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FILENO. 170929 MOTION NO.

[Final Map 9072 - 800 Indiana Street]

Motion approving Final Map 9072, a 326 residential unit condominium project, located
at 800 Indiana Street, being a subdivision of Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 4105, Lot
No. 009, and adopting findings pursuant to the General Plan, and the eight priority

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

MOVED, That the certain map entitled “FINAL MAP 9072”, a 326 residential unit
condominium project, located at 800 Indiana Street, being a subdivision of Assessor’s Parcel
Block No. 4105, Lot No. 009, comprising 3 sheets, approved July 14, 2017, by Department of
Public Werks Order No. 186133 is hereby aplproved and said map is adopted as an Official
Final Map. 9072; and, be it |

FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopis as its own‘
and ianrporatés by reference herein as though fully set forth the findings made by the
Planning Department, by its letter dated July 08, 2016, that the proposed subdivision is
consistent with the objectivés and policies of the General Plan, and the eight priority policies
of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and, be it

FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes
the Director of the Department of Public Works to enter all necessary recording information on
the Final Map and éuthbrizes the Clerk of the Board of SuperVisors to execute the Clerk's
Statement as set forth herein; and, be it
| FURTHER MOVED, That approval of this map is also conditioned upon compliance by
the subdivider with all applicable prbviéions of the San Francisco Subdivision Code and

amendments thereto.

Public Works :
~BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . ’ Page 1
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RECOMMENDED:

&

Mohammed Nuru

Director of Public Works
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Bruce R. Storrs, PLS
City and County Surveyor




City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Public Works

Office of the City and County Surveyor
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, Ca 94103

(415) 554-5827 ® www.SFPublicWorks.org
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Mohammed Nuru, Director Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

Public Works Order No: 186133
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS

APPROVING FINAL MAP 9072, 800 INDIANA STREET, A 326 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM
PROJECT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF LOT 009 IN ASSESSORS BLOCK NO. 4105

A 326 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM PROJECT

The City Planning Department in its letter dated July, 08, 2016 stated that the subdivision is in conformity
with the General Pian and the Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1.

The Director of Public Works, the Advisory Agency, acting in concurrence with other City agencies, has
determined that said Final Map complies with all subdivision requirements related thereto. Pursuant to
the California Subdivision Map Act and the San Francisco Subdivision Code, the Director recommends
that the Board of Supervisors approve the aforementioned Final Map.

- Transmitted herewith are the following:
1. One (1) paper copy of the Motion approving said map — one (1) copy in electronic format.

2. One (1) mylar signature sheet and one (1) paper set of the “Final Map 9072", each corﬁprising 3
sheets. .

3. One (1) copy of the Tax Certificate from the Office of the Tréasufer and Tax Collector certifying that
there are no liens against the property for taxes or special assessments collected as taxes. -

4. One (1) copy of the letter dated July, 08, 2016, from the City Planning Department verifying
conformity of the subdivision with the General Plan and the Priority Policies set forth'in City Planning
Code Section 101.1. ‘

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt this legislation. ' .

RECOMMENDED: APPROVED:
% %ﬁ San Francisco Public Works ‘
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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7/14/2017

X Bruce R. Storrs

- 7/14/2017

X Mohammed Nuru

Storrs, Bruce
City and County Surveyor
Signed by: Storrs, Bruce

Nuru, Mohammed
Director, DPW
Signed by: Nuru, Mchammed

‘ . San Francisco Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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City and County of San Frandisco
San Francisco.Public Works - Bureau of Stréet-Use and Mapping

1155 Market Streef, 3rd Floor - San Francisco, CA 94183

sfpublicworks.org - tel 415-554-5810 - fax 415-554-6161

, TENTATIVE MAP DECISION
Date; June 1'3, 2018 Project IDJ072
) ) Project Type1326 Residential Units New Construction
Department of City Planning Condominium Project
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 Address# StreetName Biock Lot
San Francisco, CA 94103 800 INDIANA ST 1105 oo
Tentative Map Referral

Attention: Mr. ScottF, Sanchez

Please review and respond to this referral within 30 days in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act.
Sincerely,

e

for, Bruce R. Storrs, P.L.S. /
City and County Surveyor

James Ryan
116.06.13 16:26:45 -08'00'

! The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable
provisions of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative Map is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies
of Planning Code Section 101.1 based on the attached findings. The subJ ect referral is exempt from California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as

categoncally exempt ClassT 1, CEQA Determination Datel 1], based on the attached checklist.

v i The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable
provisions of the Planning Code subject to the attached conditions.

’Ihe subject Tentative Map has been 1ev1ewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with applicable
provisions of the Planning Code due to the following reason(s):

; Digealy sgned by Andiew W. pany

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Andrew W. Perry o o e

27 Dme: 2016.07.08 15,0001 D700

Signed Date|07/08/2016

“Planner's Name |Andrew Perry 1
for, Scott F. Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-1650 Misslon St

Planning Commission

Motion No. 19303
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 8, 2015
Date: Ianuary'S, 2015
Case No.: 2011, 1374EKX
Project Address: 800 Indiana Street - A
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District
T 58-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Let: T 4105/009

Project Sponsor:  Joe Kirchofer, AvalonBay C()xmm;m'ties, Inc.
. 455 Market Street, Ste. 1650
San Francisco, CA 94105 -
Staff Contact: Richard Sucre — (415) 575-9108

richard.sucre@sfgov.oxrg

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT, FINDINGS REGARDING
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, EVALUATION
OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES, AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO APPROVALS FOR THE PROJECT, LOCATED AT 800 INDIANA
STREET, TO DEMOLISH THE EXISTING BUILDING AND CONSTRUCT A 5-STORY
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING CONTAINING UP TO 338 RESIDENT[AI. UNITS AND A BELOW-
GRADE PARKING FOR 260 VEHICLES.

PREAMBLE

The Project Sponsor (AvalonBay Communities) submitted an applicalion for a project located at 800
" Indiana Street for a Large Project Authotization under Planning Code Section 329 and a Shadow Analysis
under Planning Code Section'295 to' demolish the existing building and construct a five-story,
approximately 441,183 gross square foot residential building wﬁh 326 residential units and a below-
grade parking area for 260 ve}ucles

The Project is within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan area, the environmental impacts of which
were examined in the Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic EIR (Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR). The
Planning Commission (hereafter xefen:ed to as ”Comrmssxon”) certified the Eastern Nelghborhoods PEIR
. on August 7, 2008.

Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines provides an exemption from environmental review for projects
that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or
general plan policies for which an EIR has been certified, except as may be necessary to examine whether
an project-specific effects are peculiar to the project or project site. Under this exemption, examination of

www.sfplanning.org
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Motion No. 19303 . ’ ' . CASENO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015- ’ ) ’ o 800 Indiana Street

environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to-the project or parcel on
which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR for the-
underlying zoning or plan; ¢} are potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that were not
discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) were previously identified as significant effects in the underlying
EIR, but that have been determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that disciissed in the
. underlymg EIR.

- Because this I’xcgect is within the Eastern Nelghborhoods Plan Area, a Community Plan Exemption
{"CPE") Checklist was prepared for the project to analyze whethe_r it would result in an peculiar, project-
specific environmental effects that were not sufficienily exarnined in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
the CPE Checldist (Appendix A to the Draft EIR) concluded that with' the exception of historic
architectural resources and shadow, the proposed project would not result in any new significant
environmental fmpacts or impacts of greater severity than were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. Thus, a focused EIR was prepared to examine the Project’s potenhal jmpacts on historic
architectural resources and shadow.

The Commission reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project
and found the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared,
publicized and reviewed complied with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources
Code section 21000 ef seq.) (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seg.), and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.-

. The Commission found the FEIR was adequate, accurate and objective, reflected the independent
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Planning Commission, and'that the summary of
comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the Final EIR
for the Project in-comliliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 by its Motion No. 19284.

The Commission, in certifying the FEIR, found that the project described in the FEIR will have the
following significant and unavoidable environmental impacts: (1) the demolifion of the existing building
located at 800 Indiana Street will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of historic
archltectural resources,

The Planning Department, Jonas P. ‘Ionin, is the custodian of ‘records for the Planning Department
materials, located in the File for Case No. 2011 1374EKX, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San
Francisco, California,

On January 8, 2015, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting on Case No. 2011.1374EKX to consider the approval of the Project: The Commission has heard
and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearirig and has further considered written -
. materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the Project, the Planning Department staff, expert
consultants and other interested parties.

This Commission has reviewed the entire record of this proceeding, the Environmental Findings,
attached to this Motion as Attachment A, regarding the alternatives, mitigation measures, environmental

SAN FAANCISCO : 2
proyinesid DEPARTMENT . .
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Motion No. 19303 : ‘ CASE NO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015 : ) 800 Indiana Street

impacts analyzed in the FEIR and overriding, considerations for approving the Project, and the proposed
MMRP attached as Attachment B, which material was made available to the public.

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, and adopts the MMRY attached as Attachment B, based on the findings attached to this
Motion as Attachment A as though fully set forth in this Motion, and based on substantial evidence in the
entire record of this proceeding. .

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular
meeting of January 8, 2015. ' - .

Jonas Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Moote, Richards, and Wu
NOES: '
ABSENT:

EXCUSED:

ACTION: Adoption of CEQA Findings

SAH FRANCISCO - . 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

’
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Motion No. 19303 B ’ CASE NO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015 . . . 800 Indiana Street

Attachment A -

PREAMBLE

In determining to approve the project described in Section I, below, the ("Project”), the San Francisco
Planning Commission (the “Commission”) inakes and adopts the following findings of fact ahd_ decisions
regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and wnavoidable
impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on
substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly Section 21081
and 210815, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section
15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). The Commission adopts these findings in conjunctlon with the
Approval Actions described in Section I(c), below, as required by CEQA.

These ﬁndings' are organized as follows:

. : . )
Section T provides a description of the proposed project at 800 Indiana Street, the environmental review -
process for the Project, the City approval actions to be taken, and the location and custodian of the-

" record.

Section XI lists the Project’s less-than-significant impacts that do not require mitigation.

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or rednced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures.

. Section IV identifies significant project-specific or cumulative impacts that would not be eliminated or
reduced to a less-than-significant level and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the
disposition of the mitigation measures. The Final EIR identified mitigation measures to address- these
impacts, but implementatioh of the mitigation measures will not reduce the Jmpacts to a less than
significant Jevel.

Sections Il and IV set forth findings as to the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR. (The Draft.
EIR and the Comments and Responses document together comprise the Final EIR, or “FEIR.”)
Attachment B to the Planning Commission Motion contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program ("MMRP"), which provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final
Environmiental Impact Report that is required to reduce a significant adverse impact.

Section V identifies the pro;ect alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR and discusses the reasons for
their re]ecnon :

Section VI sets forth the Planning Commission’s Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. o

SAM FRABCISCO ) ) 4

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19303 CASE NO 2611.1374E
January 8, 2015 800 Indiana Street

The MMRP for the mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption is attached with these
~ findings as Attachment B to this Motion. The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091. Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in ~
the FEIR that is required to reduce a significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency
responsible for implementation of each.measqre and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring
schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B.

"These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The
references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact
Report ("Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Comaments and Responses document {"C&R") in the Final EIR are
for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for
these findings. ‘ . '

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
A. Fsrojec,t Description

The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish an existing 78,240-gsf, steel-frame industrial warehouse that is
owned by the San Francisco Opera, and construct a five-story, approximately 58-foot-tall (excluding a 12-
foot-tall mechanical penthouse), multi-family residential development at 800 Indiana Street in San
Erancisco, composed of three separate buildings (totaling 273,743 gsf of residential uses). The proposed
- project would include a maximum of 338 residential units, ground-floor residential amenities, and a one-
level 11-foot-tall underground parking garage, for a total of approximately 441,183 gsf of development
on the project site. The proposed project also includes two streetscape improvement variants as options
that could be implemented by the City in cooperation with the Project Sponsor and other property
owners along Indiana Street; these variants include the Hybrid Streetscape Plan, and the Linear Park
Streetscape Plan. A third variant indludes a plaza/dog park.

The project site is within the Urban Mixed-Use (UMU) Zoning District. Per the San Francisco General Plan
(General Plan), UMU is a land use designation intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while
maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrial-zoned area. This designation is also intended to
serve as a buffer between residential uses and Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses in the
Eastern Neighborhoods. The project site is located within the Central Waterfront Area of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Aren Plan. . -

The project site is a generally level and itregularly shaped parcel, measuring approximately 140 feet in -
‘width and 730 feet in length, with a less than 1 percent grade from north to south, and totaling
approximately 2.49 acres (108,386 square feet), with a frontage of approximately 606 linear feet along
Indiana Street. The site is fully developed, occupied primarily by a'78,240-gsf, approximately 50-foot-tall
warehouse built in 1926, which consists of an eastern warehouse section, western warehouse section, and
office that are all connected as one building. The warehouse is a steel-frame and metal clad structure that
is used by the San Francisco War Memotial Opera House (Opera House) for storage and costume/stage
design, One off-street Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-accessible parking space is on the project

SAH FRANRCISCO . 5
PLANNING PEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19303 , : CASE NO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015 : , . . 800 Indiana Street’

site, four loading entrances for Opera House storage access are along Indiana Street and five existing
curb cuts are in front of the warehouse.

The southerninost cutb cut/driveway also provides truck access to the rear of the building. There are
approximately 27 trees along the Indiana Street frontage of the project site, mostly clusters of small trees

(4 to 8 inches in diameter), Of these trees, five are larger in diameter {16 to 22 inches), including four
Monterey pine trees and one river birch grove tree. Little to no vegetation and no open space exist on the

project site.’ The property at 998 Indiana Street, the adjacent parcel to the south, has a fence Jine that

encroaches onto the project site. The area inside this fence line is used as a driveway and parking spot for

the triangular-shaped warehouse on the 998 Indiana site. The 998 Indiana Street property has iis own
vehicular access, via a curb cut and driveway; howéver, from time to iime, vehicles accessing either 800
Indiana Street or 998 Indiana Street drive across the property line to access one of the properties, or to

perform turning maneuvers.

B. Project Objectives °

The Project Sponsor has developed the following objectives for the proposed project:

» Build high-quality, mainly market-rate apartments that would strongly tie into the existing
contextual fabric of the Dogpatch neighborhood. Maximize residential density by building to the
allowable zoning envelope and creating as many new residential units as reasenably possible within
this envelope.

» Provide an economically feasible project that maximizes the-utility of the Jand and increases the
City’s housing supply. -

» Indude future streetscape improvements and connections to open space that serves neighborhood
residents and workers, and enlivens pedestrxan activity in the Dogpatch nelghborhood during both
daytime and evening hours,

» Activate the neighborhood edge condition by connecting the residences at 800 Indiana Street with the
immediate surroundings and broader Eastern Neighborhood community. The project envisions
providing a strong connection to Esprit Park and enhancing 22nd Street by offéring public amenity
spaces in the form of upgraded public sidewalks and accessible plazas.

» Provide a project to meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED?) Silver standards
to meef fhe requirements adopted by the City and County of San Francisco, thereby reducing the
project’s carbon footprint, maximizing the energy eﬁﬁaency of the bmldmg and establishing a
stistainable development in the neighborhood.

C. Project Approva!s

SAN FRANCISCO . . 6
PLANNING DEP&RTMEHT

3178




Motion No. 19303 CASE NO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015 o . 800 Indiana Street

The Project quﬁires the following approvals:

» Findings of General Plan and Priority Policies consistency

» Large Project Aufilorizaiion

»  Exceptions to the following Planning Code standards:
+  Planning Code Section 134 for the required rear yard
+  Planning Code Section 135 for open space

- » Planning Codé Section 136 for permitted obstructions over the street, yard or useable open space

+  Planning Code Section 140 for the required dwelling unit exposure .
*  Planning Code Section 152.1 for the required loading zones
«  Planning Code Section 270.1 for the horizontal mass reduction

Actions by Other City Departments , -

> Plaﬁnihg Code Section 295 approval (San Francisco Recreation & Park Commission)

> 'Demohtlon and building permits (Department of Building Inspection)

» Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g.,. bulbouts and 31dewa1k extensions)
' (San Francisco Department of Public Works and San Francisco Municipal Transporlahon Agency)

D. Environmental Review
The Project is within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan area, the environmental impacts of which
were examined in the Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic EIR (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR). The

Planning Commission (hereafter referred to as “Comimission”) certified the Rastern Neighborhoods PEIR
on August7, 2008,

Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines provides an eiemption from environmental review for projects

that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or -

general plan policies for which an EIR has been certified, except as may be necessary to examine whether
an project-specific effects ave peculiar to the project or project site. Under this exemption, examination of
environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or parcel on

which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in the prior EIR for the

underlying zoning or plan; ¢) are potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that were not
discussed in the undetlying EIR; or d) were previously identified as significant effects in the underlying
EIR, but that have been determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discussed inthe
underlying EIR.

Because this’ Pro;ect is within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area, a community plan exemption
(“CPE") Checklist was prepared for the project to analyze whether it would result in an peculiar, project-
specific environmental effects that were not sufficiently examined in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
the CPE Checklist (Appendix A to the Draft EIR) concluded that, with the exception of historic
architectural resources and shadow, the proposed project’ would not result in any new significant

SAH FRANCISCO ' 7
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Motion No. 19303 ) CASE NO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015 . ‘ ‘ , 800 Indiana Street

environmental impacts or impacts of greater severity than were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. - . . »
) &
Thus, the Department determined that a focused Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”)
should be prepared with. and published a NOP with a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist
. under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR on May 21, 2014. Topics analyzed in the EIR were Cultural and
Paleontologmal Resources (Historic Architectural Resources only) and Shadow.

On August 13, 2014, the Depariment published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter
“DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR

for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on -

" the DEIR; thlS notice was mailed to the Department’ s list of persons requesling such notice.

Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near the
prqect site by the Project Sponsor on' August 13, 2014,

On August 13, 2014, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwxse dehvered to a list of persons requesting

it, to those noted or the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and to govemment .

agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearmghouse

Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse ‘on
August 13, 2014.

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on September 11, 2014, at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period
for acceptance of written comments ended on September 29, 2014.

The Department prepared responses.to comments on environmental issues received at the public hearing
~ and in writing during the 45 day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisionsto the text of the
DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available during
the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to
Comunents document, published on November 5, 2014, distributed to the Commission and all parties
who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the Department. '

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR") has been prepared by the Department,

consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document ail as required
by law. Additionally, the CPE Checklist is included as Appendvc A to the DEIR and is incorporated by
reference therefo. :

Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files are

available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the record
before the Commission.

SAH FRANCISCO ‘ ' ‘ 8
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Motion No. 19303 . CASE NO 2011.1374E
January 8, 2015 ‘ 800 Indfana Street

,.0On December 4, 2014, the Céxﬁmission r_eviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of
-said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply

with the provxsmns of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative
Code. .

E. Content and Location of Record

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the adophon of the proposed pro]ect
are based include the following:

¢ The FEIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by ‘the FEIR, including the CPE
Checklist prepared under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; ¢

e  Allinformation (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the
Planning Commission relating to the FEIR, the proposed approvals and entiflements, the
Project, and the alternatives set forth in the FEIR;

¢ Al information (including written evidence and. tesﬁrhony) presented to the Planning
Commission.by the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the
FEIR, or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission;

< Al mformauon (mdudmg written evidence and teshmony) presented to the Clty from
_ other public agencxes relating to the pro;ect or the FEIR;

e Al apphca’nons letters, testimony, and presentations presented to the City by the Pro;ect
Sponsor and its consultants in connechon with the project;

o All information (including written evider_tqe and testimony) presented at any public .
hearing or workshop related to the project and the EIR;

° ."I'heMMRP' and‘

e All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources’ Code Section
21167.6(e).

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the FEIR received during the public review
period, the adminisirative record, and background documentation for the FEIR are located at the

" Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco. The Planrung Department, Jonas L.
Tonin, is the custodian of these documents and materials.

F. Findings about Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following Sections I, Il and IV set forth the Commission’s ﬁndings'about the Final EIR's
determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed fo
address then. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding

" SAM ERAICISCO ' 2]
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the environmental impacts of fhe Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the FEIR and

adopted by the Commission as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and because the

Commissjon agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the FEIR, these findings will not repeat

the analysis and conclusions in the FEIR but instead incorporate them by reference and rely upon them -
as substantial evidence supporting these findings. '

In making these findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of staff and experts, other

. agencies, and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of significance
thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; (i) the
significance thresholds used in the FEIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including
the expert opinion of the FEIR preparers and City staff; and (iii) the 51g1uf1cance thresholds used in the

FEIR provide réasonable and appropriate means of assessing fhe significance of the adverse .
environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not bound by -
the significance determinations in the FEIR (see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivisicn (e)),
the Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the
FEIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the
- FEIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by. reference the discussion and analysis in the FEIR
supporting the determination regarding the project impact and mitigation measures designed-to address
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these °
findings the determinations and conclusions of the FEIR relating to environmental impdcts and
- mifigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and
expressly modified by these findings. :
"As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates the applicable mitigation measures found in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and all of the mitigation measures set forth in the Project FEIR, which
are set forth in the attached MMRP, to reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project. The
Commissjon intends to adopt the mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR as well as the applicable
mitigation measures proposed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Accordingly, in the event a
mitigation measure recommended in the FEIR or Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR has inadvertently been -
omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in
the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure
set forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the FEIR or
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR due to a clerical erroy, the language of the policies and implementatiort
measures as set forth in the FEIR or Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR shall control. The impact numbers and
mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the mforma’uon contained in the FEIR and
Eastem Ne1ghborhoods PEIR:

In Sections II, M and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impactﬁ and

mitigation measures. Rathér than repeé t the identical finding to address each and every significant effect
and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because in no instance is
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the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the FEIR or the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or the
mitigation measures recommended in the FEIR or in the Eastern Nejghborhoods PEIR for the Project.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning Commission.

The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or responses to comments

in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not infended to provide an exhaustive list of the-
evidence relied upon for these findings.

1. LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

The CPE Checklist {Appendix A to the DEIR) and the Final EIR find that implementation of the Project
would result in less-than-significant impacts in the following environmental topic areas: Land Use and
~ Land Use Planning; Population and Housing; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; Greenhouse
" Gas .Emissions; Wind and Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Biclogical
Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Mineral
Resource and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Foresiry Resources.

Note: Senate Bill (SB) 743 became effective on January 1, 2014. Among other things, SB 743 added §21099
to the Public Resources Code and eliminated the requirement to analyze aesthetics and parking impacts
for certain urban infill projects under CEQA. The proposed project meets the definition of 2 mixed-use
residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area as specified by Public Resources Code
§21099. Accordingly, the FEIR did not discuss the topic of Aesthetics, which can no longer be considered
in determining the significance of the proposed project’s physical environmental eEEeFts under CEQA.
The EIR nonetheless provided visual simulations for informational purposes. Similarly, the FEIR
included a discussion of parking for informational purposes. This information, however, did not relate to
the significance determinations in the FEIR.

Il FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION
MEASURES -

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation meastires that would avoid or substantially lessen a project’s
identified significant impacts or potenﬁal significant impacts if such measures are feasible. The findings
in this section concern three potential impacts and mitigation measures proposed in the Hastern
Neighborhoods PEIR and the CPE Checklist for this project. These mitigation measures are included in
the MMRP. A copy of the MMRP is included as Attachment B to the Planning Commission Motion
adopting these findings. The CPE Checklist found that three mitigation measures identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR would be required for this project to eliminate ot reduce to a less-than- -
significant level potential noise impacts of the Project, as set forth below. The CPE Checklist also found
that a mitigation measure proposed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR would be tequired for this
project to avoid any potential adverse effect from the propbsed project on accidentally discovered buried
or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). Finally, the CPE
Checklist found that a mitigation measure proposed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR would be
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required for this project to reduce to a less than significant level a hazardous materials impact due fo the
demolition of the existing warehouse. ‘

The Project Sponsor has agreed to unplement the following mitigation measures to address a pofential
noise and archeological impacts identified in the CPE Checklist. As authorized by CEQA Section 21081 .
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 15092, and 15093, based on substantial evidence in the whole record
of this proceeding, the Planning Commission finds that, unless otherwise stated, the Project has been
required to incorporate mitigation measures identified in the FEIR and the Bastern Neighborhoods PEIR
into the project to mitigate or to avoid significant or potentlally significant environmental impacts. Except
as otherwise noted, these mitigation measures will reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts
described in the Final EIR, and the Commission finds that these mitigation measures are feasible to
implement and are within the responsxbﬂlty and juxisdiction of the City and County of San Francisco to
implement or enforce.

Additionally, the required mitigation measures are fully enforceable and are included as conditions of

approval in the Planning Commission’s Planning Code Section 323 approval or will be enforced through

inclusion as conditions of approval in any building permits issued for the Project by the San Francisco

Department of Building Inspection. With the required mitigation measures, all potential project irapacts,

except for those associated with historical architecture fesoutce impacts, would be avoided orreduced to

a less-than-significant level (see Section IV, below). The Planning Commission finds that the mitigation
" measures presented in the MMRP are feasible and shall be adopted as conditions of project approval. -

_The followmg mitigation measures would be requn:ed to reduce noise impacts identified in the Easternt
Neighborhoods PEIR to a less-than-significant level:

Project Mitigation M-NO-1: Construction Noise (Implementing Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
Mitigation Measure F-1)

The proposed project would be in proximity to noise-sensitive receptors and would include pile-driving
and other particularly noisy construction procedures; therefore, Fastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation
_ Measure F2 Construction Noise is required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Project Mitigation M-NO-2: Construction Noise (Implementmg Fastern Neighborhoods PEIR
Mlt[gahon Measure F-2)

» The proposed project would be in proxumty to noise-sensitive receptors and would include
pile-driving and other particularly noisy construction procedures; therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR Mitigation Measure F2 Construction Noise is reqmred to reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.

Project Mitigation Measure M-NO-3: Open Space in Nmse Environments (Implemenhng Eastem
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-6)

The proposed project would be located along streets with noise levels above 65 dBA (Ldn), which would
be addressed by unplementatlon of Eastern Nelghborhoods PER Mmgahon Measure F-6 Open Space in
Noisy Environments.
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The following mitigation measure ‘wouild be requn:ed to reduce potential archeological i 1mpacts 1dent1ﬁed
in the Eastern Nelghborhoods PEIR {o a less-than-significant level:

Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-1: Archeological Rgsources Accidental Discovery (Implementing
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2: Properties with No Previous Studies)

Because the project woulci require excavation for a subterranean parking garage, Easter Neighborhoods
PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2, Properties with No Previous Studies, is applicable to the proposed project
‘in the event of accidental discovery of archaeological resources.

The followmg mitigation measure would be required to reduce the potential hazardous bulldmg‘
materials impact identified in the Eastern Nelghborhoods PEIR fo a less-than-significant level

Project Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 - Hazardous Buddmg Materials (Implementing FEastern
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1)

The proposed project would include demolition of the existing warehouse; therefore, Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1 Hazardous Building Materials, addressing the removal of
hazardous bulldmg materials prior to demolition is required.

IV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning Copumission finds
that there are significant project-specific and cumulative impacts that would not be eliminated or
reduced to an insignificant level by the mitigation measures listed in the MMRP. The FEIR identifies a
significant and unavoidable impact on historical architectural xesources related to the demolition of the
building at 800 Indiana Street.

The Project would additionally result in a net loss of Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses,
however, because the significant and unavoidable impact was identified previously in the Eastern
* Neighborhoods PEIR, the proposed project would not result in any significant individual cumulative
impacis specific to the proposed project that were not identified previously. With regard to significant
and unavoidable impacts related to traffic and transit, project-generated awfomobile and transit trips
would not contribute considerably to significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts and would
" Tot constitute a substantial portion of the overall additional traffic and transit volumes anticipated to be
generated by Eastern Neighbothoods Area Plan projects. '

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would lessen a project’s identified significant
impacts if such measures are feasible. The findings in this section concern mitigation measures discussed
in the FEIR and presented in the MMRP, included as Attachment B to the Planning Commission Motion
adopting these findings. The FEIR includes mitigation measures that have been identified that would
reduce the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the Project listed in this section. -All of
the mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR that are needed fo reduce these significant and unavoidable
. environmental impacts are contained in the MMRP.
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As authorized by CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 15092, and 15093, based on
substantial evidence in the whole record of thiis proceeding, the Planning Commission finds that these
mitigafion measures are feasible to implement and are within the responsibility and ]unsdlchon of the
City and County of San Francisco to mplement or enforce.

Additionally, the requlred miﬁgatior\ measures are fully enforceable and are included as conditions of
approval in the Planning Commission’s Planning Code Section 329 proceeding or will be enforced
through inclusion as conditions of approval in any building permits issued for the Project by the San
Francisco Department of Building Inspection. With the required mitigation measures, the significant and
tnavoidable impacts associated with historical architecture résource impacts would be reduced but not
eliminated. The Planning Commission finds that the mitigation measures presented in the MMRP are
feasible and shall be adopted as conditions of pro]ect approval.

The FEIR 1dent1f1es miligation measures to address the impacts on historic resources, 1dent1f1ed in the
FEIR as:

Impact CP-1; Project construction would result in the removal of an existing building that is eligible for
listing in the CRHR, and thus would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical .
resource, as defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. .

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a Complete HABS Documentation

To partially offset the loss of the historical resource onsite, the Project Sponsor shall prepare a Historic
American Building Survey (HABS) before demolition of the structure onsite. Implementation of this
mitigation measure would not reduce the impact to the historical resource to a less than significant level.
Therefore, the impacts related to the demolition would remain significant and unav01dab1e even with the
incorporation of mitigation.

" Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b Salvage Program -

The Project Sponsor shall undertake a salvage program to save and promote reuse: of the on-site
warehouse building’s historically significant materials and features to the extent reasonably feasible. . -
Tmplémentation of this mitigation measure would not reduce the impact to the historical resource to a
less than significant level. Therefore, the impacts related to the demolition would remain 31gmf1cant and
unavoidable even with the incorporation of mitigation.

Mitigation Measure M~CP-1c Interpretive Progtam

The Project Sponsor shall install a permanent on-site interpretive display in 4 publicly-accessible cutdoor
location, such as in one of the plazas along Indiana Street or within the open space area of the variants.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would not reduce the impact to the historical resource to a
less than significant level. Therefore, the impacts related to'the demolition would remain significant and
umavoidable even with the incorporation of mifigation. ’

The Commission considers these mitigation measures feasible, but their iinplemen’taﬁon would not
reduce the impacts to historical architectural resources to less-than-significant levels.
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V. EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
A. Alternatives Analyzed in the FEIR

This section describes the aliernatives analyzed in the Project FEIR and the-reasons for rejecting the
alternatives as infeasible. CEQA mandates that an BIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the
Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts of the Project.
CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a “No Project” alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of
comparison to the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives.
This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing
environmental consequences of the Project.

- The Planning Department considered a range of alternatives in Chapter 6 of the FEIR. The FEIR analyzed
the No Project Alternative, a Full Preservation Alternative, and a Partial Preservation Alternative. Each
_ alternative is discussed arid analyzed in these findings, in addition to being analyzed in Chapter 6 of the
'FEIR. The Planning Commission certifies that it has independently reviewed and "considered the
information on the alternatives provided in the FEIR and in the record. The FEIR reflects the Planning
. Commission’s and the City’s independent judgment as to the alternatives. The Planning Commission
finds that the Project provides the best balance between satisfaction of Project objectives and mifigation of
environmental impacts to the extent feasible, as described and analyzed in the FEIR, and adopis a
statement of overriding considerations. '

B. Reasbns for Approving the Project

e Toincrease the City’s supply of housing in an area designated for higher density pursuant to the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan.

+ To construct a high-quality project with superior design and a sufficient number of dwelling
units to. produce a reasonable return on investment for the Pro;ect Sponsor and nvestors and
attract investment capital and construction financing.

¢ To construct sizeetscape improvements {hat encourage and enliven pedestrian activity.

~* To improve the architectural and usban design character of the project site by r.eplaéing Tum-
- down structures with a high-quality residential project incorporating a supedior design.

¢ To provide adequate parking and vehicular access to serve the needs of project residents and
their visitors.

C. Evaluation of Project Alternatives

CEQA provides that alternatives analyzed in an EIR may be rejected if “specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly
trained workers, make infeasible . . . the project alternatives identified in the BIR” (CEQA Guidelines §
*15091(a)}(3).) The Commission has revxewed each of the alternatives to the Project as described in the
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Final EIR that would reduce or avoid the impacts of the Project and finds that there is substantial
evidence of specific economic, legal, social, fechnological and other considerations that make these
Alternatives infeasible, for the reasons set forth below.

In making these determinations, the Plarming Commission is aware that CEQA’ defines “feasibility” to
meail "capable of being accomplished in a successful manmer within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and tedmologmal factors,” The Commission is also
aware that under CEQA case law the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the question of whether a
particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project, and {if) the question of
whether an alternative is “desirable” from a policy standpomt to the extent that desirability is based on a
 reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technolo gical factors.

" 1. No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would remain in ifs existing condition. The existing
buildings would likely continue to remain in their current condition for the forese¢able future. Baseline
conditions described in detail for each environmental topic in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts
and Mitigation Measures, would remain and none of the impacts associated with the Project would
oceur.

" The existing use of the site (warehouse) would likely continue. Overall, this alternative would result in
the development of no residential umts and the retention of approximately 74,847 square feetof vacant or
underutilized space.

The No Project Alternative would be inconsistent with key goals of the Eastern Neighborhood Plan with
respect to housing production. With no new housing created here and no construction, the No Project
Alternative would not increase the City’s housing stock of both market rate and affordable housing,
would not create new job opportunities for construction workers, and would not expand the City's
property tax base. This alternative would also fail to serve any of the Project Objectives, as described in
the BIR, including the construction of a preeminent building with & superior level of design in an area of
San Francisco that is accessible to local and regional transit, as well as cultural amenities and attractions
or the provision of housing in an urban infill Iocation to help alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl.

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the No Project Alfernative as infeasible.

s

‘2. Full Preservaiion Alternative

" The FEIR identified both the No Project Alternative and the Full Preservation Alternative as the
environmentally superior alternatives.

The Full Preservatlon Alternative '(Alternative B) would result in a 58-foot building, including three
flooxs of residential uses over a one-level subterranean garage, as compared to the proposed project that
would include five floors of residential uses over a one-level subterranean garage. The Full Preservation
Alternative would include a total of 187 dwelling units, 131 vehicle parking spaces, and 122 bicyde
parking spaces, compared to the proposed project’s 338 dwelling units, 230 vehicle parking spaces, and
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177 bicycle parking spaces. The Full Preservation Alternative also would include 13,000 square feet of
" residential amenity space and 22,800 square feet of open space, compared to 15,660 square feet of
amenity space and 34,900 square feet of open space under the proposed project.

Under this aiternaﬁve, the existing warehogse would not be demolished and the Secrétary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Secretary of the Interior’s Standards) would be implemented. This

alternative would retain the existing parallel warehouse structure and two-story office portions-of this.

building, which are both character-defining features. A self-supporting, fully insulated, three-story
structure would be constructed within the shell of the existing warehouse sections of the buxldmg, and a
three-sfory wood-frame addition would be constructed on the south end of the existing warehouse. The
historic context of the existing structure would be refained by preservinig as much of the exterior facade
as possible, especially as viewed from Indiana Street. Similar to the proposed project, Variants 1, 2 and/or
3 could be included with thls alternative.

The Planning Commission rejects the Preservation Alternatives as infeasible because it would fa11 to
meet the I’rolect Objecllves for reasons including, but not limited to, the following:

1 The Preservation Alfernative would Jimit the project to 187 dwelling units; whereas the proposed
project would provide 338 units to the City’s housing stock. The proposed density would be
consistent with other mixed-use residential developments in the vicinity, and the proposed
project will maximize the creation of new residential umits, enliven the surrounding streels,
contribute to a safe, active neighborhood, while meeting the demands of the expandmg San
Francisco economy and growth in the project area. :

2) The Full Prese;vahon Alternafive would not activate- the neighborhood edge condition or
improve the urban and pedesirian fabric of the neighborhood. The Project connects the
residences at 800 Indiana Street with the immediate surroundings and broader Eastern
Neighborhood community. The project envisions providing a strong connection to Esprit Park
and enhancing 22nd Street by offering public amenity spaces in the form of upgraded public
sidewalks and accessible plazas.

3) The Preservation Alternative would create a project that would not fully. ufilize this site for
housing production, thereby not fully satisfying General Plan policies such as Housing Element
Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others. While the Preservation Alternative would preserve the
existing historical resource, the alternative would not create a préject that is consistent with and
enhances the existing scale and urban design character of the area or furthers the City’s housing
policies to create more housing, particularly affordable housing oppertunities,

4) The Bull Presexvation Alternative is also economically infeasible. Large'developmeﬁt projects are
" capital-intensive and depend on obtaining financing from equity investors to cover a significant
portiont of the project’s costs, obtain a construction loan for the bulk of construction costs, and
provide significant costs out-cf-pocket, Equity investors require a certain profit margin to finance
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development projects and must achieve established taigets for their internal rate of return and
return multiple on the investment, Because the Preservation Alternative would result in a project -
- that is significantly smaller than the Project, and contains 151 fewer resideniial units, the total -
. potential for generating revenue is lower while the construction cost per square foot is higher
due to restoration efforts, lower economies of scale and ‘the impact of fixed project costs
" associated with development. The reduced unit count would not generate a sufficient economic
return fo obtain financing and allow development of the proposed project and. therefore would
not be built. .

5) The Full Preservation Alternative would create a project with fewer housing units in an area
well-served by transit, services and shopping as well adjacent to employment opportunities
which would then push demand for residential development to other sites in the City or the Bay
Area. This would result in the Preservation Alternative, not meeting, to the same degree, .the
City's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions or CEQA and the Bay Area Air Quality

. Management District’s (“BAAQMD") requirements for a GHG reductions, by not maximizing
housing development in an area with abundant local and Tegion-serving transit options.

For the foregoing reasons, the Planming Commission rejects the Full Preservation Alternative as
infeasible.

3. ?g;ﬁél Preservation Alternative

The Partial Preservation Alternative (Alternative C) would result in three floors of residential uses within
the existing eastern section of the warehouse, and a 58-foot building, induding five floors of residential
uses over a podium-level garage on the remainder of the site, compared to five floors of residential uses
over a one-level subterranean garage under the proposed project.

The Partial Preservation Alternative would include a total of 280 dwelling unifs, 196 vehicle parking
" spaces, and 145 bicycle parking spaces, compared to the proposed project’s 338 dwelling units, 230

vehicle parking spaces, and 177 bicycle parking spaces. The Partial Preservation Alternative also would
include 13,000 square feet of residential amenity space and 30,850 square feet of 0p-en space, compared to

15,660 square feet of amenity space and 34,900 square feet of open space under the proposed project.

Under this alternative, the first 200 feet of the southiern portion.of the eastern section of the warehouse
. would be retained, including the existing gable fagade and some of the ribbon steel frame windows, both
of which are character-defining features, The rest of the building would be demolished and a new five-
story wood-frame building would be constructed over a raised parking podium on the remainder of the
parcel. The two southern bays of the existing eastern warehouse section would be left open on the
interior to preserve the open volume of the interior space, which is also a character-defining feature of
the warehouse. The main entrance lobby, leasing office, and centralized mailroom would be located
within this portion of the building. New fagades at theé northern gable end of the westermn building’s line,
facing the new courtyard would be necessary. The eastern warehouse section would be retained and a
. mew three-story wood-frame residential structure would be constructed within the existing shell of this
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section of the building. Similar to the proposed pm)ect, Variants 1, 2 and/or 3 could be included with this
alternative.

1) The Partial Preservation Alternative would limit the project to 280 dwelling units; whereas the
proposed project would provide 338 units to the City’s housing stock. The proposed density
would be consistent other mixed-use residential developments in the vicinity, and the proposed
project will maximize the creation of new residential units, enliven the surrounding streets,
coniribute to a safe, active neighborhood, while meeting the demands of the expanding San
Francisco economy and growth in the project area,

2) 'The Partial Preservation Alternative would not activate the ne.ig.hborhood‘ edge condition or
improve the utban and pedestrian fabric of the neighborhood to the same degree as the Project.
The Project connects the residences at 800 Indiana Street with the immediate surroundings and ' |
broader Eastern Neighborhood cominunity. The project envisions providing a strong connection ‘
to Esprit Park and enhancing 22nd Street by offering public amenity spaces in the form of
upgraded public sidewalks and accessible plazas. V

3) The Partial Preservation Alternative is also economically infeasible. Large development projects
are capitalintensive and depend on obtaining financing from equity investors to cover a
significant portion of the project’s costs, and obtain a construction loan for the. bulk of
construction costs. Equity investors require a certain profit margin to- finance' development
projects and must achieve established targets for their internal rate of return and return multiple
on the investment. Because the Partial Preservation Alternative would result in a project’ that
includes less rentable or saleable floor area than the Project, and contains 58 fewer residential
units, the total potential for generating revenue is lower while the construction cost per square
foot is higher due to restoration efforts, lower economies of scale and the impact of fixed project
costs associated with development. The reduced unit count would not generate a sufficient
economic return to cobtain financing and allow development of the proposed project and
therefore would not be built.

.4) The Partial Preservation Altexrnative would create a project with fewer housing units in an area
well-served by transit, services and shopping as well adjacent to employment opportunities
which would then push demand for residential development to other sites in the City or the Bay

. Area. This would result in the Preservation Alternative, not meeting, to the same degree, the
City’s Stragegies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions or CEQA and. the BAAQMD requiremments
for a GHG reductions, by not maximizing housing development in an area with abundant local
and region-servihg transit optons,

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the Partial Preservation Alternative as
infeasible.
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V1. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The Planning Commission finds that, notwithstanding the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures
and alternatives, significant impacts related to Historic Resources will remain significant and
unavoidable. Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline Section 15093, the Planning
Commission héreby finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of
" the specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth
below independently and collectively outwelghs these significant and unavoidable impacts and is an
overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited
below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every
reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its determination that each
individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in
the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents
found in the record, as defined in Section L. :

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding,
the Planning Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project to support
approval of the Project in spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes this
Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of
obtaining Project approval, significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project
have been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigation measures proposed in the
EIR and MMRP are adopted as part of the Approval Actions described in Section I, above.

Furthermore, the Commnission has determined fhat.any remaining significant effects on the environmuent
found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overndmg economic, technical,
legal, social and other considerations.

The Project will have the following beriefits:
1. The Project would add up to 338 dwelling units to thé City’s housing stock.

2, The projeét site is currently underused and the construction of up to 338 new housing units at -
this underutilized site will directly help, to alieviate the City’s housing shortage and lead to more
affordable housing. A primary objectivé of the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan is to increase
housmg locally through the build out of the plan area. The I’rOJeét develops the project sife ina
manner envisioned by the Plan in its density and design.

3. The Project promotes a number of General Plan Objectives and Policies, incﬁlding Housing
Element Policy 1.1, which provides that “Future housing policy and planning efforts must take
into account the diverse needs for housing; and policies 11.1, 11.3 and 11.6, which “Support and
respect the diverse and distinct character .of San Francisco’s Neighborhoods.” San Francisco’s
housing policies and programs should provide strategies that promote housing at each income
level, and furthermore identify sub-groups, such as middle income and extremely low income
"households that require specific housing policy. In addition to  planning for affordability, the City -
should plan for housing that serves a variety of household types and sizes.” The Project will
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. provide a mix of housing types at this location, including 110 studios, 87 one bedroom 120 two
bedroem and 9 three bedroom units, increasing the diversity of housing types in this area of the
City.

4. The Project meets the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the BAAQMD

- requirements for a GHG reductions by maximizing development on an infill site that is well-
served by transif, services and shopping and is suited for dense residential development, where
residents can commute and satisfy convenience neéeds without frequent use of a private
automobile and is adjacent to employment opportunities, in an area with abundant local and
regxon—servmg transit options.

5. The Project’s innovative design furthers Housing Element Policy 11.1, which provides that “The
City should continue to improve design review fo ensure that the review process.results in good
design that complements existing character.”

6. The Project would construct a development that is in keeping with the scale, massing and density
of other structures in the imnmediate vicinity.

7. The Conditions of Approval for the I’roje(;t include all the mitigation and improvement measures
that would mitigate the Project’s potentially mgm&cant impact to m51gn1f1cant levels, except for
its impact on Historic Resources. ‘

’

8. The Project will create temf;orary construction jobs and permanent jobs in the retail sector. These
jobs will provide employment opportunities for San Francisco residents, promote the City’s role
as a commercia] center, and provide additional payroll tax revenue to the City.

9. The Project will substantially increase the assessed value of the Projecf Site, resul’rfng in
corresponding increases in tax revenue to the City.

Having considered the above, the Planning Commission finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh

the unavoidable adverse/ environmental effects identified in the Final BIR, and that-those adverse
environmental effects are therefore acceptable,

SAFRAICISCO : 24
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800 INDIANA STREET - IVIITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (Includmg Improvement Measures)

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Adopted Mitigation Measures

Responsibility for - Mitigation
Implementation Schedule

Mitigation Action

Mitigation
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring
Schedule

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR

CULTURAL RESOURCES .

Mitigation Measure M-~CP-1 ~ Archeological Resources
Accidental Discovery (Implements Eastern Neighborhoods
FEIR Mitigation Measure J-2: Properties with No Previous
Studies).

The following mitigation measure will be taken to avoid any
potential adverse effect from the proposed project on
accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project
sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological
resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any
project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading,
foundation, and pile driving firms); or utilities firm involved in

soils disturbing activities within the project site. Before any soils -

disturbing activities are undertaken, each contractor shallbe |
responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to
all field persornel, including machine operators, field crew, pile
drivers, and supervisory personnel. The project sponsor shall
provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed
affidavit from the responsible parties (i.e,, prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utiliies firm) to the ERO, confirming that
all field personnel have received copies of the “ALERT” Sheet,

If any indication of an archeological resource is encountered
during any soil disturbing activity of the proposed project, the
Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall notify the ERO
immediately and shall suspend any soil disturbing activities
immediately in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has

-determined what additional measures need to be undertaken.

SAN FRANCISCO,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Project sponsor, . Prior to.

contractor(s) construction

Project sponsor, During
contractor(s) construction
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MONTITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsmﬂl{y for

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Action

Mitigation
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring
Schedule

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be Project Sponsor/
present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the Archaeological
serviges of an archaeological consultant from the pool of consultant, at the
qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning  direction of the ERO
Department archaeologist. The archeological consyltant shall

advise the ERQO as to whether the discovery is an archeological

resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential

scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological

resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify

and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeclogical

consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if

any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may:

require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be

implemented by the project sponsor,

These measures may include: preservation in situ of the
archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or
an archeological testing program. If an archeclog;lcal monitoring
program or archeological testing program is required, it will be
consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division
guidelines for such programs. The ERO also may require that the
project sponsor immediately implement a site security program
if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or
other damaging actions.

Project Sponsor/
Aurcheological
consultant at the
direction of the ERO

The project axcheological consultant shall submit a Final
Axcheological 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
monitoring/data recovery programis) undertaken. Information
that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided
in a separate removable insert within the final report.

SAN FRANCISCO
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During
constriicHon

Project sponsor to retain
archeological consultant to  Archaeological
evaluate the archeological

resource, implement

additional measures if
warranted by the ERO

After completion Submit a Draft Final
of archeological ~ Archeological Resources

data recovery,
inventory,
analysis and

interpretation
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
~ ' Mitigation
Re5pon51bxhty for Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted MiHgation Measures. Implementahon Schedule Mitigaton Action Responsibility Schedule
Copies of the Draft BARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and Project Sponsor/ After approval  Distribute FARR Archaeological Considered
approval, Once approved by the ERO, copies of the BARR shall  Archeclogical of FARR by ERO consultant and ERO  complete upon
be distributed as follows: the California Archaeological Site corisultant at the : : . distribution of
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one  direction of the ERO FARR
(1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of
the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmenta] Plaxning division of
the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, orie
unbound copy, and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD,
and three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal
site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 serjes) and/or
documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In
instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO
may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution than that presented above.
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a Complete HABS Documentation. Project Prior to Prepare a HABS Project Sponsor/ Considered
- Implementation of this mitigation measure would not reduce the Sponsor/qualified construction documentation consisting  qualified historic complete upon

impact to the historical resource to a less than significantlevel.  historic preservation - of HABS-level preservation approval of the
Therefore, the impacts related t6 the demolition would remain  professional, at the photography and HABS  professional, and HABS.
significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of * direction of the historical report Planning Department documentation and
mitigation. To parHally offset the loss of the historical resource  Planning Department Preservation dissemination to
onsite, the project sponsor shall at a mtinimum, prepare a Historic Preservation Technical Technical Specialist ~ Plarming
American Building Survey (HABS) before demolition of the Specialist . : Department, San
structure onsite. The documentation shall be prepared by.a " Francisco Library
qualified professional who meets the standards for history, History Room, ~
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth Northwest
by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Information
Standards (36 CFR, Part 61) “The documentation shall consist of Center-California
the following: . Historical Resource
m  HABS-Level Photography: Archival photographs of the Isl;iigfxgs an

interior and thé exterior of the subject property. Large Francisco

' format negatives are not required, The scope of the archival . Architectural

photographs should be reviewed by Planning Department Heritage

Preservation staff for concurrence, The photo graphy shall be
SAN FRANCiSCa
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Mitigation
Responsibility for Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Mitigation Action Responsibility Schedule
undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated
experjence in HABS Photography, and shall be labeled
according to HABS Photography Standards; and
& HABS Historical Report; Preparation of a written. historical
narrative and report, per FHLABS Historical Report
Guidelihes.
The professmnal shall prepare the documentation and sitbmit it
for review and approval by the Planning Department’s
Preservation Technical Specialist. The final documentation shall
be disseminated to the Planning Department, San Francisco
. Library History Room, Northwest Information Center-California
' Historical Resource Information Systerd and San Francisco
Architectural Heritage.
Mitigation Measure M-CP-1b Salvage Program. The project Project Prior to and Prepare and implementa  Project Considered
sponsor shall undertake a salvage program to save and promote  Sponsor/contractor(s) at during salvage program Sponsor/contractor(s) complete upon
reuse of the on-site warehouse building’s historically significant the direction of the construction ’ and Planning approval of the
materials and features to the extent reasonably feasible, namely  Planning Department | Department salvage program
any unpainted steel-sash industrial windows throughout, and  Preservation Technical Preservation and receipt of final
the sheet metal entablature on the office building, Salvage allows Specialist Techmical Spedialist” monitoring report
for the remoyal of individual architectural elemnents for potential at completion of
reuse. Salvaged elements canibe reused at the proposed project construction
site, or can be given to an architectural salvage company. Salvage
will have the added benefit of landfill and waste diversion, The
salvage program shall be reviewed and approved by a Planmng
Department Preservation Technical Specialist.
Miitigaﬁon Measure M~CP-1c Interpretive Program. The project Project Prior to Prepare and install Prcject Sponsor/ Considered
. sponsor shall install a permanent on-site interpretive display in a Sponsor/qualified oceupancy interpretive program on-  gualified ‘historic complete upon
publicly-accessible outdoor location, such asin one of the plazas  historic preservation site preservation approval of the
along Indiana Street or within the open space area of the professional, at the - professional, and interpretive
variants, The display shall focus on the history of the 800 Indiana direction of the Planning Department program and
Street site, including the Ralston Iron Works and the AM. Castle Planning Department Preservation receipt of final
& Co. that were previously located on the site. The primary goal Preservaton Technical Techrdcal Specialist  monitoring report
SAN FRANCISCO MMRE-4
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Mmgaﬁon
: Responsibility for M;hgahon Reporting Monitoring

Adopted Mitigation Measures . Implementation Schedule Miﬁgaﬁon Action Responsibility Schedule
shall be to educate visitors about the property’s historic themes, Spedialist ) at completion,of
associations, and lost character-defining features within broader : construction
historical, social, and physical landscape contexts, The project
sponsor shall work with a historic preservation professional so
that the historical information provided in the HRE and
supporting documentation and in the HABS report are used as a
basis for the interpretive display onsite. The interpretive display
shall be reviewed and approved by a Planning Department
Preservation Technical Specialist. .
NOISE )
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1 — Construction Noise Project sponsor, Duxing Pre-drill piles wherever Project sponsor, Considered
(Implements Eastern Neighborhoods.FEIR Mitigation Measure contractor(s) -construction feasible, use noise- contractor(s), DBIto  complete upon
F-1: Construction Noise). For subsequent development projects . . shielding and muffling. provide Planning receipt of final
within proximity to noise-sensitive uses that would include pile- devices on pile-driving ©  Department with monitoring report
driving, individual project sponsors shall ensure that piles be equipment, schedule pile- monthly reports at completion of
pre-drilled wherever feasible to.reduce constructon-related driving activity for times  during constructon  construcgon
noise and vibration, No impact pile drivers shall be used unless of day that would period
absolutely necessary. Contractors would be required to use pile- . minimize disturbance.
driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and
muffling devices. To reduce noise and vibration impacts,-sonic or
vibratory sheetpile drivers, rather than impact drivers, shall be
used wherever sheetpﬂes are needed. Individual project
sponsors shall also require that contractors schedule. pﬂe-dnvmg
activity for times of the day that would minimize disturbance to
neighbors.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-2 - Construction Noise . Project sponsor, During | Identify a set of site- Project sponsor, Considered.

. (implements Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure contractor(s) construction specific noise atteniuation  contractor(s), DBIto  complete upon
F-2: Construction Noise). Where environmental review of a. : © measures/control] strategies provide Planning receipt of final
development project undertaken subsequent to the adoption of under the supervisionof a Department with monitoring report -
the proposed zoning controls determines that construction noise qualified acoustical monthly reports: ‘at completion of
controls are necessary due to the nature of planned construction consultant during construction. - constructon
practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning period
Director shall require that the sponsors of the subsequent’

PUENRS oepanmveer MMRP-5
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Mitigation
Responsibility for Mitigation . Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Mitigation Action Responsibility Schedule
development project develop a set of site-specific noise. : .
attenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified
acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan
for such measures shall be submitted to the Department of
Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise
attenuation will be achieved. These attenuuation measures shall
include as many of the following control strategies ag feasible:
" m  Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a
construction site, particularly where a site adjoihs noise- -
sensitive uses, '
m  Utlize noise control blankets on a building structure as the
building is erected to reduce noise emission from the site.
»  Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by
temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of
adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses. o
uw  Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by
taking noise measurements. -
a  Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days
and hours and complaint procedures and who to notify in
the event of a problem, with telephone ruambers listed.
e1300 ‘ '
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. ' Mitigation
. Regponsibility for Mitigation : Reporting Monitoring -
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Mitigation Action Responsibility Schedule

" Mitigation Measure M-NO-3 — Open Space in Noise Project sponsor, Prior to issuance Project Sponsor to Sap'F'rancisco' Considered
Environments (implements Eastem Neighborhoods FEIR contractor(s) of gradingor . demonstrate that Planning Department complete after DBI
Mitigation Measure F-6). To minimize effects on development in building permits residential open spaceis  and Departmentof  appxoval of final
noisy areas, for new development including noise sensitive uses, . protected to maximum Building Inspection  construction
the Planning Department shall, through its building permit feasible extent from (DBI) -documents
review process, in conjunction with noise analysis required existing ambient noise
pursuant to Mitigation Measure ¥4, require that opén space levels
required under the Planning Code for such uses be protected, to
the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels
that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open
space. Implementation of this measure could involve, among
other things, site design that 1ses the building itself to shield on-
site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction of

- noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and
appropriate use of both common and private open space in
multi-family dwellings, and implementation would also be
undertaken consistent with other principles of urban design.
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 - Hazardous Building Materials  Project sponsor, Prior to Ensure equipment Project sponsor, Considered
(implements Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measuxe contractor(s) demolition of containing PCBs or DEHP  contractor(s), PPH,  complete when
L-1). The City shall condition future development approvals to structures and other hazardous various federal and  equipment
require that the subsequent project sponsors ensure that any ’ materials is properly state agendies containing PCBs or
equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light disposed - DEHP or other
ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of according to ‘hazardous
applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of materials is
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could properly disposed
contain mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed .

- of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either before or
during work, shall be abated accordmg to apphcable federal, i

state, and local laws.

/
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Responsibility for

Adop;ted Mitigation Measures Implementation

Mitigation
Reporting
Responsibility

Monitoring

Mitigation
Schedule.

Schedule Mitigation Action

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGREED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Project sponsor, TDM
Coordinator, and/or
Planning Department

Improvement Measure I-TR-1~ Residential Transportation
Demand Management Program. The Project-Sponsor shall
implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
measures to reduce traffic generated by the proposed project staff (with possible
and to encourage the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and assistance from City-
walk modes for tnps to and from the proposed project. In  hired consultant), as
addition, prior to issuance of a temporary permit of building - detailed for each TDM
occupancy, the project sponsor must execute an agreement with  program componerit
the Planning Department for the provision of TDM services. The

TDM program shall have'a monitoring component to ascertain

its effectiveness. A monitoring program is included as

Improvement Measure TR-2: TDM Monitoring. Recommended

components of the TOM program include the following:

TDM Program

The project sponsor should implement the followmg TOM

measures at a minimun;

= TDM Coordinator: Provide TOM training to property
managers/coordinators. The TDOM coordinator should be the
single point of contact for all transportation- related
questions from residents and City staff.

g Transportaton Information:

Move-in packet: Provide a transportation insert for the .
move-in packet that includes information on transit service
(Mami and BART lines, schedules and fares), information on
where transit passes may be purchased, and information on
the 511 Regional Rideshare Program.

Cuxrent transporfation information: Provide ongoing local
and regional transportation information (e.g., transit maps
and schedules, maps of bicycle routes, internet links) for

SAN FRANCISCO,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Implement TDM measures Project sponsorand — Ongoing, specific
and enter into agreement  Planning Department for each TDM

for the provision of TDM program

services; carry out TDM component (refer
program components as to Improvement
specified in Improvement Measure language)
Measure language

Prior to and
during
occupancy
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' Mitigation
: : Responsibility for ~ Mifigation ' Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Mitigatdon Action | Responsibility = ~ Schedule
new and existing tenants. Other strategies may be proposed
by the Pro;ect Sponsor and should be approved by City staff,

Ride Board: Provide a "ride board” (virtual or real) through
which residents can offer/request rides, such as on the
Homeowners Association website and/or lobby bulletin
board. Other sirategies may be proposed by the Project
Sponsor and should be approved by City staff.

m  Bicyclé Access: .
Signage: Ensure that the points of access to bicycle parking’ ~
through elevators on the ground floor and the garage ramp .
inclzde signage indicating the location of these facilih'es

Tenant Cooperation: Encourage retail tenants to allow
bicycles in the workplace.

Safety: Ensure that bicycle access to the site is safe, avoiding
conflicts with automobiles, transit vehicles and loading
vehicles, such as those described in Improvement Measture I
TR-2, Queue Abatement Condition of Approval

m  Car Share Access:
. Ensure that points of access to car share spaces are made
convenient and easy to use (e.g., signage from public right-
of-way and internal lobbies).

Improvement Measure I-TR-2~Transportation Demand . Project Sponsor, TDM ~ One year after 85 Coordinate, distribute and  Project sponsor; TDM Ongoing;
Management (TDM) Monitoring Program. The Planning Coordinator,.and percent collect the Residential Coordinator and considered
Department shall provide the TDM Coordinator with a clearly ~ Plarming Department  occupancy of all  Transportation Survey and Planning Department complete upon
formatted "Resident Transportation Survey" (online or in paper  (with possible dwelling unitsin the Building conclusion of all
format) to facilitate the collection and presentation of travel data  assistance from City- the new " Transportaton Survey. required surveys
from residents at the following times: (a) One year after 85 hiréd consultant) building; and Allow trip counts and

percent occupancy of all dwelling units in the new building; and - ’ every two years  intercept surveys to be

(b) every two years thereafter, based on a standardized schedule - : thereafter, based conducted on the premises

prepared and circulated by the Plamﬁng Department staff to the ona : by City staff or a City-

TDM Coordinator. . standardized hired consultant.

The TDM Coordinator shall collect responses from no less than SChedulé

SAN FRANCISCO
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Responsibility for

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation

Mitigation
Reporting
Responsibility

Mitigation Monitoring -
Schedule

Schedule Mitigation Action

33 percent of residents within the newly occupied dwelling units
within ninety (90) days of receiving the Resident Transportation
Sutvey fromi the Plarming Department. The Planning

. Department shall assist the TDM Coordinator in communicating

the purpose of the survey, and shall ensure that the identities of
individual resident responders are protected. The Department
shall provide professionally prepared and easy-to-complete
online (or paper) survey forms to assist with compliance.

The Planning Department shall also provide the TDM
Coordinator with a separate "Building Transportation Survey"
that documents which TDM measures have been implemented
during the reporting period, along with basic building

" information (e.g., percent unit occupancy, off-site parking

utilization by occupants of building, loading frequency, etc.). The
Building Transportation Survey shall be completed by the TDM
Coordinator and submitted to Cxty staff within thirty (30) days of
receipt.

The Project Sponsor shall also allow trip counts and intercept
surveys to be conducted on the premises by City staff or a City-
hired consultant. Access to residential lobbies, garages, ete. shall
be granted by the Project Sponsor and facilitated by the TDM
Coordinator. Trip counts and intercept surveys are typically
conducted for 2 to 5 days between 6 AM and 8 PM on both
weekdays and weekends. :

Improvement Measure I-TR-3 ~Enhanced TDM Program —~ Car  Project Sponsor, TDM
Share Coordinator, and

m  Project sponsor shall provide Car Share membership and mnt}?mfsgélp;artmept
on-site car-share sPaces beyond Planning Code p

requirements. hired consultarit)

m  Car Share Membership: Offer a 50 percent subsidy for one
(1) annual car-share membership per unit, per year, on
request, Include information in the move-in packet. Resident
would be responsible for the cost of 50 percent of the annual

SAN TRANCISCO
LANNING na’mm

assistance from City- '

prepared and
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Implement TDM measures Project sponsor, TDM Ongoing, specific .
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Mitigation
) _ Responsibility for Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Adopted Mitigation Measures . Implementation Schedule Mitigation Acton Responsibility Schedule

membership as well as usage charges.

w  Car Share Fleet: Increase the number of on-site car-share
_spaces beyond Planming Code requirements). These car
share spaces will be hosted for a minimum of 8 years
starting at 85 percent project occupancy.

Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Queue Abatement Condition of Owner/operator of off- Upon operation Ensure a vehicle queue
Approval. The owner/operator of the off-street parking facility  street parking fadlity - of off-street does not block any portion

shall ensure that recurring vehicle queues do not ocaur on the
public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one ox more
vehicles (destined to the parking faclity) blocking any porion of
any public street, alley or sidéwalk for a consecutive period of
three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the. parking
facility shall employ abatement methods as needed to abate the
queue. Suggested abatement methiods include but are not limdted
to the following: redesign of facility to improve vehicle
circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of
parking attendants; use of valet parking or other space-efficient
parking technigues; use of off-site parking facilities or shared
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and
signage ditecting drivers to available spaces; or travel demand

- management strategies such as additional bicycle parking.

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a
recurring queue is present, the 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 seven days. The consultant
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the
Department for review, If the Department detexmines that a
recurzing queue does exist, the facility owner/operator shall have
90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the
queue,.

SAN FRANCISCO,
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parking facility  of public street, alley, or
' sidewalk for a consecutive
period of three minutes ox
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. (Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G-2: Air

Project sponsor,

Improvement Measure I-TR-5: Construction Management. To
contractor(s)

minimize the construction-related disruption of the general
traffic flow on adjacent streets during the AM and PM peak
periods, truck movements and deliveries should be limited
during peak hours (generally 7:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00
PM, or other times, as determined by SFMTA and its

Transportation Advisory Staff Committee [TASC]),

AIR QUALITY ‘
Improvement Measure I-AQ-1 — Enhanced Ventilation Systemt  Project
sponsor/engineer
Quality for Sensitive Land Uses). Because the project site is

located in proximity to Interstate 280, which is identified as a

freeway in the San Francisco General Plan, Transportation

Element, the project sponsor should incorporate upgraded

ventilation systems to minimize exposure of future residents to

DPM and other pollutant emissions, as well as odors. -

Air Filtration and Ventilatior Requirements for Sensitive Land Uses.

Prior to receipt of any building permit, the project sponsor shall
submit an enhanced ventilation plan for the proposed
building(s). The enhanced ventilation plén shall be prepared and
signed by, or under the supervision of, a licensed mechanical
engineer or other individual authorized by the California
Business And Professions Code Sections 6700-6799. The
enhanced ventilation plan shall show that the building
ventilation system will be capable of achieving protection from
particulate matter (PM2.5) equivalent to that associated with a
Minimum Effidency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filiration, as
defined by American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) standard 52.2. The enhanced
ventilation plan shall explain in detail how the project will meets
the MERV-13 performance standard identified in this measure.

Maintenance Plan. Prior to recéipt of any building permit, the
project sponsor shall present a plan that ensures ongoing

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTIVIENT

During
construction

Prior to issuance
of grading or
building permits

Mh'(lRP-‘-i 2

Limit truck movements

Project sponsor,

and deliveries during peak contractor(s)

hours

Submit enhanced
ventilation and

maintenance plans for the

building(s)

Project
sponsor/engineer and
DBI

Considered
complete upon
receipt of final
monitoring report
at completion of
construction

Considered .
complete after DBI
approval of
ventilation and
maintenance plans
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Motion No. 19305
December 18, 2014

CASE NO. 2011.1374X
800 Indiana Street

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Responsipility for

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation

Mitigation
Mitigation Reporting Monitoring
Schedule

Schedule Mﬁgatf;m Action

maintenance for the ventlation and filtration systems.
Disclosure to buyers and renters, The project sponsor shall also Project sponsor
ensure the disclosure to buyers (and renters) that the building is

located in an area with existing sources of air pollution and as

such, the building includes an air fltration and ventilation

system designed to remove 80 percent of outdoor particulate

matter and shall inform occupants of the proper use of the

installed air filtration system. :

Responsibility

Ensure disclosure to Project sponsor Ongoing

buyers and renters

Prior to
occupancy

SAN FRANCISCT
PLAXNING DEPARTHMENT

MMRP~13




] ‘“Name Andrew J Junlus -

: :'Address One: Bush Street, Ste 600

NbTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTlONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

IIIHIIHIIHIH!lﬂHllIIliIHl HHIHI!IHII

aneisco. Assessor-Recorder
armen Chi stessor-Recorder

DUC;&. 01 5—K0 1 2847:' Q@

Check Number 443
Tuesday JQN 27 7015 11 13716

$4 N cht 4 e@@sogzs4é

°kc/Kcz1 42

' CRECORDING REQUESTED BY

,And When Recorded Maxl To

c/o Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP

"Crty San. Er,am;la;o

_-)
s
:).a:
A
I

).

)
0

o N'O"TICE.A’O:FSPEC‘IAL-’RESfF{I—CTl’QNS 'UN’D"ER THE’_P’LANNIN'G_ cqo‘E |

. i (We)%z/ /leﬂJg@ OM 45}2:%?:1/ the owner(s) of that certam real
- property “situated inthe City and’ County of San: Francnsco State of California more, partlcularly

o described as. follows (or see attached sheet marked Exhlblt A’on whxch property |s more fuily

:fd escribed):

- See Exhibit A

| BEING: ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 405 4.',.‘Lo;r‘:'jlnog. I TR
COMMONLY KNO\NN AS 800 IndlanaStreet f "

, hereby glve notlce that there are speolal restrictions.on the use’ of said property under
:Part H , Chapter 1l of the San Francusco Mumczpal Code (Plannlng Code). .

- , Sald restrictions: consrst of condxtlons attached to the: Large Pro;ect Authonzatlon
o _§-Apphcat:on No: 2011.1374KX approved by the: Plannmg Commlsswn of the City and County of .-
- San Francssco on January 8, 2015, 45, set forth irv Pranmng Commrsswn Motlon No. 19305,

ThHe restn_cttons,anq condgtlons_ ,of'whlch,,notlcef|s;hereby g_x,‘v,en’zare; :

Page1of 10
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e fjrard open space permltted obstructrons over the street, yard: and useable open spacs, dwelling .
R 1:,: unrt exposure off—street Ioadmg, and honzonfal mass reduc:non focated at 800 Incﬁana Street '

o _.wrthplans dated December1 2014 and stamped “EXHlBIT B included in the docket for Case S
c ‘No, 2011. 1374)( and subjett to conditions of appfoval reviewed and approved by the’ : ’
j .;Commussron on January 8, 2015 under Notian No: 19305 This’ authorizatlon and the condmons o
.. - cantained. herein run wrth the property and nof wrth a parhcular Pro;ect Sponsor buszness or "
e .operator N AR : : S

o ;Recordatlon of condltrons of approval A : : :
S Pr[or to the lssuance of the buﬂd” ng permlt or commencement of use for the Pro;ec’c the Zonmg -

= " Prlntmg of condmons of appmva! on plans

*' The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of ’rhrs P!anmng Commrssron 'Motron No, 19305

.shall be reprodiiced on the index Sheet of constriction plans. submitted. with fhe Srte ‘or Burldrng.' ,
;permtt application for the Projéct. Thé:Index Sheétof the ¢ Hstruction plans:shall reference to . .o
’ ."the Offce Deve]opment Au’rhorrza’ﬂon and any subsequent amendments or modrfoatrons R R

' AfSeverabrflty o T R S
" - ‘FhePfoject. shall comply wrth al! apphcable Crty codes and requrrements lf any.c

sentence, section 'or any part of these conditions:of approval is for any reason: held o be invalid;
.such invalidity shall fiot affect of; impair othérremaining clauses; sentences or sections of these =~

- . génditions, This decision conyeys 1o. nght to construct,-ortg. recerve a bulldrng permrt "PrOJect ;
;_Sponsor” shall include: any subsequent responsrble party ' '

. ,Changes andModrfcatlons - j“ : P o L
' ’A.Changes 16 the approved plans may be: approved adm 'nrs’rratlvely by the Zo ng Admtnrstrator

,Srgntf icant: changes and modrﬁcatrons of condrtlonv fhaH requrre PIanmng'Commrssron approval o
.of a new authonzatron SRR :

PageZ of 10
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NO'FIGE OF SPEClAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANN%NG CODE

 Coriditions 6F Approval, Compliaiice, Monitoring, 2nd Reporting.

B Performance

" Validity. The authorrzatron and nght vested by vrrtue of thls actlon is valrd for three (3) years ’
~from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Buxldrng Inspection : shall haveissued a.;

Bmldmg Permit or Site. Permrt to construct the prolect andlor commence the. approved use W|th1n .,

-+ 1his three- -year period.

2 ~For lnformatlon about- oompl/ance oontact Code Enforcement Plannrng Deparfment at 41 5-575— | -
. 6863, www sf p[annlnq org . L

: ,Expxratlon and Renewal Should a Bu|ldmg or Site Permll: be sought after the three (3) year
. period has lapsed, the prolect sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an

‘application for.an amendment to the orlglnal Authonzatron ora.new appllcatlon for Authorization.

E . Should the’ proleot spansor declme t6 so file, and declifie to wrthdraw the permit: applrcatron the

Commission shall condict a public. hearlng in order to consider the revocation of the -

' Authorization, Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure: of the
' ».pubhc Rearing, the Commrssron Sha” determme the extensron of tlme for the contmued valtdlty of -
" the Authonzatron : S

E For rnformatlon about comp/zance contact Code Enforcemem‘ Plann/ng Depaﬂ[ment at 41 5575«

‘.6863 WWW sf plannmq orq

Dlllgent Pursunt Once & site Gr. Bulldmg Peimit-has’ been Issued construotlon mitist gommence C

* within:the timeframe. requrred by the Depariment of Building. lnspectron and be continted
A _‘fdllrgently to completxon Failure to do;so shall be grounds for the Comrmssron to conslder
_ révoking the. approval if more than three (3) years hiave:passed-since. this Authorrzatron was

R j{approved

- - For lnfonnat/on about compllance contaot Code Enforcement Plannlng Deparfment at 41 5 575—
' '6863 www, sf o/anntnq org : _

Extensron All ltlme llmrts ln the precedmg three paragraphs may be extended at the dlscretlon ,

an ¢ appeal or a Iegal challenge and only by the Iength of trme for Wthh such publrc agency, .
Aappeal or challenge has: caused delay .

For rnformatron about compl/ance contact Code Enforcement Plannlng Deparfmemc at 41 5—575— )

6863 www. sf- planmnq orq

Conformrty wrth Currenf Law No applrcatron for Bulldmg Permrt Slte Permrt or other ‘

.. entitlemenit: shall be. approved unless it complles wrth all applrcable provnsmns of City Codes i
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L ::effec’r a’t the trme of suoh approvai

e 6863 WWW sf planmnq orq

e Mltlgatron Measures‘ Mrtlgahon measures. desonbed in the MMRP attached as “Aﬁachment B" >

i to the: CEQA Flndmgs Mofion No: 19303 are. necessary fo a\rord potentlal srgmﬂcant effects of -

- the” proposed project and have. been agreed to- by the prorect sponsor Therr rmplemenfatron Is a R

- condition of: approval

" . For mformatron abouf’ oomplrance contact Code Enforcement Plannmg Department at 41 5~575— ) T :

: 6863 WWW sf plannrno orq

, Addrtron'ai E.P"roje‘c':'t Aothorrzatron' >:T'he ?rojecf Sp.on'sor riustobtain anadthorrzatron under

Planning Code.Section 295 fora project which would cast shadow upon a property underthe

. JUI‘ISdIOthﬂ of the Recreatron and Parks Commlssron ‘and satrsfy allthe condifions'thereof. - The -~ "7

o conditions-set forth beiow are.additional conditions requrred in cannection with the Prorect g
‘these condmons overlap with‘any other- requirément imposed on-the Project, the rhore restnct"': T
S oot protectrve condmon or requrremeni as determrned by the’ Zomng Adrnrmstrator ‘shall apply:. -

- Fur /nformatron about com,o//ance co _yact Code Enfcrr'emenf Planmng Depan‘ment at 41 5—575— ‘ A
: -6863 WWst pfann,nq orq BRI

- '.ZH'DESIGN compllance at plan stage

“*, Final Matenals Thé Project Sponsor shau contmue to work wrth Plannmg Department on the N

building design..; ‘Final matenals glazmg, color, texture; Iandscapmg, and detailing-shall be. --

o : subject 0o} Department staff review and approval The archxtec’ura! addenda shail be reVrewed
and approved'by;the Plannrng Dep ’rtment prror to Issuance :

‘ For mformat/on abom‘ compl/ance contacz‘ the Case Planner P.’annrng Deparfmenf at 41 5—558~ f i ‘

’ 6378 WWW sf plannmo orq

. .:Department on the desrgn of the'
refne the destgn fo: be more exp

" For mformatlon about comp//anc

- Strest Trees.

tfaoade faomg the ,freeway The PrOJect Sponsor shall

i‘\ie}cif,the_ bujild'i‘ng‘,s rgarj‘r_zat n;and“l,ayout;,.

_act the Case P/anner_ Planmng Department at 41 5-558— ;
6378 WWW sf—p/annmq orq BRI . : s .

'Pursuant to Plannrng Code Sec‘rlon 138 1 (formerly 1 43) the PrOJect Sponsor

. shall stibmit-a’site plan‘to the Planning Department priorto Planning’ approval of the bilding. -
" permit apphcatron indicating that street tregs; af a ratio of one streettree of an approved species.. .

. forevery 20 fest of street frontage along pubhc or private’ streets’ fol
C .i.remarmng fract\on of 10 feet or more of frontage requlnng an ;_

nding thie Project, with any. »
’rree shall be provrded The R
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R ',E.f;l'; ‘NOTtCE or= SPEC]AL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING cooE

- street trees shall’ be evenly spaced along the: street frontage except where proposed drtv_eways
: ﬁ“or otherstreet obstructlons do not.permit: “The'exact location, size and species.of tree shall be
-.as approved byt the. Departmen’r of Public-Works (DPW) In any-case in'which DPW: cannot
B grant approval’ for lnstallatlon of a'tree in the pubho rlght—of-way, on the basns of inadequate ~
“sidewalk: width, inferferénice with utilitiesor other reasons. regardlng the: pubhc welfare, and:

" where: installation.of sueh free on the lot:itself is also impractical, the requlrements of thrs Sectron ’ L e

‘ ,428 may be modlf edor walved by the Zomng Admmtstraforto the extent: necessary..

For mformat/on about comp//ance contact the Case Planner Planmng Department at 41 5—558—
4 6378 WWst plannmq orq . :

: {Garbage Compostmg and Recyclmg Storage Space. for the collection and storage of -
- garbage, compostlng, and recycling shall be, provrded wrthln enclosed areas on the property and

" cleatly labeled arid illustrated on:the architecturzl. addenda, ‘Space for the:coliection:aid storage '

of recyclable and compOStable materials that meéts the sizé; focation; accessibility and other

.standards specified by the San, Francisco: Recyclmg Program shall be provrded at the ground
level o ofthe bundmgs :

. . For /nformat/on about compllance contact the Case Planner Plannmg Depan‘ment ar 415—558—

T 6378, Wwwsf p/annmq org

- Rooftop Mechamcal Equrpment Pursuant ta P[annlng Code 141 the PrOJect Sponsor shall ‘

B submlt a roof plan 16 the Plannmg Department prxor tor Plannmg approval of the. buudtng permlt

- ‘apphcatlon for each burlding Rooftop mechamcal equlpment if.anyis proposed as part of ’the
: fPrOJect is. requrred to be screened soas not to be VISIble from. any. pomt ator below the roof
o Jevel ofthe: ‘subject burldmg :
' For /nformat/on abauf. compllance confact the Case Planner Plannmg Department af4 15 558—
4 ~,6378 WWW. st plann/nq orq - :

he PrOJect Sponsor shall

B Streetscape Plan Pursuant to Planmng Code Sectlon 138‘

o cantinue:towork With Planmng Department staff, in consultatioriwith other Crty ‘agencies, to

- refine the .design-and pfogramming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan. generally meéts the. -
. standards of the Befter Streets Plan'and all apphcab}e City sfandards. The: PFO]eCt Sponsor shall
: fcomplete final design of all requlred stregt lmprovements mcludmg procurement of relevant: Clty

“permits, prior-to:issuance of first archltecturat -addenda; -and shall. complete constrifction of all
- 'requrred street. lmprovements pnor to lssuance of fi rst temporary certifi cate of occupancy, ’

For mfon*natron aboiit: compllance contact the: Case Planner Plannlng Department af 41 5 558—‘
. 6378; wwwi sf pfann/nq orq . A , :

Parkrng and Traff‘ ic -

Unbundled Parkmg AH off—street parkzng spaces shall be made avallabte to Project restdents
: 'only as a'separate ‘add-on’ optron for purchase or Tent and shall net be bundled with: any. Pro;ect

. ~dwellirig umt for the hfe of thie: dwethng units. The: requrred parkmg spaces may be made

Page 50f10
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. available to residents Co
G oY Plarmlhg ‘Code Section. 415 shall have equal access to use of the parkrng as the market rate L
units; with' parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordabllrty of the' dwellmg unit. Each * | %
. oject shall have the T’ rst right of refusal ta rentor ‘purchase & parklng space untrl S
“thie number of fesidential parking spacesare no‘.longer avaijable; Noconditions mayfbe placed o
'+ on the. purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner's rules be. establlshed whrch
P prevent or. preclude the separatlon of parklng spaces from dwellrng unrts

U it wrthrn the

R " : For lnformatlon about compllance contact Code Enforcement P/ann/ng Department at 41 5—57’5— i
Do ,' 6863 www sf plannlnq orq . :

: :*Parkmg Maxrmumc Pursuant to Planmng Code Sectron 151 1 the PrOJect shall provrde no L
“Tmore, than 260 off—street parkrno spaces for the 326 dwelllng umts contamed thereln

o fFor information aboirt complrance contact Code Enforcement Plann/ng Departmentat 415575«; -
.'A6863 wwwsfplannmqorq - S S e e

» i , Car Share Pursuant 1o Plannrng Code Sectron 166 no feWer than two (2) carshare spaces
~“shall be made-available, at i no cost, to a_certified car share organlzatron for the: purposes of .

' provrdmg car; share services for rts sefvice’ subscrlbers

- For information. about compllance contact Code Enfo cement P/ann/ng Depaltment at 415—575—5

. :"6863 Wwwsf plann/nqorq

iIBrcycle Parkmg Pursuant to Ptannlng Code Sectrons 155, 1 1554 and 155 5 the Pro;ect
Cshall provrde ng fewer than 195 Class ‘l blcycle parkrng spaces and 16 Classz brcycle parklng
. spaces: - .

For /nformat/on abouf comp//ance contact Code Enforcement Plannlng Department af 41 5—575— .

: f;'-": 6863 WWW sf plannma orq L

; shall coordinate with thie. Tratﬁc Engmeenng arid Transit Divisions of f ihe San Francisco -

o -Municipal Transportatron Agency (SFMTA); the Policé Department the Fire Departrient;. the ,
2 Plannmg Department and other. constructior: contractor(s) forany corcurrent: nearby’ PrOJects fo -

: manage traffic congestron and. pedestnan crrculatron effects d _ng constructlon of the PrOJect

L ‘For /nformat/on about compliance contact Code Enforcement Plannzng Depaltment at 41 5—575— o

16863 WWW St plannlnq orq

' prowsrons

o Constructron and End Use Employment Program approved by the Frrst Source Hrnng '

_ v‘;Admmrstrator pursuant {o:Section 83:4(m) of the Admiinistrative: Code; The Prolect Sponsor
' ~§'i shall comply wrth the requlrements of thls Program regardlng constructlon work and on gorng

“P Ae e'of1o
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NOTICE OF SPEClAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

- "employment requrred for the Pro;ect

*For'information- abouz‘ comp/rance contact the Flrst Source Hlnng Manager at 4 1 5-581 2335
' www onestopSF orq B 4 - 4

“:ﬁ:Eastern Nelghborhoods Infrastructure lmpact Fee. Pursuant to Plannmg Code Sectron 423

' {formerly 327) ;thie Project Sponsor shall comply with the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benef t
- .Fund provrsrons through payment of an lmpact Fee pursuant to Article 4.

- Forrnfonnat/on about complrance contact the Case Planner P/ann/ng Department at 415- 558— :

h 53 78 Wivw. st plann/ncr orq

: Momtormg . .
Enforcement. Vlo{atron of any of the Plannlng Department condxt{ons of approval contamed in

~ this Moticn or of any-other provisions of Plafining: Codé applicable to this Project shall be subject. . *~ ‘

to the enforcement procedures and, administrafive penalties set forth under Planning Code
‘Section'176 or Section*176:1. The Planmng Department may also refer the violation complaints
“to other city. departments and agencles for appropnate enforcement actron under their
jjunsdrctron ' :

" For lnformatron abouf complrance, contact Code Enforcemenf Plannmg Department at: 41 5 57& .

6863, www sf plann/nq orq

Revocatlon Due to Vrolatron of: Condrtlons Shou[d |mplementatron of- thrs PI’OJeC'[ resu]t in. '
complaints from inferested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not’
resolved by the PrOJeot ‘Sporisor and fourid {o beiin- vrolatlon of tHe Planning Code and/or the

* - 'specific conditions. of approval for the Prorect as, set forth in ExHibit: A of this Motion, the. Zoning

' ..,Adrnmrstrator shall refer such complalnts to the’ Commrssron after whrch it may ho[d a pubho _

S hiearing on thé matter to:consider révocatior of this authonzation

6863 www sf—plann/n@rq

- :Operaf:on

- Garbage Recyclmg, and Compostmg Receptacles Garbage recyclmg, and compost
_'contarners shall.be kept within the premises and hidden from public-view, and placed oulside.
‘only when being serviced by’ the disposal company:. Trash shall be contalned and disposed- of- -

L For/nformat/on about Compllance contact’ Code Enforcement P/ann/ng Department at415 5754 o

“purstantto garbage and recyc]mg receptacles guxdellnes set forth by the Department of Pubhc -

© Works.

. For rnformat/on about complrance contaot Bureau of Street Use and Mapprng, Department of
. Public Waiks af- 475~554 581 a, hn‘p //sfdpw org ’

© Page’7 of 10-
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" ff ;Sldewalk Maxntenance The Project Sponsor sha!l marntaln fhe maln entrance fo the burldmg"- S

L -fartd all srdewalks abuttnng the subject property ina clean and samtary condltlon in complrance B

:ivFor tnformat/on about comp/rance Contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapp/ng, Depan‘ment of C
o Publtc Works 41 5—695—201 7 httg //sfdgw org :

RS Commumty anlson Pnorto issuance" of a buﬂdlng permlt to construc:t the prOJect and - o
. implement the approved tse, the: PrOJect Sponsor shall éppoint a commumty lfaisor’ ofﬁcer to
" deal with the-issues of‘concern to owners and occupants of nearby propertles The! PrOJect

- y Sponsor shall provnde the Zonlng Administrator with written notice of the name, business: -
-, ‘addréss; and’ telephone number’ of the commumty ligison: Should the contact lnformatnon

[change the Zoning Administrater shall be-madé-aware of such change. The commumty llalson
~shall report to the Zaning Administrator what issues; if any, are of concem to the. communlty and
iwhat xssues have not been resolved by the: Project Sponsor :

o For mformaflon about comp//ance contact Code Enforcemeni Plannmg Depan‘ment at 41 5—575—
- :6863 WWW. sf ,olannrnq orq ' - S

Lrghtmg Ali PrOject hghtmg shall be dlrected onto the PrOJect srte and 1mmedrately surroundmg

: "ffresrdents N:ghttlme lrgh’urg shall be the mlnamum necessary to ensure safety but shall ln no -
.. case be dlrected sg asto constrtute a nuisance to any: surrounding’ property '

L iFor information. about Compllance contact Code Enforoement P/ann/ng Depan‘ment at4 1 5 575— =

S :6863 www sf: plann/nq orqr

prl INCLUSIONARYHOUSfNG

1_ Requrrement Pursuant io P{annmg Code415 5, the Pro;ectSponsormust payanAffordable; :

- Hdusing Fee ata rate equlvalent to the applxcable percentage of the numbet of Gnits ir.an off: - -

. w.site prOJect nééded fo satisfythe lnclusmnary Affordable Housmg Program ReqUIrement for the+

. fprmcrpal project. Pér Planmng Code Settion 419. 3(b)(1)(A) the: apphcable percentage ror:thls.‘f L
project is. twenty-thrée pefcent (23%). =

o 'Formformatlon about complianee, contact the Case Planner P/annln ADepartment at 415—

o *558-5378 www. Sf- p/ann/nq orq or fhe Mayor’s Oﬁ" jce of Housmg at 415{701 5500, www sf—

o Amoh org L : : :

"z~"

- ﬂ;f-‘é{.; -EOther Condmons The Pro;e'b W'IS subject to fhe requrrements of the lnclusronary Affordable.' :

Manua} (jProcedures Manuai") The. Procedures Manual as amended from ’clme t time; rsi R L
) .mcor’porated terein by.reférence, as: publlshed afid adopted by thee, P!anmng Commxssron andi "
©as requrred by Plannlng Code Sectlon 41 5 Terms used in these condltlons of approval and not’ N
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othenmse def ned shall have the meanmgs set forth ln the Procedures Manual A copy of the S
Procedures’ Manual can-be bbtained atthe Mayors Office of Housmg ( MOH ") at 1 South Van_:' :
Ness Averilie or on. the Plannmg Department or: Mayor s Offce of Housnng s’ websrtes mcludmg oo

S on the mternet at

‘httb://sf-planninoiorq"/ModhIeslS_“howDocument.ast?documen‘tid=4_451 ."

‘ As provided i in the lnc[ustonary Affordabie Housmg Program the apphcable Prooedures
* - Manual is the manual in. effect at the. trme the subject unjts-arée made avallable for sale or
rent; : ‘ S

~a. The Project Sponsor must pay the Fee in full su‘m:t'o the D'e‘velopntent Pee Coﬂéctioh Unit at'
* -the DBI for use by MOH prior tor the issuance of the first. constructlon document -with an

-option for the PrOJect Sponsorto defer a portion; of the: payment prior to issliance of the first
certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a  deferral surcharge that wolild be deposrted

‘into’ the' Citywide Inclusionary” Affordable Housing Fund in accordance WIth Sectron* .

107A13: 3 of the San Francnsco Building Code

b '.Prio'r (o the issuance of fhe frst' COnétru'ction pemit by the DBI for the Project, the Project

' - Sporisor shall:record a Notice of Specsa] Restrlctlon onthe property that records a Copy of

‘this approval The: PrOJect Sponsor shall promptly prov:de a copy of the recorded Notlce of ‘

' Spec;at Restnctlon to the Department and to MOH o it SUCCessor.

c If prOJect applrcant farls to comply with the Inclustonary Affordable Houstng Program

. requ:rement the Director; of’ DBI shall deny.afy : and all srte or butldmg permlts or certlfcates o

* ~of oeclipancy for the development project until the Planmng Department notifies’ the Director

‘of comphance A Pro;ect Sponsors fallure to comply With' the' requwements of Planmng,, 3
Code Sections 415 et seq; shatl constltute cause for the Clty to. record a hen agamst the -

'development project and to. pursue any‘and al[ other remedles at taw

For mforrnat/on abouit comp//ance contact the Case Planner Plannmg Depan‘ment at 41 5
558-6378, WWW Sf- p/annmq org orthe Mayors Oﬂice of Housmg at 415701~ 5500 WWW sf
moh.org; , , , A

The tise of said- property contrary to ‘these specta{ restnctlons shall: constxtute a vrolatxon. '
of the: P!annlng Gode, and no'release, modifi cafion.or eliminatiori 6f these: restrictions: shall be’
yalid uriless notice thereof is recorded on the Land Records by the’ Zonlng Admmrstrator ofthe -

City:and County of San’ Francasco “except thatin the event that the: zoning: standards above: are S

modified:so as'to be less restrictive and: the uses therein restricted are thereby permitted and'in
; conformlty w;th thé provisioiis of the.Planning Code: Thts document woutd no longer be in. effect
and would be nuH and v0|d :

Page 8610
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(Prmt Name)

L 20/ § at_ 55% FEA 1L - california.

| (Month. Day) (City)"'i

(Signatwre) " (printName)

Dated: . . .. gl afr 0 0. Californiat
T T Wenth, Day) L L Gy

-(s;;ghgtg,réz),r— T (PriniName) T 7

'Dated o s gt i o Galifornia.
T wemm e

Each 5|gnature must be acknowledged by a notary pubhc before recordatlcn, add Notary
“Public Certlf"catlon(s) and Ofﬁ:lal Notanal Seal(s) below(

“ Page100f40
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CL " it No. 11-36910804 CK
L Locare N6. (:A(:m738-7738 2369—0036910994': }

LEGAL DEscm:mou
’ EXHIBIT "A" o

T ThE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS STTUATED-INTHE ClTYOF SAN FRANCISCO courm' OF SAN -
' FRANCISCO; STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND'IS. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS :

':,'.:Av‘AII of Lot g, as shown on Map ent«tled "Parcel Map of a Portton of New Potrero BIodG 337 and 338, also bemg S
- -.a:Portion of Assessor's Block 4105,-San Francisce, California”, said Map filed March'5, 1987 :as Document ‘
" No D954299 in Book 35 of Parcel’ Maps at Page 1of ﬁwe Records of sald Coun’cy ’

- APN: Block4105 Lot 003
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do,cumen_ﬁ

STATE OF CALIFORNIA i

COUNTYOF,_San Fraeisco |

{On,_ =2l = 3’5* beforeme,, . lecf R‘*‘d‘"‘@\\fﬂz— _ ‘ Notary
Pubhc
Date (here. trisert name-and title of the.officer}
'-i personally appeared .. hatta S 4M\@5an

L

{iwho proved o' me ori the'basis of satisfactory. evidence t6 b the person(s) whiose: name(s) 15/a;.:e
subsc‘.nbed to'the within instrurnent and.acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executéd the same’
in his/Reg/theiz authorized capacity(ies); and that by his/hesfeis signatute(s) or the instrument

- %the person(s or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instfument..

358 certify-under PENALTYOF. PERIURY under the laws of the Staté. of Califémia that the
foregoing paragraph is fre and correct.

WITNESS my hand 4nd 'Qfﬁdal'seai;_

UNDA C RODRIGU

Com.# 2013127
c"sn&RY mﬁ mu;(z’«;am
MY com( Exr APR 14 20?? 'j"

Aaaa'

(Seal)
_ GPIONAL
:' ‘fDES',Cfi'p tioh 6f-Atfached Dacuiment
: Tltleor'l'yp& of Documeént: _ _ . . Mssberof —
Documient Date: . , o _‘.O.'thé‘x:_

112015 Apostille Sérvige: 767—&'92-'5:551 m\dv,CaI?ifomiai&posfti11&_.11’3 ... Califomia Mobife Notary Network. werw CAMNN.comy -
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector

City and County of San Francisco

. José Cisneros, Treasurer
Property Tax Section

CERTIFICATE OF REDEMPTIONS OFFICER
SHOWING TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS PAID.

I, David Augustine, Tax Collector of the City and County San Francisco, State of
California, do hereby certify, pursuant to the provisions of California Government
Code Section 66492 et. seq., that according to the records of my office, there are no

liens against the subdivision designated on the map entitled:

Block No. 4105 Lot No. 009
vAddress: 800 _Indiana St

for unpaid City & County property taxes or special assessments collected as taxes,
except taxes or assessments not yet payable.

David Augustine, Tax Collector

The above certificate pertains to taxes and special assessments collected as taxes for
the period prior to this current tax year. .

Dated this 31st day of August. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 60
days from this date or December 31, 2017. If this certificate is no longer

- valid please contact the Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector to obtain
another certificate.

City Hall-Room 140 ¢ 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place »  San Francisco, CA 94102-4638
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector

City and County of San Francisco - .
Y b José Cisneros, Treasurer

Property Tax Section

CERTIFICATE SHOWING TAXES A LIEN, BUT NOT YET DUE

I, David Augustine, Tax Collector of the City and County San Francisco, State of
California, do hereby certify, pursuant to the provisions of California‘ Government:
Code Section 66492 et. seq., that the subdivision designated on the map entitled is
subject to the following City & County property taxes and Special Assessments which

are a lien on the property but which taxes are not yet due:

Block No. 4105  LotNo.009
Address: 800 Indiana Sf

Estimated probable assessed value of property within the proposed Subdivision/Parcel

Map: $116,628,184

Established -or estimated tax rate: 1.2000%
Estimated taxes liened but not yet due: ~ $1,399,539.00
Amount of Assessments not yet due: | $11,932.00

These estimated taxes and special assessments have been paid.

David Augustine, Tax Collector

Dated this 31st day of August. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 60
days from this date or December 31, 2017. If this certificate is no longer
valid please contact the Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector to obtain
another certificate.

 CityHall-Room 140 «  1Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco, CA 94102-4638
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iy
v counssion-Beres. 1L 3[2002

'NECESSARY TO':CONSENT' O THE PREPARATION AND FILING OF THIS

" UAP' COMPRISING . THREE: (3) 'SHEETS.-BY.OUR SIGNATURES HERETO WE
HEREBY (CONSENT 7O THE' PREPARATION AND RECDR%ATION OF SAID

MaR AS SHOWN W(THIN TﬂE DISTINGTIVE BORDER Lt
=3

SIONED ' THE
ATTACH{D AND NOT\ E TRUTHFULNESS, ACCURACY, OR

THER OFFICER “EGMPLETING THS |
IFESH ONLY THE IDENTITY OF THE INDIVIDUAL| -
DOGUMENT T0 WHICH THIS CERTIACATE IS

(w OF , THAT *BOC MENT

BY:
* - MOHAMMED NURU

THIS MAP IS APPROVED THIS
‘BY

SOUNTY. OF S'AN ERBMC\SCO R

U . EFORE uz.g'_-’_b_émsim LISt
I NDTARY.KPUBUIJ. s

112 b
nsumuv APPEAR SiLE
VED'T0 Y SATISFACTORY EVDENCE 10
}f wnss Nmmls/ms SURaCRbED 0 e |
cm'mny THAT E/sﬁ:/msv
smsvm .ms /HER/THER AUTHORIZED CAFACITY(IES),
ER/THEIR SIGNATURE(S) ON THE HSTROMERT HE
ENTITYIUPON BEMALF. OF WHICH THE PERSON(S)
JH NSTRUMENT.

OMMISSION n‘uuam-.ﬂ&u&,.__

CIPLE OUNTY oF Blshess:. SAN] PRAMCLS Co

ALS

DAYOF a0l

ORDER’ NO.

DATE:

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS )
CITY.AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

APPROVED AS TO FORM
DENNIS J, HERRERA, CITY ATTORNEY

BY-

TY ATTORNEY
SOUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
CALIFORNIA

CONDOMINIUM NOTES

A)  THIS MAP (S THE SURVEY MAP PORTION OF A CONDOMINIUM PLAN AS DESCRIBED IN
CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 4120 AND 42B5. THIS CONDOMINIUM PROJECT IS UMITED TO A

MAXIMUM NUNBER OF 326 DWELLING UNITS.

B)  ALL INGRESS (£S), EGRESS (ES), PATH(S) OF TRAVEL, FIRE/EMERGENCY EXIT(S) AND

EXmNG COMFONENTS EXIT PATHWAY(S) AND PASSAGEWAY(S), STAIRWAY(S), CORRIDOR(S),
YATOR(S), AN MI4ON USE ACCESSIBLE FEATURE(S) AND FACLITIES SUCH AS RESTROOMS

THAT Tl:irE BUILDING CODE REQUIRES FOR COMMON USE SHALL BE HELD IN COMMON UNDIVIDED

INTERES’
C)  UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE IN THE GOVERNING DOCUMENTS OF A CONDOMINIUM

HOMEQWNERS' ASSOCIATION, INCLUDING TS CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, AND RESTRICTIONS, THE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE, IN PERPETUITY, FOR THE MAINTENANCE,

REPAIR, AND -REPLACEMENT QF:
() ALL GENERAL USE COMMON AREA IMPROVEMENTS; AND

{}) AL FRONTING SIDEWALKS, ALL FERMITTED OR_UNPERMITTED PRIVATE ENCROACHUENTS AND
PRIVATELY MAlNTMNED STREET ’!R S.FRONTNG THE PROPERTY, AND ANY OTHER OBLIGATION
IMPOSED ON PRI FRONTING A PUBLIC RICHT~OF—WAY PURSUANT TO THE PUBLIC

OPER
HORKS CODE OR CITHER AFFLICAHLE MUNIEIPAL CODES.

0) IN THE EVENT THE AREAS IDENTIFIED IN (C)(I) ARE NOT PROPERLY MAINTAXNED. REPAIRED,
AND REPLACED ACCORDING TO THE CITY REQUIREMENTS, EACH HOMEOWNER S
RESPONSIBLE 10 TME EXTENT OF HXS/HER PROPORTIONATE DBLIGATION TD THE HOMEOWNERS‘
ASSOGIATION FOR THE MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT OF THOSE AREAS. FAILURE TO
UNDERTAKE SUCH MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT MAY RESULT IN CITY ENFORCEMENT
AND ABATEMENT ACTIONS AGAINST THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOGIATION AND/OR THE INDIVIDUAL
HOMEOWNERS, WHICH MAY INCLUDE, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TD IMPOSITION OF A LIEN AGAINST THE
HOMEOWNER'S PROPERTY.

E)  APPROVAL OF THIS MAP SHALL NOT BE DEEMED APPROVAL OF THE DESIGN, LOCATION,
SIZE, DENSITY OR USE OF ANY STRUGTURE(S) OR ANCILLARY AREAS OF THE PRDPERW
ASSOCIATED WITH STRUCTURES, NEW OR EXISTING, WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN REVIEWED 0

APPROVED BY APPROPRIATE CITY AGENCIES NOR SHALL SUCH APPROVAL CONS“TUYE A WAMER
OF THE SUBDIVIDER'S OBLIGATION TO ABATE ANY QUTSTANDING MUNICIPAL C
VIOLATIONS. ANY STRUCTURES GONSTRUCTED SUBSEQUENT TO APPROVAL OF 'IHIS PARCEL (OR
FINAL) MAP SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL RELEVANT MUNICIPAL CODES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED
70 THE PLANNING, HOUSING AND BUILDING CODES, IN EFFECT AT THE TIME QF ANY APPLICATICN
FOR REQUIRED PERMITS,

F)  BAY WINDOWS, FIRE ESCAPES AND OTHER ENCROACHMENTS (JF ANY SHOWN HEREON, THAT
EXIST, OR THAT MAY BE CONSTRUCTED) ONTO OR OVER INDIANA STREET ARE PERWITTED
THROUGH AND ARE SUBJECT TO THE RESTRICTIONS SET FORTH N THE BUILDING CODE AND
PLANNING CODE OF THE CITy AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. THIS MAP DOES NQT CONVEY

ANY O‘{N)ERSHIP INTEREST IN SUCH ENCROACHMENT AREAS TO THE CONDOMINIUM UNIT
OWNER(S]

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

G) E(GNIFICANT ENCROACHMENTS, TG THE EXTENT YHEY WERE VISIELE ANO OBSERVED, ARE
HOWEVER, IT 1S ACKNOWLEDGED THAT OTHER ENCRDACHMENTS FROM/ONTO
ADMNING FROFER'HES MAY EXIST OR BE CONSTRUCTED. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBIUTY
SOLELY OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS INVOLVED TO RESOLVE ANY ISSUES THAT MAY ARISE FROM
ANY.ENCROACHMENTS WHETHER DEFICTED HEREON OR NOT. THIS MAP DOES NOT PURPORY TO
CONVEY ANY OWNERSHIF INTEREST IN AN ENCROAGHMENT AREA TO ANY PROPERTY QWNER.

CITY_AND COUNTY SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

| HEREBY STATE THAT 1 HAVE EXAMINED THIS MAP; THAT THE SUBDIVISION AS SHOWN IS

SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME AS IT APPEARED ON THE TENTATIVE MAP, AND ANY APPROVED
ALTERATIONS THEREOF; AL THE PROVISIONS OF THE CAUFORNIA SUBDIVISION MAP ACT

AND ANY LOCAL DRDINANCES APPLICABLE AT THE TIME OF APPROVAL OF THE TENTATIVE MAP,

HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WTH; AND THAT | AM SATSFIED THIS MAP IS TECHNICALLY CORRECT.

AcTING oty AND COUNTY SURVEYCR
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISGO

- .
BY/_.E.___._ ot F-IH /7
Sadgs M RYAL LS. 8630

TNIS MAP WAS PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION AND IS BASED UPON A F

VEY, MADE IN CONFCRMANCE WITH THE REOUIREMENTS OF 1HE SUBDMSKDN MAP ACT AND
LDCAL DRDlNANCE AT THE REQUEST OF AVB OPERA WAREHOUSE, L.P., | HEREBY STATE THAT
ML T 'S ARE OF THE CHARACTER AND OCCLIPV THE POSITIDNS INDICATED AND
THAT SUCH MDNUMENTS ARE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY .TO BE RETRACED, AND THAT
THIS FINAL Mf SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORMS TO THE APPROVED OR CONDITIONALLY 'APFROVED
TENTATIVE MAP. .

oaTED THe _ /A oav oF /)257 207

__hc_idiﬂz_ _
CHRISTIAN CINTEAN, PLS B941

JAX_STATEMENT
I, ANGELA CALVILLD, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY

OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY STATE THAT THE SUBDIVIDER HAS

FLED A STATEMENY FROM THE TREASURER AND TAX COLLECYOR OF THE CITY AND

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. SHOMNG THAT ACCORDING To THE RECCRUS OF HIS OR HER
OF Fi

OFFICE THERE ARE NO LIENS AGAINST THIS SUBDIVISION OR ANY PART THERE
UNPAID STATE, COUN'(Y MUNICIPAL OR LOCAL TAXES, OR SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS
COLLECTED AS TAXES.

DATED, DAY OF 2017

aY:

CLERK OF THE BOARD UF SUPERWSIORS
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

&QARD.MJ.E’.EBM&QB‘_SAEERDMAL
. THE BOARD OF SUPERVSOR'S OF THE CITY AND COUNTY

SUPERWSOR'S IN FILE NO.

ay:

OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE DF CALFORNIA APPROVED AND PASSED MOTION NO.
A COP

Y OF WHICH IS ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE BOARD OF

CLERK'S STATEMEN

1, ANGELA CALWILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE CF CAUFORNIA, HEREBY STATE THAT SAD

D OF SUPERMVISORS BY ITS MOTION N

0.
2017 APPROVED THIS MAP ENTITLED, FINAL MAP 8072,

N TESTIMCNY WHEREOF, | HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY HAND AND CAUSED THE
SEAL OF THIS OFFICE TO BE AFFIXED.

CLERK OF YHE BOARD OF SUPERWISIORS DATE:,
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

(o] 's o]

AED THIS____ DAYOF___ .20 AT ___MN
BOOK OF "CONDOMINIUM MAPS", AT PAGE AT THE REQUEST
OF SRUMS LG INEERS.

SIGNED:

COUNTY RECORDER
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FINAL MAP- 9072

A 326 RESIDENTIAL UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROJECT
A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THAT
CERTAIN GRANT DEED RECORDED FEBRUARY 23, 2015 AS DOCUMENT
2015-K022378~00, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY RECORDS
BEING A PORTION OF NEW POTRERO BLOCKS 337 AND 338

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
STATE_OF CALIFORNIA
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SCALE: 17=40"

1. ALL DISTANGLS AND DIMCMSIONS ARE SHOWN IN FCET AND
BECIMALS (HEREOF,

2. ALL [NSTANCES ARC SHOWH 1M GROUND DISTANCLS WNLESS
OVIERWISE NOTED.

3. PROPERTY IS SUBJECT TO THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS
COHTAINED IN TRE DOCUMENT ENTITLED "NMOTICE OF SPECIAL
RESTRICTIONS UKDER THE PLANNING CODE™ RECORDCD
JANUARY 27, 2015 AS INSTRUMINT NO. 2DI5-K0i2847-00 OF
GFFICIAL RECORDS,

4, PROPERTY IS SURJECT TO COVENANTS, CONDITIONS,
RESTRICTIONS, VERMS AND PROVISIONS CONTAINED IW THE
DOCUMCHT ENTITLED “DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS-800
INDIANA, SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA~APN. BLOCK 4105, LOT
009" AMI) RECORDED WOVEMBER 21, 2015 AS INSTRUMENT MO,
20151360256 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS

LEGEND:

DISTINCTIVE BORDER
PROPERTY LINE
EASEMENT LINE
MOMUMENT 1IME

) RECORD DATA AS NOTED
® FOUND MONUMENT AS NOTED
MN MONUMENT NAME PER CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO DATABASE
REFERENCES

(RI) RECGRD OF SURVEY MAP FILED SEPTEMOLR 26, 2002 IN
BOUK AA OF MAPS AT PAGES 41-42, OSFIDIAL RECORDS SAN
FRANCISCO COUNTY

{R2) CITY AWD COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO MONUMENT MAP 310
AND 326 ON FILE IN TUE QrTICE OF THE CITY ENGINEFR, CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

(R3) PARCEL MAP ILED MARCH 5, 1987 IN BUOK 35 OF PARCEL
MAPS AT PACE I (FFICIAL RECONDS SAN FRANUISCD COUNTY

(R4) MAP BOOK Ca PAGE 78—79 AS RECURDED MARCH 215T.
134, {BEING THE MAP OF "RANCHO DEL FOTRERD KUEVA')

FINAL MAP 9072

A J26 RESIDENTIAL UNIT CONDOMINIUY PROJECT
A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THAT
CERTAIN GRANT DEED RECORDED FEBRUARY 23, 2015 AS DOCUMENT
2015-K022378~00, SAN FRANCISCG COUNTY RECORDS
BEING A PORTION OF NEW POTRERO BLOCKS 337 AND 338

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

; D.03R1)

MAY 2017

| _© SANDIS| "
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ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS FOR PROPQOSED CONDOMINIUM UNITS

PRDRQ$ED ASSESSOR'S CONDOMNIUM | PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S CONDOMNIUM | PROFOSED ASSESSOR'S CONDOMNIUM | PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S CONDOMINIUM | PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S
"PARCEL-NUVBER - - UNIT NO. PARCEL NUMBER UNIT NO. PARCEL NUMBER UNIT NO. PARCEL NUMBER UNIT NO. PARCEL NUMBER
212 410508 7 4105150 41 4105218 508 4105-288 NOTE
23 *_4105-08: 1 4105-151 414 4105-220 509 4105-289 - THE PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS
4105083 50 105152 P 2105221 5 3105250 SHOWN HEREON ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL USE ONLY
4105084 5 2105155 = 2105253 o5 551 Mb SHOULD NOT B RELEED UPON FIR ANY OTHER
4105-085 322 4105-154 4 4105-223 4105-292 :
4105-085 32, 4105-155 4 4105-224 4105-293
' 4105-087 324 4105-156 4 4105-225 4105-284
4105-088 325 4105-157 4 4105-226 41056-295
4105-089 . 326 4105-158 4 4105-227 518 4105-288
4105-080 N 27 05-158 4 4106-228 519 4105-287
4105-091 328 4105-160 4 4105-229 520 4105-298
4105-052 328 4105161 4 4105-2380 521 4105-288
4105-083 30 4105162 425 4105-231 522 4105-300
+ 4105094 | 34 41058-163 426 4105-232 523 4105-301
4105-085 34 4105-164 -427 4105-233 524 4105-302
4105096 34 4105-185 428 4105-234 525 4105-303
4105-087 34 4105-186 429 4105-235 526 4105-304
4105-028 344 4105-167 430 4105-236 527 4105-305
4105-089 ¢ 34 4105-168 440 4105-237 523 4105-306
4105-100 - 346 4105-169 44 4105-238 529 4105-307 q‘
A4105-10 34 4105-170 44 4105-238 530 4105-308 N
4105-10: 34 4105-1 A4 4105-240 540 4105-303 N
4105-10 34 4105~ 444 4105-24 41 4105-:
4105-104 - 350 4106~ 44 4105-242 42 4105-: 5
' 4105-105 - 351 4105-174 44 4105-24 43 4105-312
4105-108 352 4105- 44 4105-244 44 4105-313
t1ﬂ5—1‘07 353 4105~ 44 4105-24 >4 4105-314
- 4105-108 354 4105~ 44 4105-24 4 4105-315
4105109 356 4105~ 450 4105-24 >4 4105-316
' 4105-11 360 4105 451 4105-24 4 4105-317
410511 - 361 4105-180 452 4105-24 4 4105-318
4105-11. 362 4105-181 453 4105-250 550 4105-319
© 4105-112 . 363 4105-182 454 4105-261 580 4105-320
. 4105114 384 4105-183 456 4105-252 561 4105-321
4105-115 365 4105-184 | 460 4105-253 582 4105-322
4405~ 386 4105-185 481 4105-254 583 4105-323
41058~ 367 4105186 462 4105-265 564 4105-324
4105~ 268 4105-187 483 4105-256 565 4105-325
4105~ 363 4105-188 464 4105-257 568 4105-326
4105-420 370 4105-189 485 4105-258 7 4105-327
4105121 7 4105430 458 4105.358 7 4105328
4105-122 7 4105-181 467 4105-260 372 4105-329
4106-123 7. 4105-192 468 4105-261 373 4105-330
4105-124 7 4105193 469 4105-262. | 574 105-331
4105-128 75 4105-154 470 4105-263 515 4105-332
4105-126 76 4105-195 471 4105-264 577 4105-333
| 4106127 77 4105-198 472 4105-265 583 4105-334
+ 4105-128 - 78 4105-197 473 4105-268 584 4105-235
4105-128 78 4105-148 474 4105-287 585 4105-336
4105-130 380 4105-199 4 4105-268 5688 4106-337
4108~ 3841 4105-200 4 A4105-269
4105~ 382 4105-201 477 4105-270
4105~ 283 4105-202 478 4105-271 F I N A L M A P 9 O 7 2
05134 364 410530 418 :}g:_ ~;? A 326 RESIDENTIAL UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROECT
416129 o A108a0t : A A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED N THAT
4105136 2 2105205 1 05774 CERTAIN GRANT DEED RECORDED FEBRUARY 23, 2015 AS DOCUMENT
105137 40 4105-206 410527 2015-K022378~00, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY RECORDS
4 4105130 4 hosaor 22 e BEING A PORTION OF NEW POTRERO BLOCKS 337 AND J38
r
2 2105140 40: 4105-208 4 4105 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO -
y A105-14 404 4105210 488 4105- STATE OF CALIFORNIA
y 4105142 405 4105 0 4305
7 410514 406 A105- 0 4105-28, MAY 2017
4 4105-144 407 4105-; 0: 4105-28; - -
4 4105-14 408 4105-214 50! 4105-283 : t QIVIL ENQIREXRS
r 410512 308 4105 504 4105284 ! S A N D I .c e
410507 4105-14 410 41054 505 - 4105-285 b i e st Bt &, Oogdand, OA S5 {Fo WSS 10 | il
.. T4{05-07 318 410514 411 4105 | 598 4105260
S Ty an ing 11 507 4105-287
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