>v.fhwa.dot.gov/enviromllent/noise/regulatimw_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid 
m1ce.pdf, accessed October 10, 2018. 

44 Property plane means a vertical plane including the property line that determines the property bonndaries in space. 
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noise standards. The Department of Public Health and Police Department may investigate and take 

enforcement action in response to noise complaints. 

Given that the proposed project's vehicle trips would not cause a doublmg of traffic voh.i:mes on 

nearby streets and that proposed mechanical equipment and other noise-generating activities would 

· be required to comply with the noise ordinance, operational noise from the proposed project would 

not result in a noticeable increase in ambient noise levels. Therefore, the proposed project would not 

result in exposure of any.existing noise sensitive uses (e.g., nearby residential uses, schools, etc.) to 

noise levels in excess of established standards or result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels. 

In the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District case decided 

in 2,015,45 the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally require lead agencies to 

consider how existing environmental conditions might impact a project's users or residents, except 

where the project would significantly exacerbate an existing environmental condition. Accordingly, 

Ule significaru-=:e criteria above related to exposure of persons .to noise'lcvels in excess of st3ndards in 

the general plan or noise ordinance, exposure of persons to excessive groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise levels, and people being substantially affected by existing noise levels are relevant 

only to the .extent that a project significantly exacerbates the existing noise environment. As discuss~d 

above, the proposed project would not significantly exacerbate existing noise conditions; however, 

the following is provided for informational purposes. 

The proposed project's residential uses would be subject to the noise insulation requirements in both 

the California Building Code and the San Francisco Building Code. The 2013 California Building 

Code requires that interior noise levels from outside sources not exceed 45 dBA (Ldn or CNEL) in 

· any habitable room (rooms for sleeping, living, cooking,· and eating, but excluding bathrooms, 

closets, and the like) or a residential unit, except for residential additions to structures constructed 

before 1974. The building code <ll.so mandates that walls and floor/ceiling assemblies separating 

· dwelling units from each other or from public or service areas have a sound transmission class of at 

least 50, meaning they can reduce noise by a minimum of 50 decibels. 

The San Francisco Building Code was amended in 2015 to incorporate language included in 

section 1207.4 (interior noise standards) of the state building code. San Francisco's current 

section 1207.6.2 accordingly reads the same as section 1207.4 of the state building code. The San 

Francisco Building Code also includes a requirement that residential structures in "noise critical 

areas, such as in proximity to highways, county roads, city streets, railroads, rapid transit lines, 

airports, nighttime entertainment venues, or industrial areas," be designed to exceed the code's 

quantitative noise reduction requirements, and specifies, "[p ]roper design to accomplish this goal 

shall include, but not be limited to, orientation of the residential structure, setbacks, shielding, and 

45 Califomia Building Industry Association ·v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369. Opinion Filed . 
December 17, 2015. Case No. S213478. Available at: http://www.courts.ca.gov/33098.htm. 
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sound insulation of the building" (section 1207.6.1). Section 1207.7 requires submittal of an acoustical 

report along with a project's building permit application to demonstrate compliance with the 

building code's interior noise standards. 

' While the proposed project would include residential uses that would place sensitive receptors in the 

vicinity of a noisy environment, compliance with Title 24 standards and the San Francisco Building 

Code would ensure that appropriate insulation is included :irl. the project to meet the 45 dBA interior 

noise standard in the San Francisco Building Code. Furthermore, the proposed project does not 

include features or uses that would significantly exacerbate the existing noise environment: 

Im.pact N0-2: The proposed project construction would not generate noise levels in excess of 
established standards or result in substantial temporary increases in noise levels or vibration in 
the project vicinity. (Less than Significant) 

Demolition, excavation, and building construction would cause a temporary increase in noise 

levels within the project vicinity. Construction equipment and activities would generate noise and 

possibly vibrations that ~auld be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Tne 

construction period for the proposed project would last approximately 18 months. Construction 

noise levels would fluctuate depending on construction phase, equipment type and duration of 

use, distance between noise source and affected receptor, and the presence (or absence) of barrier~. 

Impacts would generally be limited to periods during which excavation and grading occurs, new 

foundations are installed, and exterior structural and facade elements are constructed. According 

to the project sponsor, no pile driving would be required. 

Construction noise is regulated by the. San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police 

Code). The noise ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction 

equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dB A at a distance of 100 feet from the· source. 

For reference, Table 4 provides typical noise levels produced by various types of construction 

equipment. Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams,·impact wrenches) must have manufacturer

recommended and city-approved mufflers for both intake and exhaust. Section 2908 of the noise 

ordinance prohibits construction work between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m., if noise would exceed the 

ambient noise level by 5 dB A at the project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by 

the ·Director of the Department of Public W arks or the Director of Building Inspection. The project 
. . 

would be required to comply with these noise ordinance standards. 
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Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker) 1 89 83 

Auger Drill Rig 84 78 

Backhoe 78 72 

·Loader 79 73 

Dozer 82 76 

Excavator 81 75 

Grader 85 79 

Dump Truck 76 70 

Flatbed Truck 74 68 

Concrete Tnick 81 75 

Man Lift 75 69 

Generator 81 75 

Compressor 78 72 

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 

Source: United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Construction Noise Handbook, Chapter 9, Table 9.1, 
htlps:!Jwww.fhwa.dot.gov/ENVIRONMENT!noise!construction_noise!handbook/handbook09.cfm, accessed November 6 2018. 

1Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. · 

Construction of the proposed project would require excavation and removal of approximately 1,760 

cubic yards of soil. According to a geotechnical investigation· report prepared for the proposed 

project,46 the proposed ~onstruction would require installation of permanent below-grade walls, 

soldier pile lagging shoring, drilled displacement sand-cement columns, and a waterproof mat 

foundation. 

The nearest noise sensitive uses to the project site include 12 residential homes surrounding the 

project site to the west and south, the Little Bear Pre-school and Golden Bridge Schooll<;>-cated at 

65 Ocean A venue, adjacent to the project site to the north. The resi~ences and schools surrounding 

the project site would experience temporary and intermittent noise associated with construction 

activities as well as the passage of construction trucks to and from the project site. The noisiest 

construction activities associated with the project would likely be excavation, which can generate 

r10ise levels up to 89 dBA for a jackhammer. The duration of excavation would be relatively brief 

given the limited amount of excavation required. Impact equipment used for construction would 

be expected to co;rr:tply with noise ordinance provisions with. respect to muffling of particularly 

noisy equipment; all other noit~impact equipment would be expected to comply with noise 

46 Rockridge G~technical, Geotechnical investigation Proposed Mixed-Use B"uilding 915 Cayuga Avenue, San Francisco, 
California, September 12, 2017. 

Case No. 2016-013850ENV 43 915 Cayuga Avenue 

1416 



ordinance section 2907(a) limit of 80 dBA from the equipment noise source. Furthermore, the 

project does not propose work during nighttime hours and impact pile driving is not. required. 

Construction noise from the project would be attenuated by distance and the noise reduction 

provided by the buildings/windows of sensitive receptor residences. The typical range of noise 

reduction provided by residential dwellings is 12 to 18 dB with windows partially open, and 20 to 

25 dB with windows and doors kept closed. 47 In addition, construction noise would be temporary 

and intermittent, and the project would be required to comply with the provisions of the noise 

ordinance during construction. For these reasons, the construction-related noise impact would be 

less than significant. 

. 
Older buildings, particularly masonry buildings, can be damaged by excessive vibration associated 

with construction activities. Construction of the proposed project would not generate excessive 

vibration that could damage the immediately adjacent builqings. No pile driving is proposed; a 

·soldier pile and lagging shoring syste~ would install steel beams and concrete in predrilled holes. 

1\c.cordirlg tu the geotechnical st:..1dy, soil irnprovernent by drilled d~sr)lat:ement sand-cerrl!?nt 

columns in conjunction with mat foundations would result in low vibrations during installation 

and is appropriate for use near adjacent structures. 48 In addition, the building department is 

responsible for reviewing the building permit application to ensure that proposed construction 

activities, including shoring and underpinning, comply with all applicable procedures and 

requirements and would not damage adjacent or nearby buildings. 

For these reasons, project-r~lated cons~ction activities would not expose individuals to temporary 

increases in noise or vibration levels substantially greater than ambient levels. 

Impact C-N0-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to 

noise and vibration. (Less than Significant 

As described above; project-generated operational and construction noise would not substantially 

increase ambient noise levels within the project vicinity. Of the four cumulative development 

projects described in Table 2, Sectio:r{ B, Project Setting, the closest development to the projeCt site 

is located at 65 Ocean Avenue, adjacent to the project site. The other three cumulative projects are 

separated from the proposed project by distance and multiple buildings that would provide 

shielding of their construction noise such that it would be unlikely to noticeably combine with 

project construction noise at the nearest receptor locations, even if they were to be constructed 

simultaneously. Construction noise from the 65 Ocean Avenue project would not have such 

intervening structures and would have the potential to combine with project construction noise to 

47 Wyle Laboratories, Wyle Research Report WR 94-23, Raleigh-Durham International Airport New Construction 
Acoustical Design Guide, Prepared for Raleigh-Durham Irport Authority, September 30, 1991. 

48 Ibid. 
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affect the same sensitive receptors (nearby residences) if construction were to occur at the same 

time. However, construction of the 65 Ocean A venue project would be subject to the same noise 

regulations as1he proposed project, which limit construction hours and noise levels. In addition, 

the noisiest phases of construction, excavation and foundation installation, would.be relatively 

brief and less likely to overlap than the less noisy phases of building structure and interior work. 

Accordingly, cumulative construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

With respect to operational noise, the proposed project's mechanical equipment and mechanical 

equipment from reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would be required to comply with the 

noise ordinance and would not combine to cause a significant cumulative noise impact. 

Cumulative projects would also . result in operational noise ·from vehicular traffic. Of the 

cumulative projects, only 65 Ocean A venue, given the close proximity of its driveway adjacent to 

the proposed project's driveway on Cayuga Avenue, could potentially combine with the proposed 

project to result in a curimlative noise impact from vehicular noise. The proposed project and the 

65 Ocean Avenue project would add approximately 63 vehicle trips and 144 vehicle trips, 

respectively, during the p.rn. p.eak hour,49 Tl1e cornbii1ed addition of 207 vehicles vvould double 

the existing traffic volume of 176 vehicles in the p.m. peak hour on Cayuga Avenue. As discussed 

under Impact N0-1, a doubling in traffic volume could produce a noticeable 3 dB A increase in the 

ambient noise level in the project vicinity. In the existing noise environment which is dominated 

by. roadway noise from Alemany Boulevard and Ocean Avenue, the incremental noise from the 

cumulative-plus-project vehicle trips on Cayuga Avenue while possibly noticeable, would not be 

substantiaL As the driveway on Cayuga Avenue is within 100 feet from the Ocean Avenue 

intersection, vehicles would be rapidly dispersed along the local roadways and would. not all be 

on Cayuga A venue. In combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the project 

would not result in significant cumulative noise impacts. 

Topics: 

6. AIR QUALITY.-Would the project: 

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

·D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 
Impact Impact Applicable 

fg] D D 

fg] D D 

49 San Francisco Planning Department, 65 Ocean Avenue Revised Transportation Calculations, Case No. 2016-
. 006S60ENV, January 7, 2019 · 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with. Less Than 
Significant Mitigation· Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 0 0 181 0 0 
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 substru;>tial pollutant 0 0 181 0 0 
concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 0 0 181 0 0 
number of :people? 

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, 

Alru-Tieda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa coun_tiPs and portions of Sonoma 

and Solano counties. The air districtis responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 

air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 

Clean Air Act, respectively. SpecificaJly, 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. On April 19, 2017, the air district 

adopted the 2017 Clean Air Plan, its most recent air quality plan. 50 The 2017 Clean Air Plan updates 

the rrtost recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Cl~an Air Plan, in accordance with the requirements 

pf the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide a control 

strategy to reduce particulate matter, air taxies, and greenhouse gases in a single, integrated plan; 

and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 Clean Air Plan 

contains the following primary goals: 

Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: attain all state and national air 

quality standards, and eliminate di,sparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health 

risk from toxic air contaminants; and 

Protect the climate: reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 

levels by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The 2017 Clean Air Plan is 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 an air quality plan. 

50 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017 C1~ Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate, April20 17, 
http:!lwww.baaqmd.gowplcms-wld-climate/air-qwl./ity-pfans/plans-under-devefopmellf, accessed October 10, 2018. 
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Crite1ia Air Pollutants 

In_accordance with the state and federal clean air acts, air pollutant standards are identified for the 

following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen 

dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), 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 with federal or state standards. Specifically, the air basin is designated 

as either in attainmentS I or unclassified for most criteria air. pollutants with the exception of ozone, 

PM2.5, and PMlO, for which it is in non-attainment with respect to either state or federal standards. 

B.y its very nature, regional ~r pollution is largely a cumulative impact in that no single project is 

sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of air quality standards. Instead, a project's 

individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative air quality impacts. If a project's 

contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would be considerable, then the project's impact on 

air quality would be considered significant. 52 Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria 

air pollutants during the construction and operational phases of. a project. Table 5 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 iri a cumulatively 

considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the air basin. 

Table 5: Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 

ROG 54 54 .10 

NOx 54 54 10 

Fugitive Dust 

82 (exhaust) 

54 (exhaust) 

Construction Dust Ordinance or other Best 
Management Practices 

82 .15 

54 10 

Not Applicable 

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

51 "Attairunent" 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 

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

nihogen oxides (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, are 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, 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 

day). 53 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 

co<iiings, and construction activities. Therefore, the above tP.resholds can be appliecl to the 

construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in eniissions 

below the$e 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 construction· 

phase emis$ions. 

P~rticulate Matter (PM1o and PM2.s).54 The air district has not established an offset limit for I'M2.s. 

However, the emissions limits established in the federal New Source Review55 for stationary 

sources in nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PMw and PM2.5, the 

New Source Review emissions limits are 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. 56 Similar to the ozone preoirsor thresholds identified 

above, land use development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of 

· increases in vehicle tr~ps, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and 

construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and 

operatio~al 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. 

53 Bay Area Air Quality Management Distr;ict, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental 
Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, page 17. 

54 PM1o is often termed" coarse" particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or smaller . 

. PM2.s, termed "fine" particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 

55 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), PSD (40 CFR 52.21,_40 CFR 51.166, 40 CFR 51.165 (b)) and Non-attainment NSR (40 
CFR 52.24, 40 CFR 51.165, 40 CFR part 51, Appendix S) 

56 BAAQMD, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, 
October 2009, page 16. 
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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 

conlrols fugitive dust; 57 individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere 

from 30 to 90 percent.58 The air district has identified a number of best management practices to 

control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities. 59 The City's Construction Dust Control 

Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures to control 

fugitive dust. Best management practices employed in compliance with the ordinance are an 

effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 

state standards in the past 12 years and SOz concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 

primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Constructio11-related 

SOz 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 SOz. Furthermore, the air 

district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California ambient air quality 

standard of 9.0 parts per million (eight-hour average) or 20.0 parts per million{one-hour 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 rri.ixing is 

limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area's attainment status and the limited CO and SOz emissions 

that could result from development projects in the project vicinity, the development projects would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase iri CO ·or SOz emissions, and quantitative 

·analysis is not required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazm·ds 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 

TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of cau~ing chronic (i.e., 

of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe qut short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 

carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 

cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 

toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 

one TAC may pose a hazard .that is many times great~r than another. 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 

the air district using a risk-ba~ed 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 

57 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dusi Handbook. September 7, 2006. This document is available 
online at http:J/www.wrapair.org!forwns!dejflfdhlcontent/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed Oecember 18, 2017. 

58Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 
2017, page D-47. · 

59 Ibid. 
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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. 60 

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, seven days a week, for 30 years. 61 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.s) are strongly associated, with mortality, respiratory 

diseases, and lung development impacts in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization 

for cardiopulmo~ary disease.62 LTt additipn tu ·p:rvfL.~, d~esel particulate rnatter (DPl\.1) is also ·of 

concern. The California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified DPM as a TAC in 

1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. 63 The estimated cancer 

risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other TAC. 

routinely measured in the region. 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco -·most adversely affected by sources of TACs, 

San Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on 

an inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area 

sources within San Francisco. Are<3_s with poor air quality, termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure 

Zone" (APEZ), were identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer 

risk, exposure 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 Ai! Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria is discussed below. 

60 In general, a health risk assessment1s 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 In such a case, the 
project sponsor would be s~bject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Generally, the assessment 
would evaluate chronic, long-term effects by estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or 

moreTACs. 

61 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Air Taxies Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment 

Guidelines, February 20is, 4-44 and 8-6, https:l!oehha.ca.gov!medialdoumloads!Cmr/2015guidancemmmal.pdf, accessed 

October 18, 2018. 

62 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. 

63 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet: The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air Contaminant 
[missio:zs from Diesel-fueled Engines, October 1998. · 
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Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 

exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) guidance for .conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management 

decisions at the facility and communilj~scale level. 64 As described by the air district, the EPA . 

· considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to b.e within the "acceptable" range of cancer risk. 

Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous 

Air Pollutant~ rulemaking,65 the EPA states that it " ... strives to provide maximum feasible 

protection against risl<s to health from hazardous air pollutant:;; by (1) protecting the greatest 

number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher than approxirp.ately 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. 66 

Fine Particulate Matter. EPA staff's 2011 review of the federal PMz.s standard concluded lhat the 

then current federal annual PM2.s standard of 15 f.!g/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should be 

revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 f.!g/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard 

within the range of 12 to 11 f.!g/m3. 67 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco is based 

on the health protective PMz.s standard of 11 f.!g/m3, as supported by the EPA's assessment, 

although lowered to 10 f.!g/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollutant 

concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 

Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 

between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 

asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function· in children. Siting sensitive uses 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 p.ollution, 68 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 

included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

64 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Revised Draft Options and Justifi~ation Report, California Environmental 
Quality Act Thresholds of Significance, October 2009, 67. 

65 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 

66 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017 Clean Air Plan: Spare the Air, Cool the Climate, April2017, 
http:!!www.baaqmd.govlplans-aitd-climate!air-qunlity-plans!plans-under-development, accessed Oct9ber 18, 2018. 

67 U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards, April 
2011, https:llwww3.epa.gov!ttn!naaqslstandmds!pm!datal20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed October 18, 2018. · 

68California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April2005, 
http:Jhrww.arb.ca.gov!clt!land.use.htm, accessed October 18, 2018. 
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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 parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 

. (1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 

. concentrations in excess of 9 [lgfm3. 69 

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis for approving amendments to 

the San Francisco Building and Health codes, 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). 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 projects activities would add a substantial amount of emissions to areas already 

adversely affected by poor air qualit-y. 

Construction Air Quality Impacts 

Project-related air quality impacts fall within two categories: short-term impacts from construction 

activities and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses potential 

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 

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 i;n emissions of ozone precursors and fine 

particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
' ' ' 

Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter result primarily from the combustion of 

fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted as a result of activities 

involving painting, application of other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The 

proposed project would demolish the existing building on the site and construct a new 116-unit 

residential building with 400 square feet of accessory office and 69 parking spaces. During the 

project's approximately 18-month construction period, construction activities would have the 

potential to result in emissions o.f ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as discussed below. 

69 San Francisco Planning Deparhnent 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. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 
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Fugitive Dust 

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind

blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 

exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 

~pecific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be consti"t\lents of soiL Although there are 

federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 

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 California Air Resources Board; reducing PM2.s concentrations to state and federal standards 

of 12 flg/m3 in j:he San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature 

deaths. 70 

Dust can be an irritant that causes 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, ad verse health effects can 

occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as 'lead 

or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. 

In response, the San FranCisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the 

San Francisco Building and Health Codes generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control . . 
Ordinance (Ordinance ·No. 176-08, effective August 29, 2008) with the intent of reducing the 

· quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to 

protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public .nuisance 

complaints, and avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building I):lspection. 

The Construction Dust Co1;1trol 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 ~ore 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 Department of Building Inspection. 

The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 

on sites less than one-hal£-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 

For projects over one hal£-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 Department of Building Inspection will not issue a building permit without 

written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-specific Dust 

70 
California Air Resources 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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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 potentiallyr affected by project-related dust; limit th~ 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-mph 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 o.ff adjacent streets to reduce 

particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an individual to monitor 

compliance with these dust control requirements. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts the use 

of potable water for soil compaction and dust contr()l p.ctivities 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. Non-potable wate~ 

must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 

demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 

station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 

activities at no charge. 

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 

ensure that the proposed project's potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to 

a less-than-significant level. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 

the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. The air district has develbped screening criteria 

to assist lead agencies in determining whether short-term construction-related air pollutant 

emissions require further analysis to assess whether the project may exceed the·criteria air pollutant 

significance thresholds shown in Table 5. If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then 

construction of the project would result in less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A 
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project that exceeds the screening criteria may require a detailed air quality assessment to 

deten;nine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed si~ficance thresholds .. 

The proposed project' would construct a new, 5-story, 116-unit building. The proposed project is 

well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for a mid-rise residential building identified in 

the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.71 In addition, the proposed project would excavate 

and remove less than iO,OOO cubic yards of soil and therefore would not require extensive material 

. transport via haul truck. 72 Thus, quantification of construction-related criteria air pollutant 

emissions !s not required, and the proposed project's construction activities would result ih a less

than-sigr:tificant criteria air pollutant impact. 

Impact AQ-2: The prop~sed 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) 

Existing sensitive receptors in the project vicinity include residential and school uses adjacent to. 

the ptojed. slle. 

As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. With regards to 

construction emissions, off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a 

large contributor to diesel particulate matter emissions in California, although since 2007, the 

Calif~rnia air. board has found the emissions to be substantially lower than previously expected.73 

Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially lowered the estimates of DPM 

emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is now considered the sixth 

largest source of diesel particul~te matter. emissions in California/4 For exarri.ple, revised PM 

emission estimates for the year 2010, of which DPM is a major component of total PM, have 

decreased by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates for the air basin. 75 Approximately 

half of the reduction in emissions can be attributed to the economic recession and half to updated 

methodologies used to better asses~ construction emis.sions.76 

71 B.ay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Qunlity Guidelines, May 2017. Table 3-1. Criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes for a mid-rise apartment is 494 dwelling units for operation and 240 dwelling units for construction. 
For general office building it is 346,000 square feet for operational and 277,000 square feet for construction. 

72 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, 
May 2017, page 3-5. 

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

74' ARB, 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. 

75 ARB, In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model, http:llwww.arb.ca.gov/mseilcategories.htm#inuse_or _category, 
accessed April2, 2012. 

76 ARB, 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-Ignitian Fleet Requirements, October 2010. 
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Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment. 

Specifically, both the EPA and California Air Resources Board have set emissions standards for 

new off-road equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were 

phased in between 1996 ari.d 2000 and Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new 

engines were phased in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine 

manufacturers are· 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 EPA 

estimates that by implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be 

reduced by more than 90 percent. 77 

In addition, construction activities do not lend themselves to analysis of long-term health risks 

because of their temporary and variable nature. As explained in the air district's CEQA Air Quality 

Guidelines: 

"Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC e:ri:ussions in 

most cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such 

equiprr1ent is typically w··itl:li.n an influerttial distar1cc fhat v.;oulU result in Llte 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 accurat~ estimates of health risk."78 

Therefore, project-level analyses of construction activities have a tendency to produce 

overestimated assessments of long-term health risks. However, within the Air Pollutant Exposure 

Zone, as discussed above, additional construction activ1ty may adversely affect populations that 

are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term health risks from existing sources of air pollution. 

The project site is not located within. an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, ~s mapped and defined by 

Health Code article 38. Therefore, although on-road. heavy-duty diesel vehicles and off-road 

equipment would be used during the 18-month 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 California 

regulations limiting vehicle idling to no more than five minutes,79 which would further reduce 

nearby sensitive receptor exposure to temporary and variable project-related DPM emissions. 

77 U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency, Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet, May 2004. 

78 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
8-7. 

79 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, section 2485 (on-road) and section 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 
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For these reasons, TAC emissions would result in a less-than-significant impact on sensitive 

receptors and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use prpjects typically result in the emission of criteria air pollutants and TACs, primarily 

from an increase in motor vehicle trips, but also from the combustion of natural gas, landscape 

maintenance activities, and the use of consumer products and architectural coatings. The following 

discussion 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 under Impact AQ-1, the air district has developed screening criteria to 

determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-generated criteria air.pollutants.BO If all 

of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant is not 

required to perform a detailed air quality assessment. 

The proposed project involves .the demolition of an ~xisting building and construction of a new 

116-unit residential building with 400 square feet of accessory office. The proposed project is below 

the air district's operational screening size for the closest equivalent land-use types: mid-rise 

apartment (494 dwelling units) and general office building (346,000 square feet). Therefore, 

quantification of the proposed project's operational criteria air pollutant emissions is not required 

and the proposed project would not exceed any of the significance thresholds for criteria air 

pollutants. For these reasons, the proposed project's operation would result in a less-than

significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. 

Impact AQ-4: During project operations, the proposed project would generate toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but not at levels that would expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. (L~ss than Significant) 

As discussed above, the project site is not located within an Air· Pollutant Exposure Zone. In 

addition, the proposed building would not require the use of a back-up diesel generator or generate 

substantial on-site quantities of TACs from other sources. The proposed project would increase the 

number of vehicle trips in the project vicinity, which would increase TAC emissions in the area. 

However, the air district considers roads with less than 10,000 vehicles per day "minor, low..: 

impact/f sources that do not pose a significant health impact, even in combination with other nearby 

sources, and recommends that these sources be excluded from environmental analysis. The 

proposed project's 331 daily vehicle trips would be well below this level and would be distributed 

among the local roadway network. Therefore, an assessment of project-generated toxic air 

contaminants resulting from vehicle trips is not required and the proposed project would not 

80 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, 
May 2017, page 3-2. 
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generate a substantial amount of toxic air contaminant emissions that could affect nearby sensitive 

receptors. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not conflict with, or obstruc.t implementation of, the 

2017 Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin, 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 plan, this 

analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the plan, (2) include 

applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation 

of control measures identified in the plan . 

. The primary goals of the plan are to: (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local 

scale; (2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 

contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greew'to·use go.s crr-.issivns. To meet the 

primary goals, the 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 plan recognizes that to a great extent, community de~ign dictates individual travel 

mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, 

and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 

communities where goods ~d services are dose at hand, and people have a range of viable 

transportation options. To this end, the 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 greenhouse 

gases are discussed in Section E.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the 

proposed project would comply with the applicable provisions of the city's Greenhouse Gas · 

Reduction Strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 

options ensure that employees and visitors 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 vehicle miles traveled. The proposed 

project's anticipated 331 new vehicle trips per day would result in a negligible increase in air 

pollutant emissions. Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistentwith the San 

Francisco General Plan. Transportation control measures that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air 

Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan and the San Francisco Planning Code, for 

example, through the city's Transit First Policy, bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact 

development fees. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that the project includes 
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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 2017 Clean Air Plan's primary goals. 

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 

measures are projects thai: would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 

that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would add 

residential dwellings, accessory office, and off-street parking to a dense, 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 conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and therefore, would have a less .than significant 

impact. 

Impact AQ-6: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 

substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor so~rces of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer 

stations, com posting 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 genpate some 

odors. However, construction~related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 

project completion. Additionally, the proposed project, which includes residential uses and 

accessory office uses, would not create substantial sources of new, objectionable odors. Therefore, 

odor. impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact C-AQ-1: 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 its nature largely a cumulative impact. The San 

Francisco Bay Area air basin, as governed by the air distri(:t, composes the geographic context for 

an evaluation of cumulative.air quality impacts. Emissions from past, present, and future projects 

contribute to the region's adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single project by itself 

would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. 

Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality 

impacts. 81 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels below which 

new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable 

net increase in criteria air pollutants .. Therefore, because the proposed project's construction and 

81 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Q~.ality Guidelines, May 

2017. 
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operational emissions (Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-3, respectively) would not exceed the project-level 

thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 

.considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts. 

Although the proposed project would add neW sources of TACs, in the form of 331 additional daily 

vehicle trips, the project site is not located within an .Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, the 

project's incremental increase in localized TAC emissions would be minor and would not 

contribute substantially to cumulative TAC emissions that could affect nearby sensitive land uses. 

Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Topics: 

7. GREENHOUSE 
Would the project: 

GAS EMISSIONS.-

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

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

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Sfgnfflcant ,".1itigation Sfgnit:cent No Nai 
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

0 D D D 

0 D D D 

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 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (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 rdy 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 ofa 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, 82 which 

82 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, http:llsf
plmming.orglgreeulwuse-gas-reduclion-stralegies, accessed October 18,2018. 
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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, 83 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air 

di:;;trict's 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill32 (also known as the 

Global Warming Solutions Act).84 

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 
. I 

under Executive Orders S-3-0585, B-30-15,86,87 and Senate Bill 3288,89the City's GHG reduction goals 

are consistent with orders S-3-05, B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 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 pl~s 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 the analysis is in a cumulative 

context, this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement . 

. 83 San Francisco Department of the Environment; San Francisco's Carbon Footprint. Avaliable at 
https:/lsfenvironment.org!carbon-footprint, accessed October 18, 2018. 

84 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the· 
2010 Clean Air PI~) set a target of reducing GHG errussions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. · 

85 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, June 1, 2005, . 
http:!!l!JWW.pcl.orglproiects/2008symposiumlproceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf- accessed October 18, 2018. Executive OrderS-
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 (M.TC02E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTC02E); and by 2050 
reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTC02E). 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. 

86 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April29, 2015, https:llwww.gpv.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, accessed 
. October 18, 2018. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April29, 2015, sets forth a target of red~cing GHG emissions to 

40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTC02E). 

87 San Francisco's GHG reductimi. goals are codified iri. 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. · 

88 Senate Bill32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act ~f 2006) by adding Section 38566, which directs that ststewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

89 Senate Bill32 was paired with Assembly Bill197, 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 meas~res for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 

levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 

plan,. or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 

emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct 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 the use of the site by introducing 116 dwelling 

units, 400 square-feet of accessory office, and 69 vehicle parking spaces. Theref6re, the proposed 

project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGsrelated to increased vehicle trips 

(mobile sources) and residential and office operations that 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 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 project's GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste 

disposal, wood burning, and use of refrigerants. 

Compliance with the City's Transportation Demand Management Program, Transportation 

Sustainability Fee, and bicycle parking requirements, would reduce the proposed project's 

transportation-related emissions. These regulations reduce GHG emissions from single-occupancy 

vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero or lower GHG 

emissions on a per capita basis. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the 

City's Green Building Code, Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, Water Efficient 

Irrigation Ordinance, Residential Water Conservation Ordinance, Residential Energy 

Conservation Ordinance and Environment Code, which would promote energy and water 

efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project's energy-related GHG emissions.9o Additionally, 

the project would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the Green Building Code, 

including renewable energy generation or green roof installation, further reducing the project's 

energy-related GHG emissions. 

The proposed project's waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the 

City's Recycling and Compositing Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery 

90 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, plimp and 
treat water required for the project 
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Ordinance, and Green Building Code requirements. These regulations reduce the amount of 

materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs emitted by landfill operations. These regulations 

also promote reuse of materials, conserving ·their embodied energy91 and reducing the energy 

required to produce new materials. 

Compllance with the city's street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon 

sequestration. Other regulations, such as the air district's wood-burning regulations would reduce 

emissions of GHGs and black carbon, respectively. Regulations requiring low-emitting finishes 

would reduce volatile organic compounds (VOCs): 92 Thus, the proposed project has been 

determined to be cqnsistent with San Francisco's GHG reduction strategy. 93 

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 

levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 

32, and the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the 

city has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of reducing GHG emissions to 25% below 1990 levels by 

2017. Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly Bill 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 orders S-3-

05, B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore; because 

the proposed projecfis consistentwith the City's GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with 

the GHG reduction goals of orders S-3-05, B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the Bay Area 

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 would result 

in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are 

necessary. 

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

92 While not a GHG, 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. . 

93 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenlwuse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 915 Cayuga Avenue, September 20, 
2018. 
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Topics: 

8. WIND AND SHADOW.:_Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 
public areas? 

b) Create new shadow in a manner that substantially 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public 
areas? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 
Impact · Impact Applicable 

[:gj 0 0 

[:gj 0 0 

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 its height, 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 85 feet generally has little potential to 

cause substantial changes to ground-level wind conditions. The construction of the proposed 

project would result in a new residential building at a height of 72 feet (78. feet inducting the 6-foot

tall elevator penthouse) off Cayuga Avenue and 50-foot-tall (56 feet including the 6-foot-tall 

elevator penthouse) off Alemany Boulevard. The proposed building would be five stories above 

two basement levels. Existing development in the project vicinity ranges from one- to three-story 

buildings. Therefore, given its height and surrounding development context, the proposed 

building has a very low 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 mariner that substantially affects public areas, and this impact would be less thari. significant. 

Impact C-WS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
· fores~eable future projects, would not result in a cumulative wind impact. (Less than 

Significant) 

As discussed above, buildings shorter than 85 feet have little potential to cause substantial changes 

to ground~level wind conditions. Given that the h~ight limit in the project vicinity is 40 to 65 feet, · 

none of the nearby cumulative development projects would be tall enough to alter wind in a 

manner that substantially affects public areas. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 

combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 

create a significant cumulative wind impact. 

Impact WS-2: The proposed project would not create new 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 
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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 

spaces that a're not under the jurisdiction of the ·Recreation and Park Commission as well as private 

open spaces are not subject to Planning Code section 295. 

Implementation of the proposed project :vould result in the construction of a buildillg exceeding 

40 feet in height. The planning department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis to 

determine whether the proposed project would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby 

parks or open spaces, The shadow fan analysis' determined that the project, as proposed, would 

not cast shadow on any nearby public parks or open spaces. 94 

The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 

project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year, including the existing playground 

for the Little Bear pre-school and Golden Bridges School at 65 Ocean A venue, directly adjacent to 

the project site.95 The proposed project would not cast shadows on Balboa High School or James 

Dcn..."n<:l.n :Middle School, w:hich are under t:b.e jurisdiction of the Sa_rt Fra.ncisco Unified School 

District. Shadows on streets and sidewalks would be transitory in nature, would not substantially 

affect the use of the sidewalks, and wouid not increase shadows above levels that are common and 

generally expected in a densely developed urban environment.· As such, shadows on streets and 

sidewalks would not be significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties 

may regard the increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private 

properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under 

CEQ A. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not create new shadow in a manner that 

substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, and this impact would be 

less than significant. 

Impact C-WS-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative shadow. impact. (Less than 
Significant) 

As discussed above, the proposed project would not shadow any nearby public parks or open 

spaces. Therefore, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
. foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to cause a significant cumulative shadow impact. 

94 San Francisco Planning Depa.rtni.ent, Shadow Fan Analysis 915 Cayuga Avenue, October 19, 2018. 

95 A redevelopment proposal for the adjacent 65 Ocean Avenue pr~perty has been submitted to the Planning 
Department Refer to Section B. 
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Topics: 

9. RECREATION. 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing D 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facilltie~ would oc= or be 
accelerated? 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or D 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No Not 
Impact Applicable 

D D 

D D 

Inlpact RE-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial increase in the use of existing 
parks and recreational facilities, the deterioration of such facilities, include recreation facilities, 

or require the expansion of recreational facilities. (Less than Significant) 

There are several. parks and open spaces located within a half-mile of the project site. These include 

Balboa Park, Excelsior Playground, and the Geneva Commuruty Garden. 

The proposed project would add approximately 273 residents to the project site; it is anticipated 

thatthese existing recreational facilities would be able to accommodate the increase in demand for 

recreational resources generated by the project residents. The proposed project would not increase 

the use of existing recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities 

would occur or be accelerated. Furthermore, project-rel~ted construction activities would occur 

within the boundaries of the project site, which does not include any existing recreational 

resources. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational 

facilities and resources. 

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects;would not result in a cumulative impact on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of land uses and 

a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources. The city has 

accounted for such growth as part of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan. 96 

In addition, San Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the 

acql).isition, planning, and renovation of the city's network of recreational resources. As discussed 

96 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April2014, pp. 20-36. 

Available online at http:!!www.iif-planning.orgijtp'iCeneml_PlanlReaeatinn_,_OpenSpace:_Eiemmt_AQOPTED.pdf, accessed 
October 19, 2018. 
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above, there are several parks and open spaces located within a half-mile of the project site. It is 

expected that these existing recreational facilities would be able to accommodate the increase in 

demand for recreational resources generated by nearby cumulative development projects. For 

these reasons~ the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects .in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on 

recreational facilities or resources. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 

Would the project: 

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

b) Require or result in the construction of new water D D D D 
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 storm D D D D 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could. cause 
significant environmental effects? 

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

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater D D D .D 
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 D D ® D D 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 

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

The project site is within an urban area that is served by utility service systems, including water, 

wastewater and storm water collection and treatment, and solid waste collection and disposal. The 

proposed project would add new daytime and nighttime populations to the site that would 

increase the demand for utilitie;> and service systems on the site. However, as discussed under 

section E.2, Population and Housing, the growth associated with the proposed project would not 

be in excess of growth planned for the city. 
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Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment 

requirements of the applicable Regiqnal Water Quality Control Board, would not exceed the 

capacity of the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project, and would n?t 

require the construction of new, or expansion of existing, wastewater treatment or stormwater 

drainage facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is served by San Francisco's combined sewer system, which handles both sewage 

and stormwater runoff. The Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant provides wastewater and 

stormwater treatment and management for the east side of the city, including the project site. The 

proposed project would add approximately 273 residents, which would increase the amount of 

wastewater generated at the project site. The proposed project would incorporate water-efficient 

fixtures, as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the San Francisco Building 

Code and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Compliance with these regulations would 

reduce the amount of potable water u:sed for building functions and also its wastewater flows. The 

incorporation of water-efficient fixtures into new development is also accounted for by the SFPUC 

in its projections of water demand (i.e., 2015 Urban Water Management Plan), because widespread 

adoption can lead to more efficient use of existing capacity. 

The proposed project would also meet the wastewater pre-treatment requirements of the San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), as required by the San Francisco Industrial Waste 

Ordinance in order to meet Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. 97 Although the 

proposed project would add new residents and employees to the project site, this additional 

population is not beyond the growth projections included in long range plans for the city's 

wastewater system. Therefore, the incremental increase in the demand for wastewater treatment 

would not require construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities. 

The 32,182-square-foot project site is mostly covered by impervious surfaces with the exception of 

the slope along Alemany Boulevard, which has some vegetation. The proposed project, which 

would demolish the existing building and construct a new 116-unit building w_ould not create 

substantial additional impervious surfaces. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an 

increase in stormwater runoff. Compliance with the city's Stormwater Management Ordinance, · 

adopted in 2010 and amended in 2016, and the 2016 Stormwater Management Requirements and 

Design Guidelines would require the proposed project to reduce or eliminate the existing volume 

and rate of stormwater runoff discharged from the project site. Because the proposed project (1) is 

located on a site with more than 50 percent existing impervious surface, (2) would replace more 

than 5,000 square feet of impervious surface, and (3) the project site is served by the combined 

sewer system, the proposed project must reduce the existing runoff flow rate and volume by 25 

percent for a 2-year, 24-hour design storm. The stormwater management requirements set forth a 

97 City and County of San Francisco, Ordinance No. 19-92, San Francisco Municipal Code (Public Works), Part II, Chapter X, 

Article 4.1 (amended), January 13, 1992. 
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hierarchy of best management practices to meet the stormwater runoff requirements. First priority 

best management practices involve reduction in stormwater runoff through approaches such as 

rainwater harvesting and reuse (e.g., for toilets and urinals and/or irrigation); infiltration through 

a rain garden, swale, trench, or basin; or through the use of permeable pavement or a green roof. 

Second priority best management practices include biotreatment approaches such as the use of 

flow-through planters or, for large sites, constructed wetlands. Third priority best management 

practices, only permitted under special circumstances, involve use of a filter to treat stormwater. 

To achieve compliance with the stormwater management requirements, the proposed ·project 

would implement and install appropriate storn:i.water management systems, such as low impact 

design approaches, rainwater reuse, cistern, and green roofs that would manage stormwater on-site 

and limit demand on both the · collection system and wastewater facilities resulting from 

storm water discharges. A storm water control plan would be designed for review and approval by 

the SFPUC. The stormwater control plan would also include a maintenance agreement that must 

be signed by the project sponsor to ensure proper care of the necessary stormwater controls. 

Tr..rough cornpliar1ce v·rith these requirements 1~vPJch require a 25 percertt reduction of tb_e existing 

runoff flow rate and volume, the proposed project would not substantially increase the amount of 

stormwater runoff to the extent that existing facilities would need to be expanded or new facilities 

would need to be constructed; as such, the impact to the stormwater system would be less than. 

significant. 

Overall, while the proposed project would add to sewage flows in the area, it would not cause 

collection treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. The proposed project 

also would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the regional board cmd would not 

require the construction of new wastewater/stormwater. treatment facilities or expansion of 

eXisting ones. Therefore, because the proposed project would not require the construction of new 

or expanded wastewater or stormwater collection, conveyance or treatment facilities that could 

have a significant impact on the environment, the impact would be less than significant. No 

mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact UT-2: The proposed project would have sufficient water supply from existing 
entitlements and resources and would not require new or expanded water supply or facilities. 
(Less than Significant) 

The proposed project's 116 residential units and 400 square feet of accessory office use would add 

approximately 273 residents to the project site, which would increase water demand relative to 

existing uses, but not in excess of amounts provided and planned for in the project area as set forth 

in the SFPUC's Urban Water Management Plan.98 The proposed project would be designed to 

incorporate water-efficient fixtures as required by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations 

98 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 
Francisco, Tune 2016, https:llsfwater.orglmodulesls/wwdocument.aspx?documentid~9300, accessed October 31,2018. 
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and the City's Green Bu:ilcling Ordinance. As such, the proposed project would not result in the 

construction of new or expanded water supply facilities. This impact would be less than significant, 

and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Imp~ct UT-3: The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs and would comply with all 

applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less. than Significant) 

In September 2015, the city approved an agreement with Recology, Inc. for the transport and 

disposal of the city's municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. 

The city began disposing its municipal solid waste at Recology Hay Road Landfill in January 2016, 

and that practice is anticipated to continue for approximately nine years, with an option to renew 

the agreement thereafter for an additional six years. San Francisco set a goal of 75 percent solid 

waste diversion by 2010, which it exceeded at SO percent diversion, and currently has a goal of 100 

percent solid waste diversion or "zero waste" to landfill or incineration by 2020. San Francisco 

Ordinance No. 27-06 (San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance) 

requires mixed construction and demolition debris to be transported by a Registered Transporter 

and taken to a Registered Facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill 

at least 65 percent of all received construction and demolition debris. The San Francisco Green 

Building Code also requires certain projects to submit a recovery plan to the San Francisco 

Department of the Environment demonstrating recovery or diversion of at least 75 percent of all 

demolition debris. San Francisco's Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance No. 100-09 · 

requires all properties and persons in the city to separate their recyclables, compostables, and 

landfill trash. The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with these ordinances 

and all other applicable statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Thus, the proposed project 

w:6uld have less-than-significant impacts related to solid waste. 

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed projeCt, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable fuhtre projects, would not result in a cumulative impact on utilities and service. 

systems. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project in combination with the cumulative development projects identified in Table 

2 would contribute to planned population growth in San.Francisco. As discussed under Impacts 

UT-1, UT-2, and UT-3 above, San Francisco's existing utility and service management plans are 

designed to accommodate the utility and service demands of anticipated growth throughout the 

city. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to 

any potential cumulative impacts· that could result from the construction of new or expanded 

utility or service systems. 
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Topics: 

11. 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? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with 
Significant Mitigation 
Impact Incorporated 

D D 

Less Than 
Significant No Not 
Impact Impact Applicable 

rzJ D D 

The proposed project's impacts on parks are discussed under Section E.9, Recreation. Impacts on 
other public services are discussed below. 

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police protection, fire protection, 
and other government services, but not to an extent that would require new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental 
impacts. (Less than Significant) 

The project site receives fire protection and emergency medical services from the San Francisco 

Fire Department's Fire Station No. 15 at 1000 Ocean Avenue, approximately 1 miles west of the 

project site and Fire Station No. 43 at 720 Moscow Street, approximately 1 mile southeast of the 

project site.99 The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police 

Department's Ingleside Police Station at 1 Sgt John V Young Lane, .;:tpproximately one-half-mile 

west of the project site.1oo Implementation of the proposed project would add about 273 residents 

to the project site, which would incrementally increase the demand for fire protection, emergency 

medical, and police protection services. However, this increase in demand would not be substantial 

given the overall demand for such services ori a citywide basis. Fire protection, emergency medical, 

and police protection resources are regularly redeployed based on need in order to maintain 

acceptable service ratios. Moreover, the proximity of the project stte to Fire Station No. 15 and 43 

and the Ingleside Police Station would help minimize fire department and police department 

response times should incidents occur at the project site. The proposed project would also 

incrementally incre·ase the demand for other governmental services and facilities, such as libraries. 

The San Francisco Public Library operates 27 branches throug~o:ut San Fi:ancisco.101 The Excelsior 

and Ingleside branches, locp.ted approximately one-half-mile and one mile northeast and west, 

99 San Francisco Fire Department, Fire Station Locations, http://sf-fire.org/FIRE-STATION-LOCATIONS#divisions, accessed 

October 31, 2018. · 

100 San Fr.illcisco Police Department, Police District Maps, http://sanfmnciscopolice.org!po/ice-district-maps?page=796, 

accessed October 31, 2018. 

101 San Francisco Public Library, Libraries, ltttps:lliifpl.org!index.php?pg=0000000501, accessed October 31,2018. 
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respectively, of the project site, would acco:rru::nodate the minor increase in demand for library 

services generated by the proposed project. Therefore, impacts on police, fire, and other 

gover,ninental services would be less than significant. 

hnpact PS-2: The proposed project could increase the population of school-aged children and 
the demand for school services, but not to the extent that would require new or physically 

altered school facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental 
impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of ,the proposed project would result in the construction of 116 residential units, 

which would increase the population by about 273 residents. Some of the new residents could 

consist of families with school-aged children who might attend schools operated by the San 

Francisco Unified School District, while other .children might attend private schools. It is 

anticipated that existing public schools would be able to accommodate this minor increase in 

demand. Furthermore, the proposed project would be required to pay a school impact fee based 

on the construction of net new residential square footage to fund district facilities and operationf? . 

.For tr .. csc reasons, implcrru:~ntation of ~~e proposed Project vvould n_ot result in a substarltial unmet 

demand for school facilities and would not requ,ire the construction of new or alteration of existing 

school facilities. This impact would be less than sig__nificant. 

hnpact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative in;tpact on public services. (Less 

than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of land uses and 

a cumulative increase in the demand for tire protection, police protection, school services, and 

other public services. The fire department, the police department, the San Francisco United School 

District, and other city agencies have accounted for such growth in providing public services to the 

residents of San Francisco. In addition, some of the nearby cumulative development projects would 

be subject to development impact fees, which serve to offset the effects of new development on 

public services, infrastructure arid facilities. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 

combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 

cause a significant cumulative impact on public services. 
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Topics: 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

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

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

c) Have o substontial ;;clvPrse effect on federally D 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Oean 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 D 
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 D 
·protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

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

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

No 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Not 
Applicable 

D 

D 

D 

The project site is not located within an adopted habitat conServation, plan, a natural community 

conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans. The 

project site is not located within a federally protected wetland, as defined by section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act and does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. 

Therefore, topics 12b, 12c, and 12f are not applkable to the proposed project. 

Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not ha~e a substantial adverse e.ffect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any specia:I-status species. (Less than Significant) 

The project site and surrounding area are in an urban environment with high levels of human 

activity. The project site has been developed since at least 1900 and adjacent .sites are currently 
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developed; thus, any special-status species have been previously extirpated from the area. The 

project site is covered by impervious surfaces, except for the slope adjacent to Alemany Boulevard, 

which has some vegetation. The project site does not provide habitat for any rare or endangered 

plant or wildlife species and only common bird .species are likely to nest in the vicinity. Therefore, 

the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on special-status species. 

Impact Bl-2: The proposed project would not interfere with the movement of native resident or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. (Less than 

Significant) 

San Francisco is within the Pacific Flyway, a major north-south route of travel for migratory birds 

along the western portion of the Americas. Nesting birds, their nests, and eggs are fully protected 

by the California Fish and Game Code (sections 3503, 3503.5). For the purposes of CEQA, a project 

that has the potential to substantially reduce the habitat, restrict the range, or cause a population of a 

native bird species to drop below self-sustaining levels could be considered to have a potentially 

significant biological resource impact requiring rrJtigation.. 102 The proposed project \"lould not 

remove any trees from the project site and therefore, would not have an adverse impact on nesting 

birds. 

The location, height, and material of buildings, particularly transparent or reflective glass, may 

present risks for birds as they travel along their migratory paths. The city has adopted guidelines 

to address this issue and provided regulations for bird-safe design within San Francisco. Planning 

Code, section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to 

reduce avian mortality rates associated with bird strikes.1°3 The project site is not located in an 

urban bird refuge, so the standards concerning location-related hazards are not applicable to the. 

proposed project.104 The proposed project would comply, as necessary, with the building feature

related hazard standards of section 139 by using bird-sa:fe glazing treatment on 100 percent of any 

building feature-related hazard. 

Overall, the proposed project would be subject to and would be required to comply with city-adopted 

regulations for bird-safe buildings and federal and state migratory bird regulations. For these 

reasons, the proposed project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or 

wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corrid0rs. Therefore, the 

proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact on native resident or migratory 

species movement. 

1°2 California Fish and Game Code Section 3503; Section 681, Title 14, California Code of Regulations. 

103 San Fr~cisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, July 14, 2001. 
104 San Francisco Plaru:ring Department, Urban Bird Refuge Map, http:!!maps.sfplamring.org!Urban_Bird_Refuge_Fosler.pdf, 

accessed October 31, 2018. 
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Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not conflict with the city's local tree ordinance. (Less 
than Significant) 

The City's Urban Forestry Ordinance, Public Works Code, sections 801 et seq., requires a permit from . 

Public Works to remove any protected trees. Protected trees include landmark trees, significant trees, 

or street trees located on private or public property anywhere within the territorial limits of the City 

and County of San Francisco. 

The proposed project would not remove any trees from the project site. The proposed project would 

add five new street trees along Alemany Boulevard in compliance with the city's Urban Forestry 

Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the city's local tree ordinance and 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, m combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact on biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

The project vicinity does not currently support any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, 

any riparian habitat, or any other sensitive natUral community identified in local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would 

also be subject to the California Fish and Game Code; and the bird-safe building and urban forestry 

ordinances. As with the proposed project, with mandatory compliance with these ordinances, the 

effects of development projects on native or migratory birds would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and. would have no impact on any 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 

commqnity; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 

resources or an approved conservati?n plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 

have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 

Therefore, cumulative impacts to biological resources would be less than significant. 
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Topics: 

13. 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as D 
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 kno.wn fault? Refer 
to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii) ·Strong seismic ground shaking? D 

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

iv) Landslides? 0 

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

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

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

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

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

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
/n'corporated 

D 

D 

0 

0 

D 

D. 

D 

0 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

No Not 
Impact Applicable 

D 

D 

D 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

As previously described, the proposed project would demolish the existingbuilding on the site 

and construct a new 116 dwelling unit building with 400 square feet of accessory offi'ce. The 

proposed project would involve excavation of approximately 1,760 cubic yards of soil to a depth 

up to 3 feet along the western property line (along Cayuga Avenue) and up to about 22 feet along 

the eastern property line (along Alemany Boulevard). 

The proposed project would remain connected to the combined sewer system, which is the 

wastewater and storm water system for San Francisco and would .not use septic tanks or other on-
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site disposal systems for sanitary sewage. Therefore, topit:; 13e is not applicable to the proposed 

project. 

CEQA does not require lead agencies to consider how existing hazards or conditions might impact 

a project's users or residents, except for specified projects or where the project would significantly 

exacerbate an existing enviroiUI).ental hazard. 105 Accordingly, locating new development in an 

existing seismic hazard area or an area with unstable soils is not considered an impact under CEQA 

unless the project wou1d significantly exacerbate the existing hazards. 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 significantly increase the s~verity of these hazards in areas 

adjacent to the project site. 

This section describes the geology, soils, and seismicity characteristics of the project area as they 

relate to the proposed project. The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings 

provided in the geotechnical investigation conducted for the proposed project.106 The geotechnical 

investigation included site visits, a review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site 

vicinity, an enginee:dng analysis of the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical 

site conditions, subsurface exploration.including soil borings and cone penetration tests, and 

preparation of project-specific design and construction recommendations. The findings and 

recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are discussed below. 

The project site is underlain by Early Pleistocene-age' alluvium.107 A historic creek crossed the site 

in the north-south direction. Most of the site is underlain by fill to about 4 feet. The fill is underlain 

by interbedded alluvium consisting of soft to medium stiff clay with variable amounts of silt and 

sand and loose to ·medium dense sand with variable a:inounts of silt and clay to a depth of 

ap'proximately 16 to 20 feet. Below these depths, alluvium consists of dense to very dense sand to 

22 to 29 feet. Groundwater was found at various depths around the project site, ranging from 

approximately 2 to 6 feet. The depth of groundwater is expected to vary several feet annually 

depending on the rainfall. According to the U.S. Geological Survey map, underlying bedrock at 

depth is a sedimentary rock of the Franciscan Formation. 

. . 
105 California Buildi~g Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Q1-1ality Management District, December 17, 2015, Case No. 

5213478, http://urww.courts.ca.gov, accessed O!'tober 31, 2018. 
106 Rockridge Geotechnical, Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Mixed-Use Building at 915 Cayuga Avenue, San Francisco, 

California, September 12, 2017. 

107 Alluvium is sedimentary deposits (san:d, silt, clay or gravel) deposited by.flowing water as in·a riverbed, floodplain, 
or delta. 
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Impact GE-l: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a 

known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or 

landslides. (Less than Significant) 

Fault Rupture 

There are no known active faults intersecting the project site and the site is not within an 

earthquake fault zone. Therefore; the potential of surface rupture occurring at the site is very low. 

As such, the proposed project would not exacerbate the potential for surface rupture and therefore, 

would have no impact related to fault ruptures. 

Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 

The project site is located approximately 4 miles west of the San Andreas Fault. According to the 

U.S. Geological Survey, the overall probability of a magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake to occur 
1-1-L t:he ~Ail. P.-1 aru:i~L"v··~ Bay·-· R€.2io---· dur~.,.__,...,.. +1 .... r.. ~ ..... ,., ... _,..,. +'h~ ... .,.n.,-u,..,T'("' ir 7') 'Y'\OT'f"'t:Ynf. T'hPrPfrYrP it i~ nn<:~ihlP 
_.. , ._.............. .... O J.l J...LLCJ Ul\,.. .ll\,..../\..\. L..LU.I..l..J j'--O...U...U .1.~ J "-- _t''-"'-"-"-.>. .. -.. • .... .._.._._.._..,_..._.._.~ ..... , ~- _ _. r -------

that a strong to very strong earthquake would affect the proposed project during its lifetime. The 

severity of the event would depend on several conditions, including; generating fault, distance to 

the earthquake epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake. The proposed project 

would be required to comply with the California Building Code and the San Francisco Building 

Code, which includes up-to-date seismic safety standards for new construction. Compliance with 

these standards would ensure that the proposed project would meet current seismic and 

geotechnical safety standards. In comparison, the existing building on the project site, constructed 

in the 1890s, and other existing buildings iri. the immediately surrounding area dating from 

thel900s to the 1950s were not constructed in accordance with current seismic safety requirements. 

Therefore, the proposed project would likely decrease rather than exacerbate the exposure of 

people or structures on and adjacent to the project site to substantial adverse effects due to seismic 

hazards. 

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Liquefaction and lateral spreading of soils can occur when ground shaking causes saturated soils 

to lose strength due to an increase in pore pressure. The project site is not in a mapped liquefaction 

hazard zone.108 However, a liquefication hazard evaluation was performed for the project due to 

the shallow groundwater table and loose sandy soil encountered at the project site. The analysis 

indicated that loose to medium dense sand encountered beneath the groundwater is susceptible to 

soil liquefaction during a major earthquake from nearby faults. The potentially liquefiable soil 

108 California Geological Survey, State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, (map scale 
1:24,000), November 17, 2000. 
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layers are about 2 to 7 feet thick and extend to m3Ximum depths of 16 to 20 feet below ground 

surface. 

Based on the depth and thickness of the potentially liquefiable soil layers, the geotechnical 

investigation concluded that the site is susceptible to surface manifestations from liquefaction, such 

as sand boils, where the ground surface is not covered by improvements such as concrete flo~r 

slabs or pavements. Considering the potentially liquefiable soil layers are not continuous, the risk 

of lateral spreading was concluded to be very low. 

According to the project geotechnical report, the site can be developed as planned, provided the 

geotechnical. recommendations contained in the report are incorporated into the project plans and 

specifications and implemented during construction. Specifically, soil improvement must be 

implemented to stiffen the overall soil matrix by densifying loose soil layers and/or transferring 

the foundation loads to more competent material below the compressible and liquefiable layers. 

Drilled displacement sand-cement columns that extend into the dense sands underlying the 

compressible soils are recommended to reduce settlement of the mat foundations. 

Adequate investigation and mitigation of failure-prone soils are required by the mandatory 

provisions of the California Building Code. The San Francisco Building Code has adopted the state 

building code with certain local amendments. The proposed project is required to conform to the · 

local buildfng code, which ensures the .safety of all new construction in the city. In particular, 

Chapter 18 of state building code, Soils and Foundations, p~ovides the parameters for geotechnical 

investigations and structural considerations in the selection, design and installation of foundation 

systems to support J:P.e 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 str·uctures and prevent destabilization of slopes due to erosion 

and/or drainage. In particular, section 1804.1, which ·addresses 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 adjacent 

foundations from detrimental lateral or vertical movement or both. Section 1807 specifies 

requirements for foundation walls, retaining walls, and embedded posts and poles to ensure 

stability against overturning, sliding, and excessive pressure, and water lift including seismic 

considerations. Sections 1808 (foundations) and 1810 (deep foundations) specify requirements for 

foundation systems such that the allowable bearing capacity of the soil is not excee.ded and 

differential settlement is minimized based on the most unfavor<,1.ble loads specified in Chapter 16, 

Structural, for th~ structure's seismic design category and soil classification at the project site .. 

The Department of Building Inspection will review the· project-specific geotechnical report during 

its review of the building permit for the project. In addition, the building department may require 

additional site-specific soils report(s) through the building permit application process, as needed. 

The requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application pursuant 

to the building code, local implementing procedures, and state laws, regulations and guidelines 
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would ensure that the proposed project would not exacerbate hazards from seismic-related ground 

failure. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Seismic Densification 

Seismic densification is a phenomenon that can occur during strong seismic shaking in loose, clean 

granular deposits above the water table, resulting in ground surface settlement that can cause 

damage to overlying structures. As noted in the geotechnical investigation, the site is underlain by 

loose to medium dense sand with variable amounts of silt and clay above the water table. The loose 

and medium dense sand may densify during an earthquake. However, excavation for the proposed 

building would remove most of the soil above the groundwater table susceptible to seismic 

densification, and the potential for densification is considered low. The impact would be less than 

significant. 

Landslides 

. ..A. .. ccording to the California Geological Survey, tr .. e. pYoject site is r .. qt v.rit..l:.i:n a designated 

earthquake-induced landslide hazard zone109 and, therefore, would not exacerbate the potential 

for landslide hazards. This impact would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is occupied by an existing building and surface parking lot that covers almost entire 

site, except for the slope on Alemany Boulevard. The proposed project would involve excavation 

of approximately 1,760 eubic yards of soil to a depth up to 3 feet along the western property line 

(along Cayuga Avenue) and up to about 22 feet along the eastern property line (along Alemany 

Boulevard). The proposed building would require excavation into the existing slope and the 

installation of permanent below-grade walls, soldier pile lagging shoring, and ·a waterproof mat . 

foundation. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, 

which was adopted by the city in 2013. The SFPUC currently manages the Construction Site Runoff 

Control· Program, which ensures that all construction sites implement best management practices 

to control construction site runoff.llO The program also requires that projects disturbing 5,000 . 

square feet or more of ground surface, such as the proposed project, submit an erosion and 

sediment control plan.prior to commencing construction. 

109 Ibid. 

110 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2017, Construction Site Runoff Control Program, 
http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=235, accessed October 31, 2018. 
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These regulatory safeguards would ensure that the proposed project would not have significant 

impacts due to soil erosion or the loss of topsoiL 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project site would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 

unstable, .or that could become unstable as a result of the project, resulting in an onsite or offsite 

landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. (Less than Significant) 

Although the project site has been prelirllinarily identified as having a greater than 20 percerit slope 

by the planning department, the steep slope is limited to the eastern property boundary adjacent 

to Alemany Boulevard, where the site elevation is approximately 20 feet higher than rest of the site. 

The average slope over the site is less than 25 percent and would not be considered a geologic 

hazard due to slope stability under the Slope Protection Act (San"Francisco Building Code section 

106A.4.1.4). 

As previously discussed under Impact GE-l, the project site is underlain by relatively weak and 

highly compressible soil that extends to depths of 16 to 20 feet below ground surface; this weak 

soii may experience liquefaction The mandatory provisions of the California Building Code and. 

San Francisco Building Code would ensure that the project spons<Dr adequately addresses .any 

potential impacts related to unstable soils as part of the design-level geotechnical investigation 

prepared for the proposed project. Therefore, any potential impacts related to unstable soils would 

be less than signific~t. 

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or properly as a. 

result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 

Expansive soils expand and contract in r"esponse to changes in soil moisture, most notably when 

nearby surface soils change from saturated to a low-moisture content conditio!\ and back again. 

The expansion potential of the project site soil, as measured by its plasticity index, has not yet been 

determined although, based on the low amount of clay materials is not likely to be substantial. 

Nonetheless, the San Francisco Building Code would require an analysis of .the· project site's 

potential for soil expansion impacts and, if applicable, implementation of measures to address 

them as part of the design-level geotechnical investigation prepared for the proposed project. 

Therefore, potential impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-5: The proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature. (Less than Significant) 

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remain~, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 

invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 

formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. ~ogether, they 

represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 

fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities and previous disturbance. 
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The project site is underlain by Early Pleistocene-age alluvium and a historic creek crossed the site 

in the north-south ~iirection. The proposed project excavation would predominantly occur in fill 

materials and alluvial sediments. Underlying bedrock of the Franciscan Complex at depth has the 

potential to contain previously undiscovered fossil specimens. However, the Franciscan Complex 

is heavily deformed and metamorphosed in many locations, and fossils contained in these strata 

are often destroyed. Fossils from the Franciscan Complex therefore are generally rare. Based on the 

the underlying site conditions and the depth of excavation, the proposed project would not result 

in significant impacts to a unique paleontological resource or site. 

A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 

geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 

minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 

geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 

occur. 

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, m combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative impact related to 

geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 

Geology and soils impacts are generally site-specific and localized. Past, present, and foreseeable 

cumulative projects could require various levels of excavation, which could affect local geologic 

conditions. As noted above, the California and San Francisco Building codes include requirements 

to ensure seismic safety and minimize impacts resulting from geologic conditions. Site-specific 

measures would be implemented as site conditions warrant to reduce any potential impacts from 

unstable soils, ground shaking, liquefaction, or lateral spreading. The cumul;>.tive development 

projects located within an approximately one quarter-mile radius of the project site (refer to Table 

2 and Figure 2, Section B, Project Setting) would be subject to the same seismic safety standards 

and design reyiew procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the seismic 

safety standards and design review procedures would ensure that. the effects from nearby 

cumulative projects would not be significant. Therefore, the proposed project would not combine 

with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a significant cumulative impact 

related to geology and soils and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 0 
discharge requirements? 

b) Substantiaily deplete groundwater supplies or 0 
interfere · substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering 0f 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 penclts have. been 
granted)? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 0 
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 on-
or off-site? 

d) Substantially alter the exiSting drainage pattern of 0 
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 off-
site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water whlch w:ould 0 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 0 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 0 
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 0 · 
structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? . 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 0 
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 0 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
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Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

0 

No 
Impact 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

Not 
Applicable· 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is iocated within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 

system. With implementation of the proposed project, storm water and wastewater from the project 

would continue to be discharged to an underground piping network, which conveys the waters to . 

the Southeast Water Pollution Control :Plant for treatment to standards contained in the city's 

permit for the plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay. The treatment standards are set and 

regulated by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. The proposed project's 

discharges from residential operations arid storm water would be typical of wastewaters in the city 

and would not exceed water quality standards. The project also would be required to comply with 

Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, section 147 (Stormwater Management). The 

intent of the city's stormwater management program is to reduce the volume of stormwater 

· entering the city's combined. and separate sewer systems and to protect and enhance the water 

. quality of receiving. waters, pursuant to, and consistent with federal and state laws, lawful 

standards and orders applicable lo slorrfl"'Y'later and urbar:. ru:q.o££ corttrol, an.d the city's autr .. ority 

to manage and operate its drainage systems. As detailed in Impact UT-1 in Section E.10, Utilities 

and Service Systems, the proposed project would be required to reduce the project site's existing 

runoff flow rate and volume by 25 percent for a two-year 24"hour design storm. Therefore, the 

proposed project operations would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements. 

Construction activities such as excavation, earthmoving, and grading would expose soil and could 

result in erosion and excess sediments being carried in stormwater runoff to the combined 

stormwater/sewer system. In addition, stormwater runoff from temporary on-site use and storage 

of vehicles, fuels, waste, and other hazardous materials could carry pollutants to the combined 

sewer system if proper handling methods are not employed. The proposed project would be 

required to comply with Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, section 146 

(Construction Site Runoff Control). The purpose of the city's construction site runoff control. 

program is to protect water quality by controlling the discharge of sediment or other pollutants 

. from construction sites and preventing erosion and sedimentation due to construction activities. 

As described in Impact GE-2, the proposed project would disturb more than 5,000 square of ground 

surface and, accordingly, the project sponsor must prepare and implement an erosion and 

sediment control plan during project construction. The erosion and sediment control plan must 

include best management practices designed to prevent discharge of sediment and other pollutants 

from the site, and is subject to review and approval by the SFPUC. Compliance with the o'rdinance 

would reduce the potential for sediments and other pollutants to enter the combined sewer system. 

In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with the Maher Ordinance (Article 

22A of the San Francisco Health Code), which requires further site management and reporting 

requirements for potential· hazardous soils (see Impact HZ-1 for a discussion of the Maher 

Ordinance). 
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As discussed in Section E.l3, Geology and Soils, groundwater is anticipated at a depth of 

approximately 2 to 6 feet below the project site. Because construction of the proposed project would 

require excavation to a depth up to 3 feet along the western property line (along Cayuga Avenue) 

and up to about 22 feet along the eastern property line (along Alemany Boulevard), dewatering 

will likely be ·required. If construction dewatering is required, the proposed project would be 

required to obtain a Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit from the SFPUC prior to any dewatering . 

activities. Groundwater encountered during construction activities would be subject to the 

requirements of Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, Industrial Waste, which requires that 

groundwater meet specified water quality standards before it may be discharged into the sewer 

system. The discharge permit would contain appropri~te stand~rds and may also require the 

iil$f:allation of meters to measure the volume of discharge. These measures would ensure protection 

of water quality from discharge of groundwater during construction of the proposed project. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade water quality and water quality 

standards or waste discharge requirements would not be violated. Thus, the proposed project 

would I-tave:a less-tl-Lart-sign.ificant irrtpact on vvater quality. 

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 a lowering of the local groundwater tabie level. (Less than Significant) 

Most of the project site is covered with impervious surfaces, except. for the slope adjacent to 

. Alemany Boulevard, which has some vegetation. Impervious surfaces greatly limit the amount of 

surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The proposed project would 

not result in ail increase in impervious surface. The.refore, the proposed project would not interfere 

with groundwater recharge. 

Although project construction could require dewatering in shallow sediments, any effects related 

to lowering the water table would be temporary ·and would not be expected to substantially deplete 

groundwater resources in any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not 

include any groundwater wells to extract· groundwater supplies. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater resources or 

substantially inte;rfere with groundwater recharge. Thus, the impacts to groundwater from 

development of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not result in alterations to the existing drainage 
pattem 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 on-site or off-site, or substantially 

increase the rate or. amount of surface runoff in a manner tl,1at would result in flood~ng on site 

or off site. (Less than Significant) 
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The project site is mostly covered with impervious surfaces (i.e., an existing building and paved 

surface parking lot) and does not contain any surface streams or water courses. Although a portion 

of Islais C::reek historically crossed the site, the creek was filled sometime between 1905 and 1913111 

and the drainage is no longer extant. Surface water runoff from the project site would continue to 

be directed to the combined sewer system. Because the amount of impervious surfaces would 

remain essentially unchanged, the project would not increase the amount of surface water runoff 

from the site. As discussed above under Impacts UT-land HY-1, the project must comply with the 

Stormwater Control Guidelines administered by the SFPUC which require that the project reduce 

the site's existing runoff flow rate and volume by 25 percent for a two-year, 24-hour design storm. 

Construction activities would have the potential to result in erosion and transportation of soil 

particles off site through excavation and grading activities. However, as discussed previously 

under Impact HY -1, the project sponsor would be required to implement best management 

practices to control construction site runoff. 

Therefore; the proposed project would not result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or off site, 

or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff ill a manner that would result in 

flooding on site or off site, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact HY-4: The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water that would 

exceed the capacity of existing or plarined stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff. (Less than Significant) 

During construction and operation of the proposed project, all wastewater and stormwater runoff 

from the project site would be directed to the combined wastewater collection, conveyance, and 

treatment system. As discussed above under II)1pact HY-1, during construction and operation, the 

proposed proj~ct would be required to comply with all local wastewater discharge, stormwater 

runoff, and water quality requirements. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that 

the proposed project would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 

systems or prqvide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Impact HY-5: The proposed project would place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 

but would not exacerbate exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 

or death involving flooding. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is located within a 100-year flood hazard area identified by the SFPUC, as shown 

on Figure 2.112 A 100-year storm means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given 

year. The flood map shows parcels that are highly likely to experience "deep and contiguous" 

flooding, meaning flooding that is at least 6-inches deep and spanning an area at least the size of 

111 ICF, Historical Resource Evaluation, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San Francisco, June 2014/updated September 2017. 

112 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, available at 

llt~Js://www.sfwaler.org/index.aspx?page=I22.9, Accessed on December 28, 2018. 
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half an average city block, during a 100-year.storm. Areas located on fill or bay mud, such as· the 

project vicinity along the former. Islais Creek, can subside to a point at which the sewers do not 

drain freely during a storm, 'and there can. be backups or flooding near these streets and sewers. 

The city implements a review process to avoid flooding problems caused by the relativ~ elevation 

of proposed developments to the hydraulic . grade line in the sewers.113 . Building permit 

applications for new construction in flood-prone areas must be reviewed by the SFPUC to 

determine whether the project would result in ground-level flooding during storms. The side sewer 

connection permits for such· projects also need to be reviewed and approved. The permit applicant 

must comply with all requirements, which may include pr.ovision of a pump station for the sewage 

flow, raised elevation of entryways, special sidewalk 'construction, and deep gutters. 

The proposed project would create or replace more than 5,000 square feet of impervious surface; 

therefore, the project is subject to SFPUC's San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance. 

Compliance with this ordinance and attendant Stormwater Management Requirements and 

Design Guidelines will require the project to reduce by 25 percenL the existing· volume and rate of 

storm water runoff discharged from the project site. To achieve this, t):u~ proposed project would be 

required to implement and install appropriate storm water management systems that retain runoff 

on-site, promote stormwater reuse, and limit site discharges before entering the combined sewer 

collection system. 

Furthermore, in the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District case decided in 2015,114 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, haz~rds resulting from a project that places development in an existing or 

future flood hazard area are not considered impacts under CEQA unless the project would 

significantly exacerbate the flood hazard. As shown from the analysis above, the proposed project 

would not exacerbate future flood hazards at the project site and its surroundings. Therefore, this 

impact would be less than significant. 

Impact HY -6: The proposed project would not place within a 100-year flood haz;ud area 

structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above, the proposed project would place a structure (the proposed 5-story residential 

building) within a 100-yeat flood hazard area; however, the structure would not impede or redirect 

flood flows, exacerbating flooding in nearby areas. The project site is currently occupied by a 

building and paved parking areas, and the proposed building would not substantially alter the site 

113 Administrative Code Section 2A.280-2A,285 

l14 California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369. Opinion Filed 
December 17, 2015. 
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configuration. The proposed project would be reviewed by the SFPUC to ensure that sewer laterals 

and stormwater management systems are compliant with the Stormwater Management and 

Design Guidelines. With mandatory compliance with these regulations, this impact would be less 

than significant. 

Impact HY-7: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk . . 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, or 

involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. (No Impact) 

The project site is not located within a dam failure area, 115 or a tsunami hazard area.ll6 No mudslide 

hazards exist on the proposed project site because it is not located close enough to any landslide

prone areas. 117 A seiche is an oscillation of a waterbody, such as a bay, that may cause local flooding. 

A seiche could occur in the San Francisco Bay due to seismic or atmpspheric activity; however, the 

proposed project site is located approximately 3 miles from San Francisco Bay and would not be 

subject to a seiche. For these reasons, there would be no impact involving flooding related to these 

types of events. 

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity,· would not have a cumulative impact on 

hydrology and water quality. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would result in no impact with respect to .failure of dams or levees, and/or 

seiche, tsunami, or mudflow hazards. Therefore, the project would not have the potential to 

<:ontribute to cumulative impacts related to these topics. As stated above, the proposed project 

would result in less-than-significant impacts related to water quality, groundwater levels, 

alteration of drainage patterns, and the capacity of the drainage infrastructure. The proposed 

project and the proposed adjacent cumulative project at 65 Ocean Avenue are both located within 

the 100-year flood zone and must comply with requirements for development within flood hazard 

areas. The proposed.project and 65 Ocean Avenue project, in combination, would not exacerbate 

the existing flooding hazard in the area. The proposed project and all future projects within San 

Francisco would be required to comply with the water quality and drainage control requirements 

that apply to all land use development projects within San Francisco. Because all development 

projects would be required to follow the same regulations as the proposed project, peak 

stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms would gradually decrease 

over time with the implementation of new, conforming development projects. As a result, no 

substantial adverse cumulative effects with respect to drainage patterns, water quality, stormwater 

runoff, or stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system would occur. 

115 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General :Plan, Community Safety Element, Map 6, October 2012, 
http:llge11eralplau.sfplmmiug.nrglindex.iltm, accessed November 1, 2018. 

116 Ibid, Map 5. 
117 Ibid, Map 4. 
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Topics: 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

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

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

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

d) Be located on a site which is included o~ a list of D 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursu'ant 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 D 
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 D 
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 D 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of D 
loss, injliry or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

·Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

No 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Not 
Applicable 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip; therefore, topics 15e and 15f are not applicable tci the proposed project. The project site is 

not located within or adjacent to a wildland area; topic 15h is not applicable. 
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. The information in this section is based upon information provided in the following site 

investigations: a phase I environmental site assessment and phase II environmental site assessment.118,119 

The subject site was developed by 1900 as the Hayes Park Laundry, with a large one-story 

commercial building for steam ironing and washing. Regulatory agency list review indicates that 

the site had three underground storage tanks, including a 550-gallon leaded gasoline tank, a 1,500-

gallon concrete tank with unknown contents, and a 10,000-gallon bunker oil tank. During removal 

of two of the tanks in January 1993, fuel leaks affecting soil and groundwater were discovered. It 

is unknown whether the 1,500-gallon concrete tank has been removed. In addition, past project site 

uses have included businesses that involve the use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, 

such as dry cleaning, auto repair, and other various commercial and light industrial uses. 

During the 1993 tank excavation, soil samples collected following over-excavation of the 10,000-

gallon bunker oil tank reported concentrations of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) as diesel 

at 15,000 parts per million (ppm), benzene at 0.1 ppm, toluene a1 0.23 ppm, and xylene at 0.25 ppm. 

Three groundwater wells were installed in July 1993 and groundwater samples· detected 

fluctuating concentrations of TPH-diesel. The most recent groundwater monitoring was performed 

in October 1995 in which TPH-diesel ranged from 98 to 230 parts per billion (ppb); TPH-gasoline, 

benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) were not detected in any monitoring wells. 

Based upon the data, the San Francisco DepartiJ;lent of Public Health. granted case closure on 

December 19, 1995. 

According to the public health department, the site previously contained a third underground 

storage tank. Health department records indicate that the third underground storage tank was 

1,500 gallons and made of concrete. The status of this underground storage tank is listed as 

permanently closed. There were no records available as to whether this tank was removed from 

the site or abandoned in place. 

In March 2007, a 'phase I env:ironmental site assessment identified standing liquids in a three-stage 

clarifier and staining around a floor drain within the northwest portion of the building (Unit D). In 

April 2007, a phase II site assessment was performed consi~ting of four soil borings that were 

advanced to a depth of 15 feet and collection of 11 soil samples. For all four soil borings, the deepest 

soil samples or the soil sample with the highest level of volatile organic compounds. (VOCs) from 

each boring was selected for laboratory analysis. The analysis found that one soil sample contained 

detectable levels of TPH-diesel at 16.1 ppm, below regulatory action levels. None of the soil 

samples contained detectable levels of VOCs or serni-VOCs. Heavy metals were detected, however, 

none exceeded action levels for residential use. The report recommended that the clarifier be 

. abandoned; however, there is no indication that occurred. 

118 AEI Consultants, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San Francisco, California, July SO, 2013. 

119 Phase One Inc., Limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San Francisco, CA April4, 2007. 
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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 or through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Construction 

Contaminated Soil and Groundwater 

Based upon historical site uses and underground storage tank releases, the project site is located in 

the Maher zone, which is an area that the health department, as set forth in San Francisco Building 

Code section 106A.3.2.4, has identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or 

groundwater. The proposed project would require excavation up to 3 feet along the western 

property line (along Cayuga A venue) and up to about 22 feet along the eastern property line (along 

Alemany Boulevard) o.nd would remove approximately 1,760 cu hie yards of soiL 

During construction, parti~larly d~ring excavation and grading, construction workers and nearby 

residents could be exposed to chemicals in the soil through inhalation of airborne dust or vapors if 

proper precautions are not implemented. Prior to obtaining a building permit, the project sponsor 

must comply with the requirements of Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code, which the 

health department administers. Under Article 22A (commonly called "the Maher Ordinance"), the 

project sponsor must retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a phase I 

environmental site assessment to investigate known or potential hazardous. materials 

contamination at or near the site based on available records. The site assessment must determine 

whether hazardous substances may be present on the site at levels that exceed health risk levels or 

other applicable standards established by the California Environmental Protection agencies: the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Department of Toxics Substances Control 

(Cal/EP A). If so, the project sponsor is required to conduct soil and/or groundwater sampling and 

analysis under a work plan approved by the health department. 

The sampling analysis must provide an accurate assessment of hazardous substances present at 

the site that may be disturbed, or may cause a public ·health or safety hazard, given the intended 

use of the site. Where such analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances that exceed 

Cal/EPA public health risk levels given the intended use, the project sponsor must submit a site 

mitigation plan to the health department. The plan must identify the measures that the project 

sponsor will take to ensure that the intended use will not result in public health or safety hazards . 

in excess of the acceptable public health. risk levels established by Cal/EP A or other applicable 

regulatory standards. The plan must also identify any soil and/or groundwater sampling and 

analysis that it recommends the project sponsor conduct following completion of the measures to 

verify that remediation is complete. If the project sponsor chooses to mitigate public health or 
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safety hazards from hazardous substances through land use or activity restrictions, the project 

sponsor must record a deed restriction specifying the land use restrictions or other controls that 

will ensure protection of public health or safety from hazards substances remaining on the site. 

To comply with various regulatory requirements, the health department will require the site 

mitigation plan to contain measures to mitigate potential risks to the environment and to protect 

construction workers, nearby residents, workers, and/or pedestrians from potential exposure to 

hazardous substances and underground structures during soil excavation and gradin)S activities. 

The plan must also contain procedures for initial response to unanticipated conditions such as 

discovery of underground storage tanks, sumps, or pipelines during· excavation activities. 

Construction procedures must comply with building code section l06A.3.2.6.3 and health code 

article 22B related to construction dust control; and San Francisco Public Works Code section 146 

et seq. concerning construction site runoff control. Additional measures would typically include 

notification, field screening, and worker health and safety measures to comply with Cal/OSHA 

requirements. The health department would require discovered underground storage tanks to be 

dosed pursuant to article 21 of the health code i:Utd cufftply with applicable provisions of chnptcrs 

6.7 and 6.75 of the California Health and Safety Code (commencing with section 25280) and its 

implementing regulations. The closure of any underground tank must also be conducted in 

accordance with a permit from the san· Francisco Fire Department. 

If remediation is required, it would typically be achieved through one of several methods that 

include off-haul and disposal of contaminated soils,12° on-site treatment" of soil or groundwater, or 

a vapor barrier installation. Alternatively or in addition, restriction on uses or activities at the 

project site may be required along with a recorded deed restriction. Compliance with health code 

article 22A and the related regulations identified above would ensure that project activities that 

disturb or release hazardous substances that may be present at the project site would not expose 

users of the site to unacceptable risk levels for the intended project uses. 

Incompliance with health code article 22A, the project sponsor has enrolled in the Maher program 

and submitted to the health department phase I and phase II investigation reports, discussed 

above, to assess the potential for site contamination.121.122 The health department reviewed the 

proposed project's Maher application and supporting documents, including the site assessments, 

and determined that the proposed project would be required to submit additional information to 

120 Off-haul and disposal of ccmtamin~ted materials from the project site would be in accordance with the federal 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and United States Department of Transportation regulations and 

the California Hazardous Waste Control program (California Health and Safety Code section 21000 et seq. 

121 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Review of Documents and Request for Work Plan, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San 
Francisco, CA, October 24, 2013. 

122 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Phase 2 Site Investigation and Work Plan Addendum, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San 
Francisco, CA, December 23, 2014. 
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the health deparhnent for review and approval. 123 Contingent upon the submitted documentation 

and analytical reports, the health department will also require the project sponsor to develop a site 

mitigation plan and to remediate potential soil and/or groundwater .contamination described 

above in accordance with article 22A of the health code. The health department would oversee this 

process, and various regulations would apply to any disturbance of contaminants in soil or 

groundwater that would be encountered during construction to ensure that no unacceptable 

exposures to the public would occur. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a significant 

hazard to the public or environment from the disturbance or release of contaminated soil and/or 

groundwater and the proposed project would result in a less than sigrlificant impact with regard 

to the release of subsurface hazardous materials. 

Hazardous Building Materials 

Based on the building age, hazardous building materials such as asbestos, lead-based paint, 

electrical transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), fluorescent light ballasts 

containing PCBs or bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light tube!) containing 

mercury vapors may be present. These materials could escape into the environment and pose . · 

health concerns for construction workers and the public if not properly handled or disposed of in 

accordance with applicable regulations. 

Demolition and construction activities woulq comply with all applicable standards and regulations 

for hazardous building materials, including the California Health and Safety Code. Currently, 

section 19827.5 of the California Health and Safety Code requires that local agencies not issue 

demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification 

requirements under applicable federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including 

asbestos. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District is vested by the California legislature with 

authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both mspection and law 

enforcement and' is to be notified 10 days in advance of any proposed demolition or asbestos 

abatement work. The notification must include (1) the address of the operation; (2) the names and 

addresses of those who are responsible; (3) the location· and description of the structure to be 

altered, including size, age, prior use~ and the approximate amount of friable (i.e., easily crumbled) 

asbestos; (4) scheduled start and completion dates for the asbestos abatement work; (5) nature of 

the planned work and methods to be employed; (6) procedures to be employed to meet the air 

district's requirements; (7) and the name and location of the waste disposal site to be used. The air 

district randomly inspects asbestos removal operations and will inspect any removal operation 

about which a complaint has been received. Any asbestos-containing building material disturbance 

at the project site would be subject to the requirements of Bay Area Air Quality Management 

123 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Phase 2 Site Investigation and Work Plan Addendum, 915 Cayuga Avenue, San 
Francisco, CA, December 23, 2014. 
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District Regulation 11, Rule 2: Hazardous Materials; Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, and 

Manufacturing. 

The local office of the State Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) must also 

be notified of any ~sbestos abatement that is to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must 

follow state regulations contained in the California Code of Regulations, Title 8, section 1529, and 

Titl~ 8, sections 341.6 through 341.14, where there is asbestos-related work involving 100 square 

feet or more of asbestos-containing building material. Asbestos removal contractors must be 

certified as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of California. 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 in Sacramento. 

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 will not issue the required permit until the project sponsor has complied 

with the notice requirements described above. 

If lead-based paint is present, demolition would be subject to the Cal/OSHA Lead in Construction 

Standard (8 CCR section 1532.1), which requires development and implementation of a lead 

compliance ·plan when materials that contain 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 dui:ing 

construction activities. Cal/OSHA would require 24~hour notification if more than 100 square feet 

of materials that contain lead would be disturbed. Any other hazardous building materials 

identified either before or during demolition or renovation would be abated according to federal, 

state, and local laws and regulations. 

Disposal of PCBs is regulated at both the federal level (the Toxic Substances Control Act, U.S. Code, 

Title 15, Chapter 53; and implementing regulations in 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 761) 

and at the state level (22 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 66261.24), and DEI-iP is covered 

under federal regulations (40 CFR 261.33). Disposal of these materials as hazardous waste must 

comply with applicable laws and regulations and may involve incineration or other treatment or 

disposal in an approved chemical waste landfill. Mercury is regulated as a hazardous waste under 

22 CCR 66262.11 and 22 CCR 66273.4 and its disposal as hazardous waste under 22 CCR 66261.50. 

Compliance with the existing regulatory framework would provide protection to construction 

workers and the environment and therefore would also protect members of the nearby public and 

. would ensure that potential impacts of exposure to these hazardous building materials would be 

less than significant. 
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Construction Chemicals 

During construction of the proposed project, diesel fuel and hazardous materials such as paints, 

fuels, solvents, and adhesives would be used. In accordance with the stormwater erosion and 

sediment control plan, which would be reviewed and approved by the SFPUC as discussed in 

Impact GE-2, the construction contractor would identify hazardous materials sources within the , 

con$truction area and recommend site-specific best management practices to prevent discharge of 

these materials. The minimum best management practices that would be required include 

maintaining an inventory of materials used onsite; storing chemicals. in water-tight containers 

protected fro~ rain; developing a spill response plan and procedures to address hazardous and 

nonhazardous spills; maintaining spill cleanup equipment onsite; assigning and training spill 

response personnel;.and preventing leaks of oil, grease, and fuel from equipment. Compli~ce with 

these regulations would reduce the potential for releases and provide for containment of should 

such releases occur so that potential impacts to the public or the environment would be less than 

significant. 

Operation 

The proposed project's residential and office uses would involve the occasional use of relatively· 

small quantities of common household materials. These projects are labeled to inform users of 

potential risks and instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. Routine use would result in 

in little hazardous waste and would not result in the potential for upset and accident conditions 

involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.·For these reasons, the impacts 

of construction and operation of the project would be less than significant. 

_Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, subsances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 

proposed school. (Less than, Significant) 

There are four schools near the project site. Adjacent to the project, at 65 Ocean Avenue is a pre

kindergarten· (Little Bear) and a private elementary school (Golden Bridges School). Balboa High 

School is approximately one quarter-mile south from the project site, and James Denman Middle 

School is approximately one half-mile south from the project site. As di_scussed under Impact HZ-

1, the proposed project would include the use of common types of hazardous materials (i.e.,. 

cleaning products, disinfectants, and solvents) in .quantities too small to create a significant hazard 

to the public or the environment. In addition, the proposed residential and office uses would not 

produce hazardous emissions and would not involve the handling of hazardous or acutely 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Therefore, project-related impacts would be less than 

significant. 
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Impact HZ-3: The project site is inCluded on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is inclu~ed on a list of identified hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code section 65962.5, as determined by federal and ;tate database searches.124 As 

previously discussed in Impact HZ-1, the project site is listed on the state leaking underground 

storage tank list due to a historical tank release associated with the Hayes Park Laundry previously 

located on the site. The Hayes Park Laundry has since been designated as." completed-case closed" 

by the public health department. 

Although the leaking underground storage tank case has been closed, the potential remains for 

additional underground storage tanks and residual soil and/or groundwater contamination to 

remain on the site. In compliance with health code article 22A, the project sponsor has enrolled in 

the Maher program and will be required to submit a phase II site characterization and work plan 

for review and approval. Contingent upon the submitted documentation and analytical reports, 

the health department will also require the project sponsor to develop a site mitigation plan and to 

remediate potential soil and/or groundwater contamination in accordance with article 22A of the 

health code. Because remediation to cleanup levels appropriate for the propos.ed residential uses 

are required by law, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 

its identification on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

section 65962.5. 

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

Construction and o12eration of the project would not close roadways or impede access to 

emergency vehicles or emergency evacuation routes. The proposed project would conform to the 

provisions of the building and fire codes which ensure building safety. Final building plans would 

be reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department and the Department of Building Inspection to 

ensure conformance with the applicable life-safety provisions, including development of an 

emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not 

obstruct implementation of the city's emergency response and evacuation plans, and potential 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to hazards and 

hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

124 State Water Resources Control Board, GeoTracker, Hayes Park Laundry (T0607500427), 915 Cayuga Avenue, Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank. Available at !1ttps://geotmcker.waterboards.ca.gm.'lprofile_report?global_id=T0607500427. 
Accessed on Pecember 31, 2018. · 
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Environmental impacts relate_d to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific. 

Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same emergency response and 

ha.Zardous materials ordinances and regulations applicable to the proposed project. For these 

reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, pr.esent, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards 

and hazardous materials. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES.-
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss o£ availability of a !c.n~1A.rn D D D D @ 
· 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 locally- D D D D @ 
important 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 D D D D 
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use 
these in a wasteful manner? 

The project site is located within Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) as designated by the California 

Division of Mines and Geology under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.125 This 

designation indicates that the site contains'no significant mineral deposits. Furthermore, according 

to the San Francisco General Plan, no significant mineral resources exist in all of San Francisco. 

Therefore, topics 17a and 17b are not applicable to the proposed project. 

Impact ME-1: The proposed project would not encourage-activities that result in the use of large 

amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these resources in. a wasteful mann.er. (Less than 

Significant) 

The proposed project would demolish the existing uses on the site and would construct a new 116 

dwelling units building with 400 square-feet of accessory office. The project site is located within 

the Outer Mission neighborhood where it is surrounded by .existing buildings and infrastructure; 

therefore, the proposed project would be served by existing utilities. As described in section E.lO, 

125 Califor:qia Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II, 
ftp:/lftp.conslv.ca.gov!publdmglpubslofr!OFR_96-03/0FR_96-03_Text.pdf, 

· fl:p:llftp.canservation.ca.gaolpubldmglpubs!sr!SR_14-6-1/SR_146-1_]ext.pdf and . 
ftp:l!ftp.conservation.ca.gov!pub/dmglpubs!sr!SR_146-2/SR_146-2_Te.:rt.pdf .accessed May 19, 2018. · 
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Utilities and Service Systems, adequate water supplies exist to serve the proposed project. In 

addition, the proposed project is located within a developed urban area that is served by multiple 

transit systems. Use of these transit systems by residents, visitors, and employees would reduce 

the amount of fuel expended by private automobiles. The proposed pr()ject's energy demand 

would be typical for a development of this scope and nature and. would comply with current state 

and local codes· concerning energy consumption, including Title 24 ·of the California Code of 

Regulations, enforced by the Department of Building Inspection. The proposed project would also 

be required to comply with the city's Green Building Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project 

would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful 

manner. 

lrp.pact C-ME-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulativ~ mineral and 

energy impacts. (Less than Significant) 

.A._s described above, the entire City l.)f.S<1n francisco is designated as t-Ain.eral F...esource Zone 4, 

which indicates that no known significant mineral resources exist at the project site or within the 

project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts 

related to mineral resources. 

All development projects in San Francisco, including those listed in Table 2 and Figure 2 of section 

B, Project Setting, would be required to comply with the city's Green Building Ordinance and Title 

24 of the California Code of Regulations, both of which are enforced by the Department of Building 

Inspection. These building codes encourage sustainable construction practices related to planning 

and design, energy efficiency, and water efficiency and conservation. As a result, in the cumulative 

scenario, a decrease in energy consumption would be expected compared with a scenario where 

such regulations are not applied (i.e., existing building stock remains unimproved). Furthermore, 

infill development projects, such those identified in Table 2 and Figure 2 of section B, Project . 

Setting, would be expected to decrease transportation-related energy demands compared with 

projects located in areas with higher average vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, the proposed 

project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 

not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to mineral and energy resources. 
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Topics: 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: 
In detennining whether impacts to agricultUral 
resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prep.ared 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 
ref~r 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: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 0 
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, 0 
or a Williamson Act. contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 0 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), 
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 0 
forest land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 0 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use 
or forest land to non-forest use? 

Less Than 
Significant ' 
with Less Than 
Mitigation Significant No 
Incorporated Impact Impact 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

Not 
Applicable 

The project site is located within an urban area of San Francisco that does not contain any Prime 

Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; forest land; or land. under a 

Williamson Act contract. The project site and vicinity is not zoned for any agricultural uses. 

Therefore, topics 17a, b, c; d, and e are not applicable to the proposed project. 
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Topics: 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE-

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the D 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife p'opulation to drop below self
sustaining level,s, 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 D 
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 effertH of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

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

Less. Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

No Not 
Impact Applicable 

D D 

D D 

D D 

As discussed in Sections E.l through E.17, project impacts and potential cumulative impacts 

resulting from the proposed project are anticipated to be less than significant or less than significant 

with mitigation, in the case of cultural resources. As described in Section E.3, Cultural Resources, 

construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in potential impacts on 

unknown archeological resources, human remains, and tribal culture resources. These impacts 

would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CR-1, 

Archeological Testing, and M-CR-2, Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. Therefore, 

the proposed project would not result in a significant impact through the elimination of important 

examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 

In summary, both short-term and long-term project-level and cumulative environmental effects, 

associated with the proposed project would be less than significant or less than significant with 

mitigation, as discussed under each environmental topic. Accordingly, the project's environmental 

.effects would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly .. 
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F. MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures have been identified to redJ+ce potentially significant 
environmental impacts resuli;ing from the proposed project to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1: Archeological Testing 

Based on a reasonable presumption 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 histor~cal resources. The project sponsor sh~ll 
retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified 

Archaeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. 

The project sponsor shall contact the Department archenlogist to obtain the names and contact 
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological 

consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the 

consultant shall be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program 
if requir~d pu!sua.r:tt to U1ls iYteasure. Tl-te arcl-teologital consultruLt' s vvrork sltall be corlducted L.~ 
accordance with this measure at the direction. of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All 

plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and 
directly to the 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 co.uld suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum 
of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction cap. 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 Sect. 

15064.5 (a) and (c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site126 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant 

group an appropriate representative127 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. 

The representative of the descendant group shall he given the opportunity to monitor archeological 

field investigations of the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate 
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any 

interpretative treatment of the associated archeologi~al site. A copy of ·the Final Archaeological 

Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group. 

126 By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, fea~e, burial, or 
evidence of burial: 

127 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the ~ase 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. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation 
with the Department archeologis.t 
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Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for 

review and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The:;. archeological testing program shall 

be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of 

the expected archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project, the testing method to be used; and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of 

the archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence 

of archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource 
encountered on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit 

a written report of the findings to the ERO. I£ based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological consultant finds that significant archeological resources miy be present, the ERO in 

consultation with th~ archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are 

warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, 

archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data recovery program. No archeological data 
recovery shall be undertaken without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department 

archeologist. I£ the ERO 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: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant 

archeological resource; or 

B) A 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. 

Archeological Monitoring program. I£ the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 

determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented the archeological 

monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

·The archeological consult<:mt, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope 

of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. 

The ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 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 risk these activi:ties pose to potential 
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 ot 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, i.rt 
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consultation with project archeological consultant, determined that project construction 

activities could have no effects on significant archeological depositsi 

The · archeologkal monitor shall record and )Je authorized to collect soil samples and 

artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysisi 

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/pile driving/construction activities and 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving or deep foundation 

activities (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the 

pile driving or deep foundation activities may affect an archeological resource, the pile 
driving or deep foundation activities shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation 

of the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant 
shall immediately notify the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The· 

archeological consultant shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and 

significance of the encountered archeological deposit, and present the findings of this 

assessment to the ERO. 

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant 

shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 

accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the sc9pe of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft 

ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify 
. how the proposed· data recovery program will preserve the significant information the 

archeological resource is expected to contain. · That is, the ADRP will identify what 

scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes 

the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the 

applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the 
historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data 

recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive 

methods are practicaL 

The scope of the ADRP sJ:lall 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 on-site/off-site public interpretive program 

durl.ng the course of the archeol9gical data recovery program. 
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.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 

comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the Office of the 
Chief Medical Examiner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Medical 

Examiner's determination that the human remains are. Native American remains, notification of the 

California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely 

Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 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 ali reasonable efforts to develop ~ 
agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with 

appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 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 trea~ent agreement if such 

as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the 

ERO. lf no agreement is reached State regulations shall be followed including the reburial of the 

human remains and associated burial objects with appropriate dignity on the property in a location 

not subject to further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res .. Code Sec. 5097.98). 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 

Archeological Resources Report (FARR) 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 final report. 

Once approved by the ERO, ·copies of the F ARR shall be distributed as follows: California 

Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and 

the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental 

Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one 

unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR 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 in 
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or the high interpretive .value of the resource, the ERO may require an interpretation program or a 

different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program 

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that a significant archeological resource is 

present, and if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, the ERO 

determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource (TCR) and that the resource could 

be adversely affecte<;i by the proposed project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to 

avoid any adverse effect on the significant tri.bal cultural resource, if feasible. 

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that preservation-in-place of the TCR is 

both· feasible and effective, then the archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological 

resource preservation plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological 

consultant shall be required when feasible. 

If the ERO, in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal. representatives and the 

project sponsor, determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resources is not a 

sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive program of the 

TCR in consultation with affiliated tribal representatives. An interpretive plan produced in 

consultation with the ERO and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by 

the ERO would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify, as 

appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials 

of those displays or installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long

term maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably 

by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts displays and 

·interpretation, and educational panels or other infor~ational displays. 

Improvement Measures 

The following improvement measures would further reduce the less-than-significant 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

Improvement Measure I~ TR-1: Queue Abatement 

Prior to a recurring queue occurring (e.g.,·if queues are observed for a.consecutive period of two 

minutes or longer), the owner/operator of the parking facility shall employ abatement methods as 

needed to abate a reoccurring queue. Appropriate abatement methods shall be tailored to the 

characteristics and causes of a reoccurring queue on Cayuga Avenue, as well as the characteristics 

of the project driveway and garage. 
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Suggested abatement methods may include but are not limited to the following: redesign of the 

garage, rear yard, and/or driveway to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; 

employment of parking attendants; use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking 

techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; additional 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies such as additional bicycle parking, or 

parking demand management strategies. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present, the 

Planning Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the owner/operator 

shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than 

7 days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted· to the 'Planning 

Department for review. If the Planning Departm~nt determines that a recurring queue does exist, 

the facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written determination to abate 

the queue . 

. Improvement Measure I-TR-2: Install Audible or Visual Warning Device for People Walking 

The project sponsor will install a visual or audible warning device at the driveway entrance/exit to 

auto,matically alert people v;:.:alking along Cayuga Avenue when a vehicle is exiting the facility. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-3: Coordinated Construction Traffic Management Plan 

The project sponsor will participate .in the preparation and implementat1on of a coordinated 

construction traffic management plan that includes measures to reduce hazards between 

construction-related traffic and pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit vehicles. The coordinated 

construction traffic management plan will be prepared in coordination with other public and 

private projects within a one block radius that may have overlapping construction schedules and 

shall be subject to review and approval by the TASC. The plan will include, but not necessarily be 

limited to the following measures: 

• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours: Limit truck movements and deliveries 

requiring lane closures to occur between 9 a.m. to 4 p.m., outside of peak morning and 

evening weekday commute hours. 

• Alternative Transportation for Construction Workers: Provide incentives to construction 

workers to carpool, use transit, bike, and walk to the project site as alternatives to driving 

alone to and from the project site. Such incentives may include, but not be limited to, 

providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee and employer 

ride matching program from www.5ll.org, participating in emergency ride home 

program through the City of San Francisco (www.sfe~h.org), and providing transit 

information to construction workers. 
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• Construction Worker Parking Plan: The location of construc;tion worker parking shall be 

identified as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementp.tion of the 

proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker 

parking shall be discouraged. The project sponsor could provide on-site parking once the 

below grade parking garage is usable. 

• Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents: Provide regularly 

updated information regarding project construction, including a construction contact 

person, construction activities; duration, peak construction activities (e.g., concrete pours), 

travel lane closures, and lane closures (bicycle and parking) to nearby residences and 

adjacent businesses through a website, social media, or other effective methods acceptable 

to the ERO. 

G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

On January ·19, 2018, the Planning Department mailed a Notification of Project Receiving 

Environmental Review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent 

occupants, and neighborhood groups. Eleven comments were received in response to the 

notification: The following concerns were expressed by members of the public: 

Increase in traffic from on-site parking and limited vehicular access 
Proximity to schools and pedestrian safety · 
Transit rich neighborhood that should reduce parking 

•· Vehicular traffic safety concerns due to visibility and speeds. 
Availability of parking 
Floodi~g from the high water-table and effects on neighborhood properties 
Population density 
Shadow effects on adjacent neighbors 
Construction and operational noise 
Effects on public utilities 
Compatibility of building with the neighborhood 

These concerns were incorporated into the environmental review of the proposed project and 

addressed in sections E.2 Population and Housing, E. 4 Transportation and Circulation, E.5, Noise, 

E. 8 Wind and Shadow, E. 10 Utilities/ Service Systems, E. 11 Public Services, E 13. Hydrology and 

Water Quality, E.14 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

On January 23. 2019. the Planning Department inailed a Notice of Availability of and Intent to 

Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration to owners and occupants of properties within 300 feet of 

the project site: organizations and indiyjduals who have previously requested such notice in · 

writing: responsible and trustee agencies: boards. commissions. and departments that will approve 
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the project and the county clerk. In addition, the notice was posted on the project site and a legal 

advertisement was published in a newspaper of general circulation 

In response to the notification. one individual submitted comments on the PMND during the 

public review period. These comments are summarized below in italics by topic. with planning 

department responses: 

Transportation. Existing conditions include narrow streets, speed bumps. congestion during drop-qffand 

pick-up hours, and nearby busy streets. The proiect. in combination with the proposed adiacent development. 

would increase trqific and endanger pedestrians and bicyclists The pmiect should include additional parking 

, as neighborhood parking is already constrained by lack of zone parking Two-hour zone parking should be 

enacted on nearby streets and this building should not be allowed to obtain permits. 

The PMND transportation analysis, based upon the findings of a transportation circulation study. 

found that the project would not result in si2nificant safety hazards or impacts on pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and transit. The· project would include improvement measures. including queue 

abatentent. audible or visual w-arning signal for pedestrians. and a coordinated construction traffic 

control plan. to further reduce less-than-significant transportation effects. Consistent with 

amendments to CEOA and the CEOA Guidelines. the planning department no longer considers 

effects related to congestion and vehicle delay as environmental impacts. PMND pp. 29-31 

determined that the project would not cause a substantial increase in per-capita vehicle miles 

traveled and that auto-related impacts would therefore be less than significant In addition. as 

discussed on PMND p. 12, in accordance with CEOA section 21099, parking shall not be considered 

in the environmental review if the prqject is a residentiaL mixed-use residentiaL or empl<wment 

center. located on an infill site within a transit priority area. The project meets these criteria: 

therefore. parking supply is not considered in evaluating the environmental effects of the project 

Suggestions regarding the provision of 2-hour neighborhood zone parking should be directed to 

SFMT A. which oversees the neighborhood permit parking program. 

Noise The project. in combination with the proposed adjacent development. would result in 450 or more 

residents, and substantially increase noise levels. 

As discussed in the PMND pp 39~42 the proposed residential and office uses and vehicular traffic. 1 

would not generate noise levels in excess of established standards In generaL traffic would have 

to double in volume in order to produce a noticeable (3 dBA) increase in the ambient noise level 

The project. in combination with the proposed adjacent development. could double the existing 

traffic volume on Cayuga A venue. This is due to the low volume of existing traffic on Cayuga 

Avenue relative to the vehicle trips that would be generated by these projects However. the 

existing ambient noise environment is dominated by the much higher traffic volumes on Ocean 

. Avenue and Alemany Boulevard. Noise increases are most noticeable in quiet environments. and 

less so in areas of high background noise Because the project driveWay is located approximately 

100 feet from Ocean A venue and 300 feet from Alemany Boulevard where the noise environment 
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is dominated by nearby vehicle noise. cumulative vehicle noise impacts while possibly noticeable 

. at the p.m peak hour, would not result in a substantial incr~ase in existing ambient noise or result 

in adverse health effects. Furthermore, noise at residential properties are limited to no more than 

5 dB A above the ambient level at the property plane. Mechanical building equipment also would 

be required to meet noise ordinance standards. Therefore, the project would not have a significant 

impact related to an increase in ambient noise levels. 

Privacy. Roof--level terraces will overlook nearby homes and invade current private spaces 

Project design issues such as privacy are not considered environmental impacts under CEOA but 

. may be considered by the deCision-makers during project approval. 

Following the close of the public review period. one comment letter was received. from a 

neighborhood group. Communities United for Health and Justice. These comments are 

summarized in italics below. with planning dep.artment respons·es: 

Air Quality and Health The P MND air quaiity anaiysis utilizes a regional scope and metrics and lacks a 

localized review and assessment of current conditions and potential impacts. particularly to historically 

vulnerable communities such as Excelsior residents who suffer from high rates qf asthma due to poor air 

quality from vehicle emissions and other sources of combustion Project vehicle emissions during morning 

and evening rush hours would result in worsening air quality and exacerbate public health. 

The PMND analyzes both regional impacts on the air basin and local health risks and hazards The 

analysis of criteria air pollutant impacts evaluates the project's contribution to regional air quality 

irripacts throughout the San Francisco Bay Area air basin and is based upon the Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District's CEOA Air Quality Guidelines. As discussed on pp 45-49 and 52-

. 55. emissions from construction and operation of the project would be below the criteria air 

pollutant significance thresholds and would not contribute considerably to an increase in criteria 

air pollutants within the air basin. The PMND (pp. 49-52 and 55-57) also evaluates the project's 

emission of toxic air contaminants. such as diesel exhaust. to determine whether the prqject would 

cause adverse health effects. either individually or cumulatively. on residents and other sensitive 

receptors in the prqject area. including adjacent residents. As disctissed, the city and the air district 

conducted a citywide health risk assessment to identify locations with poor air quality. termed the 

air pollutant exposure zone. and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. The project site 

is not within the air pollutant exposure zone. Within the air pollutant exposure zone. projects 

require special consideration to determine whether the project's construction and operation could 

contribute to adverse health effects for residents and other sensitive receptors in the local area due 

to poor air quality Based on this citywide health risk assessment. the city health department and 

the air district further determined that in areas of the city that are outside of the air pollution 

exposure zone. such as the proposed project. only very large projects have the potential to result 

in adverse air quality health impacts: the 915 Cayuga Avenue project does not involve the scale of 
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construction activity that could expose people to significant health effects from construction

related emissions of toxic air contaminants as demonstrated below. 

As discussed on PMND pp. 50-51. exposures to fine particulate matter (PMzs) are strongly 

associated with mortality. respiratory diseases. and lung development impacts in children. Because 

the project site is not within the air pollutant exposure zone, the threshold for a significant health 

risk impact in this location is an existing background cancer risk that exceeds 100 in one million 

and/or a PM2 5 concentration that exceeds 10 !Jglm3. The city's air quality model shows that at the 

project site, excess cancer risk ranges from 22.5 in one million to 30.6 in one million, and PM2 5 

concentrations are between 8.6 to 8 7 pg/m3 Within 1.000 feet of the project site. excess cancer risk 

ranges frorri 13.9 to 49.2 in one million, and PM2.5 concentrations range from 8.3 to 9.1 y,glrn3. In 

reviewing the health risk analysis for a much larger project. the 1500 Mission Street project that 

would demolish existing buildings and construct approximately 1.3 million square feet of 

· residentiaL office and retail uses. the findings of th~t study determined that the project would 

result in an unmitigated excess cancer risk of 11 in one million and an increase PM2.5 

concentrations by 0 05f wgirn3 at the nearest sensilive receptor. If onr vvcrr to conservatively 

assume emissions from the 1500 Mission Street project were equivalent to the 915 Cayuga Avenue 

project (a much smaller project), then cumulative excess cancer risk and PM2.5 values at and 

beyond the project site (within 1 .000 feet) would not exceed the air pollutant exposure zone criteria 

of 100 in one million or PM2.5 concentrations of 10 !Jg/m3 Therefore. a 12roject-specific air quality 

health risk assessment of construction and operation emissions for the 915 Cayuga Avenue project 

is not required to support the determination that the project would not have significant health risk 

impacts on local residents. 

With respect to the comment regarding the historic vulnerability of Excelsior residents to health 

effects due to poor air quality. it should be noted that the San Francisco Department of Public 

Health added a health vulnerability layer to the 2014 air pollutant exposure zone map based on the 

air district's evaluation of health vulnerability in the Bay Area Health vulnerability was assessed 

based on data regarding hospital visits related to air pollution. For those zip codes in the worst 

qyintile of Bay Area health vulnerability scores <94102. 94103. 94105. 94124. and 94130), the 

standard for inclusion in the air pollutant exposure zone is lower (excess cancer risk of 90 in one 

million or PM2.5 concentrations of 9 y,g(m3 The Excelsior district was not included as a health 

vulnerable community based on the air district's criteria.12B. 

Population and Housing. Although the proiect would have approximately 58 below market rate rental 

units the inclusion qfan additional 58 market rate housing units in the proiect would be a zentrifuing force 

that would put upward pressure on area rents The community has been qffected by evictions and the hifh 

cost qfhousing is a significant barrier for the largely low-income immigrant residents 

128 San Francisco Department of Public Health. Environmental Health. Memorandum re- 2014 Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone Map. April 9. 2014 
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San Francisco is in a housing afford ability crisis, with housing costs that have increased faster than 

inflation since the late 1990s Due in part to a lack of affordable housing coupled yvith insufficient 

overall housing production to meet demand. the city has seen an increase in cost burdens and a 

decline in low- and moderate-income households To address these concerns, the planning 

department is developing a Housing Affordability Strategy to provide a framework to help city 

staff address housing affordability for our diverse pOpulation The planning department is 

working with consultants. and other city agencies with input from technical experts. housing 

advocates. and the general public. to develop numeric goals 'and an inventory and assessment of 

current and potential tools to improve housing affordability with a focus on low- and moderate

income households .122. 

The CEOA Guidelines criteria for population and housing impacts evaluate the following: 1) 

whether the project would result in unplanned population growth without consideration of 

infrastructure services needed to support new residents: and. 2) whether the project would displace 

substantial numbers of existing housing units or people. As discussed in the PMND pp. 14-17. the 

project's impacts would be less than significant. 

The comment regarding gentrification and displacement is a socioeconomic change that is not 

considered within the context of CEOA environmental review but may be considered by decision

makers in their decision whether }o approve or modify the project However. the planning 

department has studied these concerns. and bas not found evidence supporting the position that 

market rate development is responsible for residential or commercial displacement and that the 

fundamental causes for the high cost of market-rate housing in San Francisco are related tci broader 

economic and social trends, such as the mismatch between the supply and demand for housing at 

all levels. the strength of the regional economy. low unemployment. high wages. favorable climate. 

and a preference for urban lifestyles and shorter commutes. These issues are clearly beyond the 

scope and reach of the environmental review process for individual projects under CEOA. but are 

being addressed by the planning department as part of its housing affordability strategy initiative. 

Land Use and Planning;. Evictions are mqior issue facing the community (1,079 evictions in Excelsior . 

· District in 2017). which would be increasingly vulnerable and affected by the proposed pioiect To serve the 

. community. the pmiect should provide q(fordable high-quality housing for families .with children 

The CEOA Guidelines criteria for land use and planning impacts evaluate whether the project 

would physically divide an established communi tv or conflict with plans adopted for the purpose 

of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. As discussed in the PMND pp 12-14. the 

project's impacts would be less than significant. Similar to the comment above, socioeconomic 

129 San Francisco Planning Dgpartment. HmiSing Afford ability Strategy. 
https· //sf:pl annin g orgLproject/hmrsing-affordability-strategy 
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changes such as gentrification and displacement are outside the scope of environmental review 

underCEQA. 

Trinszwrtation Alemany Boulevard and Ocean Avenue are part qfthe Vision Zero High Tniury Network: 

Cll]Juga· Avenue is a narrow residential street that experiences increased vehicle and pedestrian trqffic related 

to drop-off and pick-up at nearby schools Vehicle access from the project and proposed adjacent development 

would congest flow along Cq_yugq Avenue and would not rapidly disperse along local roadwJws and wJJuld 

cause increased traffic hazards 

The PMND transportation analysis. based upon the findings of a transportation circulation study. 

found that the project would not result in significant safety hazards or impacts on pedestrians. 

bicyclists. and transit. The project would include improvement measures. i~cluding_ queue 

abatement, audible or visual warning signal for pedestrians. and a coordinated construction traffic 

control plan. to further reduce less-than-significant transportation effects. Consistent with 

amendments to CEOA and the CEOA Guidelines. the planning department no longer considers 

effects rPlated to cone-estion and VPhicle cJE>]ay_ as_ en:y_ironment<:~L impacts PMND pp. 29-31 

determined that the project would not cause a substantial increase in per-capita vehicle miles 

traveled and that impacts would therefore be Jess than significant. 

Noise. The project. in combination with the proposed adiacent development. would double the existing traffic 

volume on Cayuga Avenue in the p m peak hour. which could produce a noticeable increase in the ambient 

noise level With the existing roadway noise from Alemany Boulevard and Ocean Avenue. the additional 

trqffic volume could significantly increase noise levels 

Please refer to the discussion of noise comments above. 
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Figure 1: Project Location 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, August 2018. 

Case No. 2016-013850ENV 116 [Page 111 of PMND] 915 Cayuga A venue 

1489 



Figure 2. 100-Year Flood Hazard Map for Project Vicinity 

Source: San Francisco Public Utilities Corrunission 
Available at: https:/lwww.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=l229 
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Figure 3. Cumulative Projects within One-Quarter Mile Radius 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

March 26, 2019 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On March 19, 2019, Supervisor Safai introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 190250-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Aiemany Special 
Use District (SUD) for the property located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C); amending the Zoning Map to add 
the Cayuga/Aiemany SUD and to change the height limit on Assessor's Parcel 
Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C, to 65-X; affirming the Planning 
Department's California Environmental Quality Act findings; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning· 
Code, Section 101; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 

1503. 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

March 26, 2019 

City Hall 
Dr.. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rooni 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 190250-2 

On March 19, 2019, Supervisor Safai introduced the following proposed substitute legislation: 

File No. 190250-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Aiemany 
Special Use District (SUD) for the property located at 915 Cayuga Avenue 
(Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011C); amending the 
Zoning Map to add the Cayuga/Aiemany SUD and to change the height limit 
on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C, to 65-X; 
affirming the Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act 
findings; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101; and making findings 
of public convenience, necessity, and welfare under Planning Code, 
Section 302. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

March 13, 2019 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On March 5, 2019, Supervisor Safai introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 190250 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Aiemany Special 
Use District (SUD) for the prope.rty located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C); amending the Zoning Map to add 
the Cayuga /Aiemany SUD and to change the height limit on Assessor's Parcel 
Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C, to 65-X; affirming the Planning 
Department's California Environmental Quality Act findings; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 101; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code; Section 302(b), for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

tT/fr~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator . 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of Sl)PERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco; CA 94103 

March 13, 2019 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No~ 554-5227 

File No. 190250 

On March 5, 2019, Supervisor Safai introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 190250 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Aiemany 
Special Use District (SUD) for the property located at 915 Cayuga Avenue 
(Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011C); amending the 
Zoning Map to add the Cayuga /Aiemany SUD and to change the height 
limit on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C, to 65-X; 
affirming the Planning Department's California· Environmental Quality Act 
findings; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101; and making findings 
of public convenience, necessity, . and welfare under Planning Code, 
Section 302. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

tT~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, En\(ironmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHall .~ 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will hold a public 
hearing to consider the following proposals and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all 
interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: 

Time: 

·Location: 

Subjects: 

. ~-

Monday, April 22, 2019 

1:30 p.m. 

Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San. Francisco, CA 

File No. 190249. Ordinance approving a Development Agreement between the 
City and County of San Francisco and SYTS Investments, LLC, for the · 
development project at 915 Cayuga Avenue, with various public benefits including 
significantly more below market rate units than otherwise required; making findings 
under the California Environmental Quality Act and findings of consistency with the · 
General Plan, and eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1(b); 
confirming compliance with or waiving certain provisions of Administrative Code, 
Chapters 14B and 56; and ratifying certain actions taken in connection therewith, as 
defined herein. · 

File No. 190250. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the 
Cayuga/Aiemany Special Use District (SUD) for the property located at 915 Cayuga 
Avenue (Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos, 039 and 011 C); amending the 
Zoning Map to add the Cayuga/Aiemany SUD and to change the height limit on 
Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot Nos. 039 and 011 C, to 65-X; affirming the . 
Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act findings; making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101; and making findings of public convenience, necessity; 
and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

File No. 190251. Ordinance amending the Zoning Map to change the zoning 
district on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot No. 039; from RH-1 (Residential, 
House District, One Family) and Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood 
CommerCial District to Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District; and to change the zoning district on Assessor's Parcel Block No. 6954, Lot 
No. 01.1 C, from RH-1 to Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District; affirming the Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act 
findings; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101; and making findings of public convenience, 
necessity, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302 .. 
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Board of Supervisors 
Files Nos. 190249, 190250, anc.. J0251 
Page 2 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable tQ attend the 
hearing on these matters may submit written comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. 
These com!Jlents will be made part of the official public record in these matters, and shall be brought to the 

·attention of the members of the Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to these matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda 
information relating to these matters will be available for public review on Friday, April19, 2019 . 

..... 

~Q/;vufd,.> . 
{ Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board· 

DATED/PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: April12, 2019 
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I PrintForm · 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 

·:<' 1 n ,,~ .~ D Time stamn. r-·1 
'-~~;-'.i\ o/me~ti~g a~t~ 
"'-\y' 

\ 

[Z] 1. For reference to Committee. ·(An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

0 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

0 3. Re<quest for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

0 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor ·inquiries" 
~~~~--~~~~~~~~--~~~--~ 

0 5. City Attorney Request. 

0 6. Call File No.I -______ J from Committee. 

0 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

0 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 
~-----=============~----~ 0 9. Reactivate File No. 
L-------------------~~ 

0 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before th~ BOSon 

.ease check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

0 Small Business Commission 0 Youth Commission 0 Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0 Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agend::t (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!supervisor Ahsha Safai 

Subject: 

· [Planning Code, Zoning Map-- Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District] 

The text is listed: 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District (SUD) for the property 
located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's Block 6954, Lots 039 and 011C); amending the Zoning Map to add the 
Cayuga/Alemany SUD and to change the height limit on Assessor's Block 6954, Lots 039 and 011C to 65-X; 
affirming the Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act findings; making findings of public 
convenience, necessity and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the 
Gcneral~lan and t~e eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 
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I·. PrintForm '· ·· ... ·1 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

2 fll Q h-A;r;;;,,.. ~arnY. ~~ ? . • '1 
·.J ~., • ~ .... ~..,.'p.v oU ~ ....... rr1 '-. L} v 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 
F 'l >'II.£ 
-~ ..______ 61 

·· .. , 

[Z] 1 .. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 
• • • • J .,,., f .~t-· . ,__ . . )'", .} •• 1;,.:. 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 
r-----------------------------------~ D 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor · inquiries" 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No . ...--,------------.., from Committee. · 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 
D 9. Reactivate File No. 

~~~~~~~~------~ 

D 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOSon 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business-Commission D Youth Commis~ion . 0 Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0Building Inspection C_ommission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

I Supervisor Ahsha Safai 

Subject: 

Planning Code, Zoning Map -- Cayuga/ Alemany Special Use District 

The text is listed: 

Ordinance amending thePlanning Code to establish the Cayuga/Alemany Special Use District (SUD) for the prop 
located at 915 Cayuga Avenue (Assessor's Block 6954, Lots 039 and 011C); aniending the Zoning Map to add th,e 
Cayuga/Alemany SUD and to change the height limit on Assessor's Block 6954, Lots 039 and 011C to 65-X; 
affirming the Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act findings; making findings out of public 
convenience, necessity, and welfare under the Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with 

General Plan and the · of Planning Code, Section 101. · 
t~--------------' 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk's Use Only 
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