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FILE NO. 170929 MOTION NO. 

1 [Final Map 9072 - 800 Indiana Street] 

2 

3 Motion approving Final Map 9072, a 326 residential unit condominium project, located 

4 at 800 Indiana Street, being a subdivision of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 4105, Lot 

5 No. 009, and adopting findings pursuant to the General Plan, and the eight priority 

6 policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

7 

8 MOVED, That the certain map entitled "FINAL MAP 9072", a 326 residential unit 

9 condominium project, located at 800 Indiana Street, being a subdivision of Assessor's Parcel 

10 Block No. 4105, Lot No. 009, comprising 3 sheets, approved July 14, 2017, by Department of 

11 Public Works Order No. 186133 is hereby approved and said map is adopted as an Official 

12 Final Map_ 9072; and, be it 

13 FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopts as its own 

14 and incorporates by reference herein as though fully set forth the findings made by the 

15 Planning Department, by its letter dated July 08, 2016, that the proposed .subdivision is 

16 consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan, and the eight priority policies 

17 of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and, be it 

18 FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes 

19 the Director of the Department of Public Works to enter all necessary recording information on 

20 the Final M~p and authorizes the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to execute the Clerk's 

21 Statement as set forth herein; and, be it 

22 FURTHER MOVED, That approval of this map is also conditioned upon compliance by 

23 the subdivider with all applicable provisions of the San Francisco Subdivision Code and 

24 amendments thereto. 

25 

Public Works 
- BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 

2 RECOMMENDED: DESCRIPTION APPROVED: 

3 

4 

5 Mohammed Nuru Bruce R. Storrs, PLS 

6 Director of Public Works City and County Surveyor 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

San Francisco Public Works 

Office of the City and County Surveyor 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

San Francisco, Ca 94.103 

(415) 554-5827 Ill www.SFPublicWorks.org 

' • Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor 

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 Plan and the Priority Policies of City Planning Cod.e 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 i'Final Map 9072", each comprising 3 
sheets. 

3. One (1) copy of the Tax Certificate from the Office of the Treasurer 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: 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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X Bruce R. Storrs 

Storrs, Bruce 

City and County Surveyor 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce 

7/14/2017 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director, DPW 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

San Francisco Public Works 

. 7/14/2017 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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•111•1 ·city and Count\r of San Francisco 
· san Fra~cisc~.Public Works · Bureau· cf Street-Use aiid Mapping 

1155 Market Sf!eet, 3r.d Floor• San Fr.1ncisco, CA 94103 

......... _. .sffi.ublicwofi:..s.or~ ·tel 41~554-S810. · tax 415-55:Hl61 

TENTATIVE MAP. DECISION 
Date; June 13, 2016 Project ID; 9072 

Department of City Planning 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 

Project Type, 326 Residential Units New Construction 
Condominium Project 

Address# StreetName Bfock 
800 INDIANAST ~105 

rrentative Map Referral 

Attention: Mr. Scott F. Sanchez 

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

Sincerely, 
/.) James Ryan 1 t... fl1-~ . .Atdrn.06.13 16:26:45 -os·oo·! r:-- ___ (~/ _ . _ _ _ I 

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

Lot 
009 

c:=J The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable 
provisions ofthe 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 subject referral is exempt from California · 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as · 
categorically exempt ClassL _ !, CEQA Determination Dat ___ , based on the attached checklist. 

[LJ 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. 

CJ The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with applicable 
provisions of the Planning Code due to the following reason(s): · 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date I 07/08/2016 I 
-Planner's Name !Andrew Perry 

--~~--=-~~~~~~~~~---' 

for, ScottF. Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

Planning Commi~sion 
Motion No. 19303 
~EARING DATE: JANUARY 8, 2015 

Janµary 8, 2015 
2011.1374ID<X 
800 Indiana Street 
UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District 
58-X Height anc! Bulk District 

4105/009 
Project Sponsor: Joe Kirchofer, AvalonBay Communities, Inc. 

455 Market Street, Ste. 1650 · 
San Francisco, CA 94105 · 

Staff Contact: Richard Sucre -(415) 575-9108 

richard.sucre@sfgov.org 

· 1650 Mission St. 
sutte400 
San frallctsco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378. 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnalion: 
415.558.6377 

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 STATEMENTOF 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 RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND A BELOW
GRADE PARKING FOR260 VEHICLES. 

PREAMBLE 
The Project Sponsor (AvalonBay Communities) submitted an application for a profect located at 800 

· Indiana Street for a Large Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 329 and a Shadow Analysis 
under Planning Code Section· 295 to· demolish the existing building arid construct a five-story, 
approximately 441,183 gross square foot residential building with 326 residential units and a below-
grade parking area for 260 yehicles. · 

. . 
The Project is withi~ the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan area, fue environmental impacts of which 
were examined in the Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic EIR (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR). The 
Planning Commission (hereafter referred to as "Commission") certified fue Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

. on August 7, 2008. · 

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

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19303 
January s, 201s · 

CASE NO 2011.1374E 
800 Indiana S.treet 

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 ~_ignificant effects in the prior EIR for the· 
underlying zoi:iing or plan; c} are potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts that were not 
discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) were previou~ly identified as significant effects in the underly.ipg 
EIR,. but that have been determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discri.ssed in the 
u:nderlying EIR 

· Because this Project 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 
environmental impacts or impacts. of greater severity than were· analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR. Thus, a focused ·EIR was prepared to examine the Projec~s potential ·impacts on historic 
architectural resources and shadow. 

The Commission reviewed and considered the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project 
and found the C?ntents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR ,;,,.as prepared, 
publicized and reviewed complied with the California Environmental· Quality Act (Public Resources 
Code section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"}, the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. section 15000 et seq.), and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.· 

The Coinmission 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 
co~ents and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified th~ }linal EIR 
for the Project in-compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 by it~ Motion No. 19284. 

The Commission, in certifying the FEIR, fpun~ that. the project described in the FEIR will have the 
following significant and unavoidable environmental impacts: (1) the demolition of the existing building 
located. at 800 Indiana Stre~t will cause a substantial ~dverse change in the sigttificance of historic 
architectural resources. 

The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the .custodian of r~cords for the Planning Department 
materials, located in the File for Case No. 2011.1374EKX, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, California. 

l 

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 Commis~ion has J:i.eard 
ari.d c6nsidered the testimony presenti::d to it at the public hearirig and has further considered written 
m~terials and oral testimony presented on bel:ialf of the Project, the Planning Department staff, expert 
consultants and other interested parties. 

This Commission has reviewed fue entire record of this proceeding, the Environmental Findings, 
attach~d to this Motion as Attachment A, :regarding the alternatives, ~itigation measures, environmental 

Si\11 fFWlClSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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· Motion No. 19303 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO 2011.1374E 

800 Indiana Street 

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

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under tl\e California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statem~t of Overriding 
Considerations, and adopts the MMRP at.tached 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 sub;tantial 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. 

AY!p: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

EXCUSED: 

ACTION:· 

SM fRAllCISCO 

Jonaslonin 
Commission Secretary 

Anton:ii:rl, Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Moote, Richards, and Wu 

Adoption of CEQA F:indings 

Pi.ANNINO Dl'WJlRTMENT 
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Motion No.19303 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO 2011.1374E 
800 Jndiana Street 

.Attachment A· 

PREAMBLE 

In determining to approve the project described in Section I, below, the ("Project"), the San Francisco 
Plfillni:11.g Co1:llmission (the "Commission") makes and adopts the following .findings of fact ~d decisions 
regarding the Project description and obj_ectives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable 
impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on 
substantial evidence in the whole r~cord of tlris pr~ceeding and pursuant to.the California Environmental 
Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly Section 21081 
and 21081.5, 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 conjunction with the 
Approval Actions described in Section I(c), below, as required by CEQA. · 

These findings are organized as follows: 

. . ' Section I provides a descr~ption oflhe 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 9f the· 
record. 

Section II lists the Project's less-than-significant inipacts that do not require mitigation. 

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

Section IV identifies 'signifieant 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 impacts to a less than 
significant level. · 

Sections ill and IV set forth findings as to the mitigatio.p.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 
Environment.al Impact Report that is required to reduce a significant adverse impact. 

. . . 
Section V identifies the project alternatives that were analyzed in t;he EIR and discusses the reasons for 
their rejection. 

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

SA/I FRANCISCO ' 
PLANNINO l:lEPAffTMENT 4 
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Motion No.19303 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO 2011.1374£ 
800 Indiana Street 

The Mlvffip for the mitigation measures that have been pi;oposed for adoption is attached with these 
findings as Attachment B to this Motion. The Mlv1RP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA 
Guideiines Section 15091. Attachment- B pro.vides a table .setting forth each mitigation measure listed in · 
the FEIR that is required to recluce a significant adverse impact Attachment B ·also specifies the agency 
responsible f9r .implementation of each measure 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 evide~ce in the entire record &efore the Commission. The 
references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Enviroronental Impact 
Report ('Draft EIR" or "DEIR") or the Comments and Responses document ("C&R") in the Final EIR are 
for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exh~ustive list of the evidence relied upo11 for 
these findings. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

A. Project 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 mech~nical penthouse), multi-family residential development at 800 Indiana Street in .San 
Francisco, cpmposed 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 am~nities, and a one
Level 11-fooMalL underground parking garage, for a ~otal 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 includes 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 'ilses while 
maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industria~-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 Area Plan. 

The project site is a generally level and irregularly 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 696 linear feet along 
Indiana Street. The site is fully developed, occupied primarily by a'78,240-gsf, approximately 50-foot-fall 
warehouse built in 1926, which consists of an eastern warehouse s~ction, western warehouse section, and 
office that are ~ll: connected as one building. The warehouse is a steel-frame and metal clad structure that 
is used by the San Francisco War Memorial 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 

sAHFllAllCISCO 
PLJ\Nl\llNG 0'1P.Al'ITMENT 5 
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Motion No. 19303 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO 2011.1374E 
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 curb 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 dia\Ueter). 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 line 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 its own 
vehicular access, via a curb cut and driveway; however, from time to time, vehicles accessing either 800 · 
Indiana Street or 998 Indiana Street drive across the property line to access on~ of the properties, ·or to 
perform turning maneuvers. 

B. Project Objectives · 

Th~ 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 :r:oning envelope and creating as many new res1dential units as reasonably possible wi!:Pin 

this envelope. 

,.. Provide an economically feasib~e project that maximizes the- utility of the land and ·increases the 

City's howiing supply. · 

~ Include future streetscape improvements and connections to open space that serves neighborhood · 

residents and workers, and e11Iivens pedestrian activity in the Dogpatch neighborhood during both 

daytime and evening hours. 

,.. Activate tJ:ie neighborhood edge condition hf 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 22n~ Street by offering public amenity 

spaces.in the fo~ of upgraded public sidewalks and accessible plazas. 

,.. Provide a project to meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LE~D®) Silver standards 

to mee.t .1:1\e :requirements adopted by the City and Co~mty of San Francisco, thereby reducing the 

project's carbon footprint, m~imizing the energy· efficiency of the building and establishing a 

sUstainable development in the neighborhood. 

C. ProjectApprovals 

SAil FEiAIJCISCO 
PLANNING DJ".P.ARTr.'l!:NT 6 
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Motion No.19303 

January 8, 2015 

The Project requires the following approvals: 

>- Findings of General Plan and Priority Policies consis~ency 

>- Large Project Authorization 

>- Exceptions to the following Planning Code standards: 

Planning Code Section 134 for the required rear yard 

Planning Code Section 135 for open space. 

CASE NO 201L1374E 
BOO Indiana Street 

Plannillg Code 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 1s2:1 for the required loading zones 

Planning Code Section 270.1 for the horiz?ntal mass reduction 

Actions by Other City Departments, 

>- Plamtlilg Code Section 295 approval (San Francisc~ Recreation & Park Commission) 

>- Demolition and building permits (Department of Building Inspection) 

>- Approval of construction within the public right-of-way (e.g.,. bulboutS and sidewalk extensi.ons) 

(San Francisco Department of Public Works and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency) 

D. Environmental Review 

The Project is within the Eastern Neigbb01;hoods 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 ;'Com'mission") certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
on August 7, 2008. . 

Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines pi;ovides an exemption from environmental review for projects 
that are· consistent with the development <;Iensity established by existing zoning, community plan, or 
general plan policies for which an Ell. 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 
environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) a.re 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; c) ·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 
BIR, but that have been determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that discussed in. the 
underlying EIR. 

Because this· Project is within the Eastern Neighborhood~ Plan Area, a community plan exemption 
C'CPE") Checklist was prepared for the project to aqalyze whether it would result in an peculiar, project
specific environmental effects that were not sufficiently examined in the .Eastern Neighborhoods PElR. 
th~ CPE Checklist (Appendix A to the Draft EIR) concluded that, with the exception of historic 
architectural resourc;:es and shadow, the proposed. project· would not result in any new significant 

S~I F!WICISCO 
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Motion No. i9303 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO 2011.1374E 

800 Indiana Street 

environmental impacts or impacts of greater severity than were anal:Yzed in.the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEffi. · 

Thus, the Depai:tmeD.t determined that a focus~d Environmental Impact· Report (hereinafter "EIR") 
should be prepared ·with and published a NOP with a Community Pian Exemption (CPE) Checl.<list 

. under the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR on May 21, 2014. Topics analyzed in the EIR were Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources (Historic Architectural Resour~es only) and Shadow. 

On August 13, 2014, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter 
"DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEffi 
for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on· 
the DEffi; this notice was mailed to t):i.e Department's list of persons requesting such notice. 

Notices of availability of the DEffi and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near the 
project site by the Project Sponsor on August 13, 2014. 

On August 13, 2014, copies 0£ the DEIR were mailed· or otherwise delivered to a list of persons requesting 
it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEffi, lo adjacent property owners, and to government . 
agencies, the latter both directly and tlu:ough the State Oearinghouse. 

Notice of Completion was_ filed with the State Secretary of Reso~ces via the State Clearinghouse ·on 
August 13, 2014. 

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on Sept_ernber 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 ende$1 on September 29, ;2.014. 

The Department prepared responses. to comments on enviromnental issues received· at the public hearing 
and.in writing during the 45 day public review perio~ for the DEffi, prepared revisions to the text of the 
DEIR in r~sponse to comments received or based on additional inforillation that became available during 
the public reView period, ap.d corrected errors :in the DEIR. This· material was ·presented in a Responses to 
Comments.document, published on November 5, 2014, distributed to the Commission and all parties 
who commented.on the DElR, and Il1ade available to others upop. request at the Department. · 

. . 
A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR"} has been prepared b~ the Depar~ment, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and ~omments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required 
by law. Additionally, the CPE Checklist is included as Appendix A to the DEIR and i~ incorporated by 
reference thereto. 

Project EIR files have been mad~ availabie for review by the Commission and the public. These files are 
available for public review at the D·epartment at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part 0£ the record 
before the Commission. · 

SAil FR.WCISCO 
Pl.ANfll~O DEPARTl\'IENT 8 

3181 



Motion No.19303 
January 8, 2015 

CASE NO 2011.1374E 
800 Indiana Street 

,On December 4, 2014, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR ~md found that the contents of 
sai!f report.and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply 
with the provisions 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 -relate<:).. to the adoption of the proposed project 
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 NeighJ?orhoods PEIR; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
Planning_ Commission relating to the FEIR., the proposed approvals and entitlements, the 
Project, and the alternatives set forth in the FEIR; 

• All information (inch1ding written evidence and testiillony) presented to th~ Planning 
Commission.by the environmental .consultant and subconsultants who prepared the 
FEIR, or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission; 

• All information (including written evidence ~d testimony} presented to the City from 
other public agencies relatirlg to the project or.the FEIR; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

All applications, letters, 1estimony, and presentations presented to the City by the Project 
Sponsor and its consultants in connection with the project; 

. . 
All information (including written evid6:J.c~ and testimony) presented at any public 
hearing or workshop related to the project and the EIR; 

The MMRP; and, 

All other doc;uments comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources· Cod~ Section 
21167.6(e). 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the FEIR. rec~ived duting the public review 
period, the. administrative record, and background documentation for the FEIR are located at the 

' Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco. The Pi.;nning Department, Jonas P. 
Ionin, is the custodian of these documenl:S and.materials. 

F. Findings about Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sectiol,ls II, Ill and N set forth the Commission's findings· about the Final EIR's 

determinations regardll;tg significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to 
address them. These .findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Commission regarding 
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the environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigatl.on measures included as part of tl:J.e FEIR and 
adopted by the Commission as part of the Project To avoid duplication and redundancy, and because the 
Commission agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions 'in the FEIR, these findings will not repeat 
the analy~is and conclusions in the FEIR but instead incorporate them by reference and rely upon them 
as su:bstantial evidence supp.orting these fipdings. 

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; (ii) the 
significance thresholds used in the FEIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including 
the expert opinion of the FEJR preparers and City staff; and {iii) the significance thresholds used in the 
FEIR .provide. reasonable and appropri~te means of assessing fue significance of the adver~ . 
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, subdivfaion (e)), 
the Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own. 

Thi;!Se 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 incorp'orate. by. reference the discussion and analysis in the FEIR 
supporting the determination regqrding .th~ ·project impact and mitigation mea~es designed- to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorpqrates in these · 
find~gs the determinations and conclusions. of the FEIR relating to ~vironmental impacts and 

· mitigation 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 niitigation measures found in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PE1:R 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 
Commission intends to adopt the mitigation· measures proposed in the FEIR as welt as tJ:te applicable 
mitigation measures proposed jn the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Accordingly, in the event a 
mitigation measure recommended in the.FEIR or Eastern Neigl).borhoods PEIR has inadvertently been 
o~itted in the8e findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and iri.corporated in. 
the findings below by reference .. In addition,· in the ev47Ilt the language describing a mitigation measure 
set forth in these findings or the Mfy!RP fails to accurately reflect.the mitigatio~ measures iri. the FEIR. or 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies and implementation: 
measures as set forth in th.e FEIR. or. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR shall control The impact numbers arid 
mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the FEIR and 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR: 

In Sections II, ill and IV bel<?w, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repe~t the identical finding to ad~ess each and every significant effect 
and mitigation m~asure, 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 FEill or the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or the 
mitigation measures recommended in the FEIR or in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the Project. 

These findings are based, upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the J?lanning 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" intentj.ed to provide ari exhaustive list of the· 
evidence relied upo:r;i ~or these tinclings. 

IL LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The CPf: Checklist (Appendix A to the DEIR) and the Final Em find that implement\ltion of the Project 
would result in less-than-significant impacts in the following environmental topic areas: Land Use and 
Lan?- Use Planping;. Population and Housing; Transportation and Circulation; Air Quality; Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions; Wind and Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Biological 
Resour~es; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality; Hazards and Hazard.ous. Materials; Mineral 
Resource and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Fo.restry 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 re<J.uirement to analyze aesthetics and parking impacts 
for certain ur):>an infill projects under CEQA. The proposed project meets the definition of a 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 effects under CEQA. 

I 
The EIR nonetheless provided visual simulations for inf.ormational purposes. S:imilarly, the FEIR 
included a discussion of parking for informational purposes. 1his information, however, did not relate· to 
the s!gnificance determinations in the FEIR, 

Ill. FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN
SIGNIFICANT L~VEL THROUGH MITIGATl.ON AND THE DISPOSITION OF 'THE MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation. measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant. impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. The findings 
in this section concern three potential impacts an.d mitigation measures proposed in the Eastern 
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 th~ Planning Commission Motion 
adopting these findings. The CPE Checklist found that three mitigation measures. identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PETR would be required for this project to eliminate or reduce to a less~t:han
signifi.cant level potential noise impacts of the Project, as set forth below. The CPE Checklist also found 
that a initigation measure proposed in the Eastern Nei!?hb~rl?-oods PEill would be required for this 
project to avoid any potential adverse effed from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried 
or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.S(a)(c). Finally, the ·CPE 
Checklist found that a mitigation measure proposed~ 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 to the 
demolition of the existing warehouse. 

. ' 
The Pi:oject Sponsor has agreed to imple~ent the following mitigation measures to address a pot~tial 

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 Easten:t Neighb~rhoods PEIR 
into the project to mitigate or to avoid significant or potentially significant environmental impacts. Except 
as otherwise noted, these mitigation measures will reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts 
described in the Final ErR, and the Commission finPs that these mi~gation measures aTe feasible to 
implement and are within the re~ponsibility and jurisdiction of tru;;·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 
inclusio~ as conditions of approval in any building permits issueQ. for the Project by the San Francisco 
Departrn~nt of 'Building Inspection. With the required mitigation measures, all potential project "impacts, 
except for those associated with historical architecture resource impacts, wo~d be avoided or-reduced to 
a less-than-significant levei (see Section N, below). The Planning ·commission finds that the mitigatjon 

· measures presented in the MMRP aTe feasible and shall be adopted as conditions of project approval. · 

.The following mitigation measures would be required to reduce noise impacts identified in the Eastern 
NeighborhoodsPEIR toa less-than-significant level: · 

Project Mitigation M-N0-1: Consl:ruction 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, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation 

. Measure F2 ConstructionNoise is required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Projecl: Mitigation M-N0-2: Consl:ruction .Noise (Implementing Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
Mitigai;ion Measure F-2) 

., The proposed project would b17 in proximity to noise-sensitive receptors and would include 
pile-dtiying and other particul~rly noisy construction procedures; therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR.Mitlgation Measure F2 Construction Noise is reqrnred to red~ce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-3: Open Space in Noise Environments (Implementing Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-6) 

The proposed project would be located along stre17ts with noise ievels above·65 dBA (Ldn), which would 
be addressed by .implementation of Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-6 Open Space in 
Noisy Environments. · . 
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The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce potential archeologicalimpacts identified 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to a less•than-significant level: 

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

Because the project would 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 discovei:y of archaeologicai resources: · 

The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce the potential hazardous building 
materials impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to a less-than-significant level:: 

Project Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 - Hazardous Building Materials (Implementing Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1) · 

The propos.ed project would IDclude demolition of the existin~ warehouse; therefore, Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1 Hazardous Building Materials, addressing the removal of 
haz~rdous building 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 Commission 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 resources 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 ID the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR, the proposed project' would not result in any significant IDdividual cumulative 
impacts specific to the proposed project that were not identified previously. With regard to significant 
and. unavoidable impacts related to traffic. and transit, project-generated a'LJ.fomobile and transit trips 
would :i:ot contribute considerably to significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts and would 
not constitute a substantial portion of the overall additional traffic and transit volume5 an~cipated to be 

generated by Eastern Neighborho?ds Area Plan projects. · 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt .mitigation ?'easures that would lessen a project's itj.entified significant 
impacts if such measures are feasible. The findings in this section concern mitigation measures discussed 
ID the FEIR and presented in. the MMRP, IDcluded as Attachment B to the Planning Commission Motion 
adopting these findings. The FEIR. includes mitigation measures that have been identified that would 
reduce the sigtµficant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the Project listed in this section. All of 
the mitigation measures set forth in the FEIR that are needed to reduce these significant and unavoidable 
environmental impa~ts are contained ju 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 this proceeding. the Planning Commission finds that these 
mitigation measures are feasible· to implement and are within the responsibility and jutisdi~tion of the 
City and County of San Franci~co 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 Sec~on 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 
tinavoidable impacts associated with historical architecture resource impacts would be reduced but not 
eliminated.. The Planning Commission finds that the mitigation n;i.easures prei>ented in the MMRP are 
feasible and s~ll be adopted as .conditionS of project approval. 

The FEIR identifies mitigation measures to address the .iµtpacts on historic resources{ identilied :h:t the 
FEIRas: 

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-la 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 onsit~. Implementatio.r:i 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 un"avoidable even wit~ the 
incorporation of mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-lb Salvage Program 

~e. Project Sponsor shall undertake _a salvage program to save and promote reuse· of the on-site 
wa'°ehouse building's historically significant materialS and features to the extent reasonably feasible .. / 
Implementation ~£ this nrltigation measure would not reduce the impact to the ·historical resource to a 
less than significant level. Therefore, the impacts related to the demolition would remaht significant and 
unavoidable even with the incorporation of mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-lc Interpretive Program 

The Project Sponsor shall install a permanent on-site interpretive display in a publicly-accessible outdoor 
location, such as in one of the plazas along Indiana Street or within the open space area of the variants. 
Implementation of ~is mitigation measure would not reduce the hnpact to the historical resource to a 
less than significant level. Therefore, the impact::( related to "the demolition would remain significant and 
unavoidable even with fue incorporation ~£mitigation. . 

. . 
'Ihe Commission considers these mitigation measures feasible, but their implementation 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 aJternatives analyzed ID the P):'.oject FEIR and the.reasons for rejectipg the 
alternatives as infeasi~le. CEQA mandates that an EIR _evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
Project or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts 0£ 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 Deparbnent.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 ari.d analyzed in the~ findings, in addition to being analyze~ in Chapter 6 0£ the 
FEIR. The Planning Commission certifi~s 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 satisfac~ion of Project objectives and .mitigation of 
environmental_ impacts to the extent feasible, as described and analyzed in the FEIR, and adopts i 
statement 0£ overriding considerations. 

B. Reasons for Approving the Project 

• To IDcreas~ 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 :invesbnent for the Project Sponsor and investors and 
attract in.;estment. capital and construction financing. . · . 

• To coris~ri.tct stree~cape improv.ements that encourage and enliven pedestrian activity. 

. . . 
• To improve the architectural and urban design character of tJ:e project site by replacing run-

down structures with a high-quality residential project incorporating a superior 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 truit alternatives filtalyzed 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 ID the EIR." (CEQA Guidelines § 

· 15.091(a)(3).) The Commission has ·reviewed 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 ec~nornic, legal, social, technological and· other considerations that make these 
Alternatives infeasible, for the reasons set forth below. 

In ni.aldng these determinations, the Planning Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility'' to . . 
meah "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, ~ing 
into account economic, environmental, sodal, legal, and tedmological 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 goais and objectives of a project, and {ii) the question of 
:whether an alternative is·"desirable" from a policy standEoi.Ilt to the extent that desirability is based on a 

. reaso~able balancing of the-rel~vant economic, environmental, social, legal, artd technological factors. 

1. No Pr9ject Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would remain· in its existing condition. The exi~ting 
buildings would likely continue to remain in their current condition for the foreseeable future. Baseline 
conditions described in detail for each environmental topic in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, would remain and none 0£ the .impacts associated with the Project would 

' . . 
occur. 

The existing use of the site (warehouse) would likely continue. Overall, 'this alternative would result in 
the development of no residential ur.its and the retention of approximately 7 4,847 squ~re feet 0£ vacant or 
underutilized space. 

The No Project Alternative would be ic"iconsistent 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 exp.and the City's 
property tax base. Thi$ alternative would also fail to serve any of the Project Objectives, as described in 
the EIR, including the construction of a preeminent building with a superior level of design in an area of 
San Francisco that is accessible to local and regional transit, as well as cultural.amenities anc!- attiactions 
or the prov.isio~ of housing fu an urban infill location to help alleviate the effects of suburban sprawl. 

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

2. Full Preservation Alternative 

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

The Full Preservation Alternative "(Alternative B) "."'ould result in. a 58-foot building, including three 
floors of residential -q.ses ov~r a one-level subtemmean garage, as compared to the proposed project that 
would include five floors of residential uses over a .one-level subterr~ean garage. The Full Preservation 
Alternative would include a total of 187 dwelling units, ~31 vehicle parking spaces, and 122 bicycle 
parking. spaces, compareg to the propose~ 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 alternative, the existing warehouse would not be demolished and the Secretary 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) wpuld be implemented. This 
alternative would retain the existing parallel warehouse structure and two-:story office portions· of !his_ 
building, which are both character-defining features. A self-supporting, fully .insulatedr three-story 
structure would be constructed within the shelt of the existing warehouse sections of the building; and a 
three-sfory wood-frame addition would be constructed on the south end of the existing warehouse. The 
historic context of the ~xisting structure would be retained by preserving as much of the exterior fai;ade 
as possible, especially as viewed from Indiana Street. Similar to the proposed project, Variants 1, 2 and/or 
3 could be included with this alternative. 

The Planning Commission rejects the'Preservation Alternatives as infeas~ble because it would fail to 
meet the Project Objectives for reasons including, but not limited to, the following: 

1) The Preservation Alternative would limit 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 wi~h other mixed~use residential developments in the vi~ty, and the prop<~sed 
project will maximize the creation of new residential units, enliven the surrounding streets, 
contribute to a safe, active neighborhood, while meeting the demands of the expanding San 
Francisco .economy and growth in the project area. 

2) The Full Preservation Alternative would not activate· the neighborhood edge condition or 

improve the urban and pedestrian 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 accessibie plazas. 

3) The Preservation Alternative would create a project that would not fully. utilize this site for 
housing production, thereby not fully S!ltisfying General Plan policies such as Housing Element 
Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others. While the Preservation A~ternative would preserve the 
existing historical resource, the alternative would not create a project that is consistent with and 
enhances the existing s.cale and urban design character of the area or furthers the City's housing 
policies to create more housing, particularly affordable housing opportunities. 

4) The Full Preservation Alternative is also economically infeasible. Large developm~t projects are 
capital-intensive and depend on obtaining financing from equity investors to cover a significant 
portion of the project's costs, obtain a construction loan for the bulk of construction costs, and 
provide significant costs out-of-pocket. Equity investors require a certain profit margin to finance 
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developm~t projects ai;l.d must achieve established targets for their internal rate of return and 
return multiple on the investment Because the Pre$ervation Alternative would result in a project 
that is significantly smaller than ~e Project, and contains 151 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 ':'ith development The reduced unit count would not generate a suffipent economic 
_return to 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, servites and shopping as well adjacent to employment opportunities 
which would then push demaJ?d for residential development to other sites in the City or the Bay 
Area. Th.is would result in the Preservation Alternative, not meeting, to the same degree, .the 
City's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions· o_r CEQA and the Bay Aiea Air Quality 
Management District's ("BAAQMD") requirements for a GHG reductions, by not maximizing 
housing development in an area with abundant local and region-serving transit options. 

For the foregoing reasons, the' Planning Commissi~n rejects the Full Preservation Alternative as 
infeasible. 

3. Partial 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, -including five floors of residential 
uses over a pod~um-level garage on the remainder of the site, compared to .fiv~ floors of residential uses 
over a one-level subterranean garage under the proposed project.. 

The Partial Preservation Alt~rnative would include a total of 280 dwelling units, 196 vehicle parking 
spaces, and 145 bicycle par~g spaces, compared to the proposed project's 338 dwe~g units, 230 
vehicle parking spaces, and 177 bicycle parking spaces. The Partial Preservation ~lternative also would· 
include 13,000 square feet of residential amenity space and 30,850 square feet of open space, compared to 
15,660 square feet of amenity space and 34,900 square feet of op.en space under the proposed project. 

Under this alternative, the first 200 feet of the southern portion.of the eastern section of the warehouse 
wot4d be retained, including the existing gable fa~ade 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 fivi:
story wood-frame building would be cons!:rllcted over ~ 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 ~allroom would be located 
within this .portion of the building. New fa~des at the northern gable end of the western building's line, 
facing the new courtyard would be necessary. The eastern warehouse sec~ion would be retained and a 
new three-story :vood-frame residential structure wo~d be constructed within the existing shell of this 
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soo Indiana Street 

section of the building. Similar to the proposed project,. Variants l, 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 W'ould provide 338 units to the GtY: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 fue surrounding streets, 
contribute to a safe, active neighborhood, while meeting the demands of the expanding San 
Francisco economy and growth in the p~oject area. 

2) The Partial Preservation Alternativ!'! would not actiyate the neighborhood edge condition or 

improve the urban 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 surrolindings and 

bro.ader 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 pfazas. 

3) The Partial Pr~servation Alternative is also economically infeasible. Large development projects 
.are capital-intensive and depend on obtaining financing from equity L11.vestors to· cover a 
significant. portion of the project's costs, and obtain a construction loan for the. bulk of 
constn1ction costs. Equtty investors require <). 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 re.ti.table or saleabie floor area than the Project, and contains 58 fewer residential 
units, the total .potential for generating revenue is lower whlle 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 unif count would not generate a sufficient 
economic return to obtain financing and allow development of the pr.oposed project fil!.d 
therefore would not be built. 

. 4) The Partial 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 Gty 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 BAAQMD requirements 
for a GHG reductions, by not maximizing housing development in an area with abundant local 
and region-servi.Ilg transit optio~: 

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects fue Partial Preservation Alternative as 
infeasible. 
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800 Indiana Street 

The Planning Commission finds fuat, notwithstanding the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures 
and alternatives, significant impacts related to Historic Resources will remain significant and 
unavoidable. Pursuant to CEQA secqo~ 21081 and CEQA Guideline Section 15093, fue Planning 
Commission hereby finds, after consideration of fue 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 outweighs these significant ~d unavoidable impacts and is an 
overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. A11y one of the reasons for approval dted 
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 bi its determination that each 
individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting. the various benefits can be f~und in. 
the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section,. and in the docun;ients 
found in the record, as defined in Section I. 

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 fiilds that, as part of the process of 
obtaining Project approval, significant effects·on the environmentJrom implementation of the Project 
have been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigati~n measures proposed in the 
BIR and MMRP are adopted a.s part of the Approval Action~ described in Section I, above. 

Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment 
found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the.following specific overrid:ing economic; technical, 
legal, social and other considerations. 

The Project will have the following benefits: 

1. The Project would add up to 338 dwelling units to th~ City's housing stock. 

2. The proje~t site is currently underused and the construction of up to 33~ new housing units at 
this underutilized site will directly help. t? alleviate the City's housing shortage and lead to more 
afford~ble housing. A primary objective of the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan is to increase 
housing locally through the build out of the plan area. The Pr~ject develops the project site in a 
manner envisioned by the Plan in its density and design. 

3. '!fie Project promotes a number of General Plan Objectives and Policies, :including Housing 
Element Policy 1.1, which provides that "Fu!ure housing policy and planning efforts must take 
into account the diverse needs for housing; and policies 11.1, 11.3and11.6, which "Support and 
respect the diverse and distinct character .of San Francisco's Neighborhoods." San Francisco's 
housing policies and pr9grams :;hould provide strategies that promote housing at each income 
level, and furthermore identify sub-groups, such as middle income and extremelj low :income 
households that require specific housing policy. ht addition to planning for affordability, the City 
should plan for ho~ing that serves a variety of household ·types ~nd sizes." The Project will 
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provide a mix of housing types at this location, including 110 studios, 87 one bedroom, i20 two 
bedro0m and 9 three bedroom units, increasing the .diversity of ho,using types in this area of fue 
City. 

4. The Project meets the Citjr's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the BAAQMD 
requirements for a CHG reductions by maximizing development on an infill site that is well
served by transit, services and shopping and is suited for dense residential development, where 
residentS can commute and satisfy convenience needs without frequent use of a private 
automobile and is adjacent to employment opportunities, in an area with abundant local and 
region-serving 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 to ensure that the review prbcess.results in. good 
design that complements existing charai;:ter." 

6. The Project w~uld construct a development that is in keeping with the scale, massing and density 
of other structures in the immediate vicinity. . 

7. The Conditions of Approval for the Project include all the mitigation and improvement 'measures 
that would mitigate the Project's potentially significant impact to insignificant levels, except for · 
its impact on Historic Resources. 

8. The Project will create temporary 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 commercial center, and provide additio:'al payroll tax revenue to the City. 

9. The Project will substantially increase the assessed ·value of the Project Site, resulting in 
corresponding increases in tax revenue to the City. 

Having considered the above, the Planning Commissio~ .finds that the benefits of the Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the Fillal BIR, and that· fuose adverse 

• I 
envuonmental effects are therefore acceptable. 
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CASE NO. 2011.1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

800 INDIANASTREET- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROG~M (Including lmprQvement Measures) 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
Responsibility for · 
Implementation 

MITIGATION MEASURES AGREED TO BY P~OJECT SPONSOR 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure'M-c.P~l- Archeologkal Resources 
Accidental Discovery (Implements Eastem 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.S(a)(c). The project 
sponsor shall distribute the Planrtlng Department archeological 
resource /1 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 a~vities are undertaken,. each contractor shall be . 
responsible for ensuring that the "ALE~T" sheet is circulated to 
all field pe~sonnel, 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 utilities firm) to the ERO, confirming that 
all field personnel have .re~eived 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 
·detennined what additional measures need to be undertaken. 

Project sponsor,. 
cont:ractor(s) 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to. 
cop.stnlction 

During 
construction 

SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNrNG Dl!:P~l!H"f MMRP·1 

Mitigation Action 

Mitigation 
Reporting. 

Responsibility 

Distribute the Planning Project sponsor, 
Deparime.i.i.t "ALERT" contractor(s) to 
sheet to prime and · provide ERO with a 
subcontractors, or utilities signed affidavit from 
firms involved in soil responsible parties 
disturbing activities. 

Suspend soil disturbing 
· activity in the immediate · 
vicinity of the discovery 
and notify the ERO . 

Project sporisor, 
contractor(s) 

Moriitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
receipt of signed 
affidavit 

Coruidered 
complete upon 
rece.ipt of final 
monitoring report 
at completion of 
construction 
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If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be 
present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the 
services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of 
qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Plarming 
Department archaeologist. The archeological consaj.tant shall 
advise the ERO as to whet):Ler the discovery is an archeological 
resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential 
scien.tilic/histoiical/cultutal significance. If an archeological 
resource is present,. the archeological consultant shall identify 
and evaluate the archeolog:ical resource. The archeolog:ical 
consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if 
·any, is warranted. Based on this infonnation, 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 
archeolog:ical resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or 
an archeological testiitg program: If an archeological monitoring 
program or archeolog:ical 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 implen1:ent ·a site security program 
if the archeolog:ical resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or 
other damaging actions. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final 
A:rcheological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that 
evaluates the historical significance of any discovereq 
archeological resource and describes the archeological and 
historicalresearchmethods employed in the archeolog:ical 
moni~oring/data recovery progrcµn:(s) 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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800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor/ 
Archaeological 
conSultant, at the 
direction 0£ the ERO 

Project Sponsor/ 
A:rcheological 
consultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
constn1ction 

After completion 
of archeological 
data recovery, 
inventory, 
analysis and 
.interpretation 

MMRP·Z 

Mitigation Action 

Project sponsor to r~tain 
archeolog:ical consultant to 
evaluate the archeological 
~esource, implement 
additional measures if 
warranted by the ERO 

Submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources 
Report (FARR) 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project Sponsor, 
Archaeological 
consultant and ERO 

Archaeological 
consultant and ERO 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
receipt of final 
monitoi:ing report 
at completion of 
construction 

Considered 
complete on 
submittal of FARR 
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Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and 
appi:oval, Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall 
be dlstributed as follows: the California Arcliaeologi.cal Site 
Survey Northwest Information center (NWIC) shall .receive one 
(l) copy ~d.the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of 
the FARR to the NWIC. The EnvironmentaJ, Planning division of 
the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one 
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 DPR523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register or 
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In 
instances of high public interest or inte:rpretive value, the ERO 
may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above . 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor/ 
Archeo~ogical 
co:risultant at the 
direction of the ERO 

Mitigation Measure M~CP-la Complete HABS Documentation. Project 
. hnplementation of this mitigation measure would not reduce the Sponsor/qualified 

impact to the historical resource to a less than significant lev~l. historic preservation • 
Therefore, the impacts related to the demolition would remain professional, at the 
significant and unavoidable even with the inco:rporation of · direction of the 
mitigation. To parlially offset the kiss of the historical resource Plarutlng Department 
onsite, the project sponsor shall at a niinimum, prepare a Historic Preservation Technical 
American Buildiii.g Survey (HABS) before demolition of the · Specialist 
structure onsite. Th~ documentation shall be prepared by.a 
qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth 
by the Secretaty of the Interior's Professional Qualification 
Standards (36 CFR, Part 61). The documentation shall consist of 
the following: 

• HABS-Level Photography: Archival photographs of the 
\ 
\ 

interior and the exterior of the subject property. Large 
format negatives are not required. The scope of the archival 
photographs should be reviewed by Planning Department 
Preservation staff for concurrence. The photography sfytll be 

CASE NO. 201'1.1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORT:lNG PROGRAM 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

After approval 
of FARR by ERO 

Prior to 
construction 

Mitigation Action 

Distribute FARR 

Prepare a HABS 
documentation consisting 
of HABS·level 
photography and HABS 
historical report 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Archaeological 
consultant and ERO 

Project Spo;nsor/ 
qualified historic 
preservation 
professional, and 
Plarutlng Department 
Preservation 
Technical Specialist 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
distn'bution of 
FARR 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of the 
HABS. 
documentation and 
dissemination to 
Plann:ing 
"Pepartment, San 
Francisco Library 
History Room, · 
Northwest 
Wormation 
Center-California 
Historical Resource 
Information 
System and San 
Francisco 
Architectural 
Heritage · 
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Adopted Mitigation Measu:res 

undertaken by a qualified professional with demonstrated 
experience in HABS Photography, and shll;ll be labeled 
according to HABS Photography Standards; and 

• HABS Historical Report: Preparation of a written historiail 
narrative and report, per HABS :Historical Report 
Guidelines. 

The professional shall prepare the documentation and siibmit it 
for review and approval by the Planning Department's 
Preservation Technical Specialist. The final dociunentation shall 
be disseminated to the Planning Departme\).t, San Francisco 

. Library History Room, Northwest Informatioz:i. Center-California 
' Historical Resource Information Systen:i and San Francisco 
Architectural Heritage. 

Mitigation Measure M·CP-lb Salvage Program. The project 
sponsor shall undertake a salvage program to save and promote 
reuse of the on-site warehouse buildlng's historically significant 
materials and features' to the extent reasonably feasible, namely 
any unpainted steel-sash industrial windows throughout, and 
the sheet metal entablature on the office building. Salvage .allows 
£or the remoyal of individual .architectural elements for potential 
reuse. Salvaged elements can be r_eused at the proposed project 
site, or can be givei;i. to an architectural salvage c9mpany. Salvage 
will have the added benefit of landfill and waste diversion. The 
salvage program shall be reviewed and approved by a Pl.anrUng 
Department Preservation Teclmical Specialist. 

Mitigation Measure M.:CP-lc Interpretive Program. The project 
sponsor shall install a permanent on-site interpretive display in a 
p,ublicly-ac~essible outdoor location, such as in one of the plazas 
along Indiana Street or within the open space area of the 
variants. The display shall focus on the history of the 800 Indiana 
Street site, including the Ralston Iron Works and the A.M. Castle 
& Co. that were previously located on the site. The primary goal 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project 
Sponsor/contracto1·(s) at 
the direction of the 
Planning Department . 
Preservation Technical. 
·specialist 

Project 
Sponsorlqualif:ied 
historic preservation 
professional, at the 
direction of the 
Planning Department 
Preservation Technical 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

Prior to 
occupancy 

MMRP-4 

Mitigation Action 

Prepare and implement a 
salvage program 

Prepare and install 
interpretive program on-
site · 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project 
Sponsor/contractor(s) 
and Planning 
Department 
Preservation 
Technical Specialist· 

Monitorlng 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete upon 
approval of the 
salvage program 
and receipt of final 
monitoring report 
at completion of 
construction · 

Project Sponso.r/ Considered 
qiialified historic complete upon 
preservation approval of the 
professional, and interpretive 
Plar\ning Department. program and 
Preservation receipt of final 
Technical Specialist monit.oring report 
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Adopted Mitigation Measures 

shall be to educate visitors about the property's historic themes, 
associations, and lost character-defining features within.broader 
historical, social, and physical landscape contexts. The project 
sponsor shall work with a historic preservation professional so 
that the historical infonnati.on 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 Plamring Department 
Preservation Technical Specialist. 

NOISE 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1- Construction Noise 
(Implements Eastem Neighborhoods. FEIR Mitigation Measure 
F-1: Construction Noise). For subsequent development projects 
within proximity to noise-sensitive uses that would include pile
driving, irfdividual project sponsors shall ensure that piles be 
pre-drilled wherever feasible to.reduce construction-related 
noise and. vibration. No impact pile drivers shall be used unless 
absolutely necessary. Contractors would be required to use pile- . 
driving equipment with state-of-the-art noise shi~lding and 
muffling devices. To reduce noise and vibration·impacts,..sonic or 
vibratory sheetpile drivers, rather than impact drivers, shall be 
used wherever sheetpiles are needed. Individual project 
sponsors shall also require that contractors schedule pile-driving 
activity for times of the day that would minimize disturbance to 
neighbors. 

Mitigati~n Measure M-N0-2- Construction Noise 
(imple:tnents Eastern Neighborhoods FElR Mitigation Measure 
F-2: Construction Noise). Where environmental review of a: 
development project undertaken subsequent to the adoption of 
the proposed zoning controls determines that construction noise 
controls are necessary due to the nature of planned construction 
practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning 
Director shall require that the sponsors of the subsequent:' 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAJ\lNINO D£1"AllTMENT 

CASE NO. 2011.1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORlNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Specialist 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
· cpnstruction 

During. 
construction 

MMRP-5 

Mitigation Action 

Pre-drill piles wherever 
feasible, 'use noise
shielding and muffling. 
devices on pile-drlving · 
equipment, schedule pile
driving activity for times 
of day that would 
minimize disturbance. 

Identify a set of site
specific noise attenuation 
measures/control strategies 
under the supervision 0£ a 
qualified acoustical 
consultal").t 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s), DBI to 
provide Planning 
Department with 
monthly reports 
during construction 
period 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s), DBI to 
provide Planning 
Department with . 
monthly reports· 
during construction 
period · 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

at co~pletioxi.. of 
construction 

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

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

· construction 
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development project develop a set of site-specific noise. 
attenuation measures under the supervision 0£ a qualified 
acoustica], 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 attenuation measures shall 
include as many .of the- following control strategies ~feasible: 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a 
construction .site, particularly where a site .adjoins noise- · 
sensitive uses. 

• Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the 
building is erected to reduce noise emission from the site. 

• Evaiuate the feasibility of noise control at the ;receivers by 
temporarily improving the noise reduction capability of 
adjacent bw1dings housing sensitive uses. 

• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by 
taking noise measurements. 

• 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 numbers listed. 

SA~ FRANCISCO 
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Responsibility for 
lmplementati.on 

MMRP-S 

CASE NO. 2011.1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation 
Schedule Mitigation Action 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 

Schedule 
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Mitigation Measuxe M·N0·3- Open Space in Noise 
Environments (implements Eastern Neighbo:rhoods FEIR 
Mitigation Measure F-6). To minimize effects on development in 
noisy areas, for new development including noise sensitive uses, 
the Planning Department shall, through. its building pepnit 
review process, in conjunction with noise analysis required 
pursuant to Mitigation Measure F-4, require that open space 
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 Uses the building itself to shield on~ 
site open space from the greatest noise so~ces, construction of 

· noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and 
app:i:opriate use of b?th common and private open space in 
multi.-family dwellings, and implementation would a1so be 
undertaken consistent with other principles of urJ:?an design . 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Mitigation Measure M·HZ·l-Hazardous 'Bui).rung Materi.a.Is 
(implements Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure 
L-1). The City shall condition future development approvals to 
require that the subseqµent project sponsors ensure t:J.i.at any 
equipment contain#'tg PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light 
ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of according to 
applicable federal,.state, and local laws prior to the start of 
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could 
contain mercury; are sin;ilarly removed and pr~perly disposed 
of. Any other hazardous materials ide~tified,, either before or 
during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, 
state, and local laws. 

SAN FIWlCISCO 
P~NINO. PE;P~ENT 

CASE NO. 2011.-1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Mitigation 
Schedule Mitigation Action 

Prior to issuance Project Sponsor to 
of grading or . demonstrate that 
building permits residential open space is 

Prior to 
demolition of 
structures 

prQtected to maximum 
feasible extent from 
existing ambient noise 
levels 

Ensure equipment 
containing PCBs or DEHP 
and other hazardous 
materials is propedy 
disposed 

. MMRP·7 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

San Francisco 
Pl~g Department 
and Department of 
Building In,spection 
(DBI) 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s), DPH, 
various federal and 
state agencies 

Momtoring · 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete after D'BI 
approval of .final 
construction 

·documents 

Considered 
complete when 
equipment 
containing PCBs or 
DEHP or other 
·hazardous 
materials is 
properly disposed 
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Adopted Miligation Measures 
Responsibility £or 
Implementation 

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AGR:!SED TO BY PROJECT SPONSOR 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

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 
and to encourage the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle, and . 
walk modes for trips to and from the proposed project. In 
addition, prior to issuance of a temporary permit of building 
occupancy, the project sponsor must execute an agreement with 
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 TDM p:rogram include the following: 

TOM Program 

The project sponsor should implement the following TDM 
measures at a ·minimum: 

• TDM Coo;i:dinator: Provide TDM training to property 
managers/coordinators. The TDM coordinator should be the 
single point of contact for all transportation-related 
questions from residents and City staff. 

• Transportation Information: 

Move-in packet: Provide a transportation insert for the . 
move-in packet that includes information on transit service 
(Muni and BART lines, schedules and fa:res ), information on 
where transit passes may be purcihased, and Wonnation on 
the 511 Regional Ridesha:re Program. 

Cur.rent transportation information; Provide ongoing local 
and regional transportation infonnation (e.g., transit maps 
and schedules, maps of bicycle routes, internet links) for 

Project sponsor, TDM 
Coordinator, and/or 
Planning Depal'tment 
staff (with possible · 
assistance from City
hired consultant), as 
detailed for each TDM 
program componerit 

CASE NO. 2011.1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to and 
during 
occupancy 

Mitigation Action 

Implement TDM measu:res 
and enter into agreement 
for the provision 0£ TDM 
services; carry out TDM 
program components as 
specified in Improvement 
Measure language 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsor .and 
Planning Department 

Monitoring 
Schedule. 

Ongoing, specific 
foreachTDM 
program 
component (refer 
to Improvement 
Measure language) 
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• 

• 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
new and existing tenants. Other strategies may be proposed 
by the Project 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 strategies may be proposed by the Project 
Sponsor and shoUld be approved by City 'staff. 

Bicycle Access: 
Signage: Ensure that the points of access to bicycle parking 
through elevators on the ground floor and the garage ramp 
include signage indicating the location of these facilities. 

Tenant Cooperation: Encourage retail tenants to allow 
bicycles in the wor~place. · 

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

Car Share Access: 
Ensure that points 0£ 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 
Management (TDM) Monitoring Program. The Planning 
Department shall provide the TOM Coordinator with a clearly 
formatted "Resident Transportation Survey'' ( online or in paper 
format) to facilitate the collection and presentation of travel data 
from residents at the following t:il:p.ell: (a) One year after 85 
percent occupancy of all dwelling urtits in the new building; and 
(b) every two years thereafter, based on a standardized schedule 
preP.ared and circulated by the Planning Department staff to the 
TDM Coordinator. 

The TDM <;:oordinator shall collect responses .from no less than 
SAN fAAN.CJSC(} 
Pl..ANNINC l:lEl"Aa"TMl!NT 

CASE NO. 2011.1374X 
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor, 1DM 
Coordinator,, and 
Plaruiliig Departmen~ 
(with possible 
assistance from City· 
hired consultant) 

Mij:igation 
Schedule 

One year after 85 
percent 
occupancy of all 
dwelling units in 
the new 
building; and 
every two years 
thereafter, based 
ona 
standardized 
schedule 

Ml'J1RP·9 

Mitigation Action 

Coordinate, distribute and 
collect the Residential 
Transportation Survey and 
the Building 
Transportation Survey. 
Allow trip counts and 
intercept surveys to b~ 
conducted on the premises 
by City staff or a City
hl:red consultant. 

Mitigation 
Reporfing 

Responsibility . 

Project sponsor; 'IDM 
Coordinator and 
Planning Department 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Ongoing; 
considered 
complete upon 
conclusion of all 
required surveys 
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December 18, 2014 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

33 percent of residents withln the newly occupied dwelling units 
within ninety (90) days of receiving the Resident Transportation 
Survey from the Planning Department. The Planning 
Departrn.ent shall assist the TDM Coordinator in communicating 
the purpose of the survey, and shall ensuxe that the identities of 
individual resident responders ·are protected. The Department 
shall p1ovide 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 ofbuildi:pg, loading frequency, etc.). The 

00 Building Transportation Survey shall be completed by the TDM 
I'-) Coordinator and submitted to City staff within thirty (30) days of 
0 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, etc. sh~ 
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 
Share 

a Project sponsor shall provide Car Share membership and 
on-site car-share spaces beyond Planning Code 
requirements. 

• 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 rR/\NCISCO 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project Sponsor, TDM 
Coordinator, and 
Planning Department 

· (with possible 
assistance from City
hired consultant) 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

prepared and 
circulated by the 
Planning . 
Department staff 
totheTDM 
CoordinatOr 

Prior to and 
during 
occupancy 

MMRP·10 

Mitigation Action 

Implement TDM measures 
and.enter into agreement 
for the provision of TDM 
services; carry out TDM 
program components as · 
specified in Improvement 
!:11easurelanguage 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring · 

Schedule 

Project sponsor, TDM Ongoing, specific 
Coordinator and for each TDM 
Planning Department program 

component (refer 
to Improvement 
.Measure language) 
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Adopted Mitigation Measures 

membership.as well.as usage charges. 

• Car Share Fleet: Increase the number of on-site car-share 
spaces beyond Planning Code requirements). These car 

·share spaces will be hosted for a minimum 0£ 8 years 
starting at 85 percent project occupancy. 

Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Queue Abatement Condition of 
Approval The owner/operator of the off-street parking facility 
shall ensure thafrecurring vehicle queues do not occur on the 
public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more 
vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any portion of 
any public street, alley or ~idewalk for a consecutive period of 
three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

Ii a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the.parking 
facility shall employ abatement methods as needed to abate the 
queue. Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited 
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 techniques; use of off-site parking facilities o:r shared 
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and 
signage directing drivers to available spaces; or travel demand 
management strategies such as' additional bicycle parking. 

if-the Plamring 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 determines that a 
recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator shall have 
90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the 
queue .. , 

$/>.N fl\ANCISCO. 
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MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility £or 
Implemell.tation 

Owner/operator of o£f
street parking facility 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Upon. operation 
of off-street 
parking fa~ty 

MMRP"11 

Mitigation Action 

Ensure a vehicle queue 
does not block any portion 
of public street, alley, or 
sidewalk for a consecutive 
period of three i:ninutes or 
longer on a daily or weekly 
basis 

Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

Owner/operator; Ongoing during 
Planning Department operation 
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Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Improvement Measure l·TR-5: Construction Management. To 
minimize .the construc~on-related disruption of the general 
traffic .flow on adjacent streets during the AM and PM peak 
periods, truck movements and deliveries should be llini.ted 
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 
Tr~ortation Advisory Staff Committee [TASC]). 

AIR QUALITY 

Improvement Measure l·AQ-1-E:nhanced Ventilation System 
. (Ea.stem Neighborhoods FEm. Mitigation Measure G-2: Ah; 
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 futuxe residents to 
DPM and other pollutant emissions, as well as odors. 

·Air Filtration and Ventilatiorc 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 ~ced ventilation plan shall be prepared and 
signed by, or under the supervision 0£. a licensed mechanical 
engineer or other individual authorized by the Califomia 
Business And Professions Code Sections 6700-6799. The 
erihanced 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 Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filtration, as 
defined by American Society of Heating, Refr.igerating and Air 
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) standard 52.2. The enhanced 
venti.lation plan shall explain in detail how the project will meets 
the MERV-13 performance ~dard identified in this measure. 

Maintenance Plan. Prior to receipt 0£ any building permit, the 
project sponsor shall present a plan that ensures ongoing 
SAN FRNICISCO 
.PJ,;ANl)llND CIEPAaTMENT 

CASE NO. 2011.1374X -
800 Indiana Street 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

Project sponsor, 
contractor(s) 

Project 
sponsor/engineer 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
construction 

Prior to issuance 
of grading or 
building peon.its 

MMRP-'12 

Mitigation Action 

Mitigation 
~eporting 

Responsibility 

Limit truck movements Project sponsor, 
and deliveii~s during peak contractor(s) 
hours 

Submit enhanced 
ventilation and 
maintenance plans fur the 
building(s) 

Project 
sponsor/engineer and 
DBI 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

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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Adopted Mitigation Measures 
maintenance for the venl:ilation an~ filtration systems. 

Responsibility for 
Im.plementation 

Discwsure to buyers and renters. The project sponsor shall also P~oject 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 filtration and ventilation 
system designed to remove 80 percent of outdoor particulate 
matter and shall inform occupants 0£ the proper use 0£ the 
installed air filtration system. 

CASE NO. 2011.1374X 
800 In(:liana Street 

MONITORING "AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to 
occupancy 

Mitigation Acti~n 

Ensure disclosure to 
buyers and renters 

· Mitigation 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

Project sponsor 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Ongoing 
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• .RECORDiNG REQUESJ~D BY: · . 

. . 

. City: . Sari. 'E'.i.i:iD;C::i~~o· 

. state:. Califurnia :zip:. ·gA1tr4 -·· 

.•. NOTICEOF SPECIAL RESTRlCTIQNS UNb'ER THE PLANNING CODE 

I, 0fVe)?i*/fl!1Wi1.Jt.O o~ ,if.S;'.t:"r'4i.2>ifli.the owner(s) of that.certain real 
property"situated in th? City ~nd"Co_unty of San Francisco,, ·state.of California more particularly 
.described aS:. f9110.Ws: (o(see ~tta91iecj soeet mark~p "'.E~h(!)it A" on :whkh property i.s. m_qr~.Wlly 
described)'.·' · · · · · · · · · ··. · · 

• S'e¢, ;Exh:fbit A 

. .. . . 

·B'EING: ASSE$SOR~S:BLOCK:'. 41ci5 · ·.,LOT: _• ·_oo~s _ __,.,_)_ 

. ¢.oi\ilMONLY.KNQW.N As: .•.:-·-· ...,...---· _'8_0_0 ~'"~d_ia_na_·· S_t~re_· e~t:-~--i· 
~ . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 
. · . . : . :::· . . . .... 

. hereby give noflcelh~tthere ar~ sped~l restri\iti9ns o~ the UsEfof s~id properly wn(:ler. · .-· 
· P~rf Iii Ghapte(ll of the s·~n Fran Cisco Munidpal Code (Plarininff Ccid"e). . . . . 

:· . . . . . . . . . . . 

. Said restrictions cbhsiSt cir c·O-nditlori.$ atlache\i to th~: large Prdie6(AuthorizQ:tlon. · . 
: Appiicatlon. No: :70.11 . .1:37 4~ ~ppr6yed PY tti¢:Pl~rir:i.ing .:Corpmis.si9n oJ th.~Cify an.tj CouhtY' ()f . 
: ·san Francisco on January' s~.20.1 s; 'as,.·.set forth In ·Ptanh'i'ng Cbmhi\ssTon 'fViotidn No .. 1 ~~ps·. · 

Ttie restrlctions;a.ncl corjdjfion~·of-Which.nqtfce;I~ h~reby 9,iY~n:ar~; . 
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. AUTHORlzATf():f{ ' . . . .. . . . . ... 

···fhis?4thorlzcitionfsfor~?tarne.PnJjectA4t6oriz~ticm.t~~1iow.fu.rttie:riew.·cari.strU.dii:!n'.6f.~flve~.·· 
·· , story residentiaf:bulidih.9 wlfil .. 326. Ciwetllng U'nlt~.: ahd tr rn.odlfic~tion:to the'r~qulretfrentstoi- te.ai- · 

. . . •. ya:rd', open. sj)ac~! per:O;_ifteq obstftjcti~iis· dv~r the street yafd arid_[J§~?b.le-'<)pen ~pace\ dwelling 
·. ·. ·. • '.· . ynjf' _exf:>osure; pfFsfreet loadirig i ·~n~ horizofltEJ_r mass r~dpchot\ lqcate~tat~DQ lrjtjlpn_Ci SJree( 

. . 1: 

. · :: [,at 009 in. Ass~ssor's, Block 4105,, pl.fr~uanf tO Planning Code $ectioh :329 Within tn~JJMU, · · .. 
· .• .{(Jrbarf Mixe_d~Use)::Zoniog· DiSt_ri~t, ar\d a ss:.X f1eight ~rid i3ulkOist~~f; iil gef.ieral.coriformance 
,·. ·_ .. with-pta.Qs,u~ted:.Decernber 1,· 2014, and.starrii;eq :''.EXHiB.f'(B;'·incHJdedJn th'e.a.oek:et fcxCase . 

. · Nq, 2oft,1374X ahd subject to conditions 6fappro:v'al reviewed and approved qy· the ·· .... 
Cornmlssi6n on Janqary a, 2015 under Mc)tJoo No~ 1 ~30.s> This authodi;;ltion ahcHhe Conditic:ihs 

• c6ntaih.ed. heireln run wit_h.:th.e propedy-_;:ihd npfwith a: p;;trticul_ar Projeet S"ponsor; .busfoes~. 9r . operator; · · · ·· · · ' · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · ··· · · · · 

· ·. ~ecordaa6n of rjpriditicm~ of<fppioval .··. 
, P,tior to·the issu~u1ce of tbe bl!ilding p·ermit or comf)len.cem.e.nt of use for.the Project the zoning 

Adm!nistraton;hall approve and' orderthe.recordatioff of a Notice in the Official Recqrds of th_e· 
·• . f<:ecdrder ofthi:;. City and County of Sari FrandsC.0 fo{the subj~d ·propefi{, This_ Notice ~hall 

. ~ta~e:th~t t~e Pfpji:)ctJs subJ~ctto th~.c9nc]iti()ns 9f~pprova1 c9rit~ineq hE!r.¢itj ~ri.\:l r~viewed. and · 
~pproyeq bphe Plannin·g, Commission 68 Januaty·8~ 2(j1 s uqqer fyfotfon No.:,19;3o!:>: •. 

. . '.. . . .. . .. 
. :. . » . . . : · ... : ..... . 

··._. : · .... -:.=.... . . '·: _·: .... : .. ... :· 
.· : . : .. ·. . . . ' '. 

P/iniing of c'onditions otappr'avq1 on {J1a;;,-;;. · • ..... ', , . . ·.. . ... 
Th.e. cpoditiOns· of ?pp royal yh.de.r the. 'EXbiblt .N ofthl~ _P.lan.t1ifig Cc.irn.rnisS.io!'J ·Motiqn .Nci •. 1 S3Q!) 

. sf;l~ll qe r~p~Qduced·:ori the lnqE;i)< Sh~et. cif cpnsfruc~iorj pl<>ris submitted withjhe Site pr B_uild)n~i-. 
. . pei'mif application for thf3 Project The ltictex" Sheetofthe· (:ol1$tri,Ictibri plans shall reference fo · . 

. ~~e Pffi~.D~yeloprner\tALithorl;z.a;fion-_~ntj ,any sub~~qU:etifarrry11di:rient!:> 9rm9c;li~_~t)a,ns. . . . 

. : .·.. . . . . . . . . .. . . . : . . 

· $everabJfity ·• . . .••. ·•• :·_.. . :.· : ·. · .·.· . , ,'. > ' •...•. ·· .· . ·. ·: ·, · · • · ; .·: · . ·. . · · ·· . · · · 

·' · .Tile ProjecfsliC!ll comply With all applitabie Cify«:;oqes ari"Cf reqUrfemer\ts; 'If: ahy.Cfaus·e; ·· . , · · 
s<?nt<:fnqe, ;secfior .or ariY. p~.it offtie?"e. cc>,ncHttons:of~pprovalis for ~ny:r!3aqqrrh~Id'fO: b~ invcilid; . 

. $llch liwalidity :!?hallh()t ~ff~r;t o.tlmp"c3:(r0the(rern?foir\'g ~!c:iUse~J; se9tences1: at .~E!>ctit:>n~.Qf theie 
. {:;"c))'lditipns, Thi? decTsfor) ~ci[ly~ys no rig.bf tq ct;iristr11c( or.tOreceive ? bµHdirig permit. '"Projeet . 
$pon~o_(~hall include ahfsubsegl;l6.t:1t r~p_()hsib,lffpa,rfy.. . . .. . 

. .. .. 

Qh;mj]~,and.Nfodfflc~lion~ · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
· .Ch.Cih9e!;>J6 tb~ :8ppro\ietj P.t~n$_ m.ay: be.,a.pptoved .~Prnih.iSJ:raijyelY. tiy theZbn.fng f\g.m.ini_st.ral:or;" 
. $igi;lfiCant:changes and m_ociincation~ 6f co.noitiori~:.shafi:requite:"f:>Janriin9 CO'rnrnfssion approval ofa new alii:noflzatiort. . ·; .· ... · . : . .. . . . ; . ; .. . . . .· . .. .· ·• •... :. • . . . ; . . .. 
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NOTICE OF·SPECIAL.Re.smtcrl6Ns: UNDER THE PLANNl.NG cooE< · · . . .... ·. '·· .= ·. ·.: . ; . . ·. ·.. . . . . . . ..... : <·· . . .·: ·: ·. : . . . . .· 
.... 

ferlorma~ce . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
'Yalld\fy: The authorizati.on and right vest~d by virtue ofthis a<iti9n \s. vaild for three (3) ·years 
from the effectiVe date of the Motio1i The Department bf Building Inspection shall hpV:e issued a : 

... B~iiding Per_rr1it or sit13 Perm rt to.. constructth~ projed ao~/cir comrne.nce the approyes;i µse wi.thfn : 
' this three-year period. · · · · 

. . . . . . . 

For informatlol) aboutcqmplianpe, cp(]ta,ct' Code Enforc;~men(fla~Hing Depa,[tment at.415;57.!j~ 
6863.; www.sf-(Jlan·n/riq.org · 

. . . 
. ·. .· ... . . . . . . . 

. E~piratio11 and: Renewal. Should a· Building or Si.te Permit be sought after fhe three (~) yE,ar 
· . peiiod.·has lapsed, the i:>rojed sponsor' must seek a: reneWa.1 of thi$Authoriiatioh by filing' an 

:a!Jplicatici)l for., an arpen<;!men~ to :the o_rigiri.a! Author'izat!oo or 9 ne\Af application for ALithorlz;ation. 
Slipqld. the projectsp.Cin.s.br qecline to sofile, and· decline to WifbdrawJhe peti:nif.appllcc:jtion, tile 
Commission shallcond~ct a public h.earirig in ·order to considet the revocation of the· .. 

· · /\4thqrlzatiot'! .. SJ:ioukf th·e Co,mrriissfon rJohevD:k.e the Authorization fo,iloi#ing the c;;iosl}re: oJ the 
.. public b_eg[ing, the CornrnissicYn sjlalr det~ri'nine thi3 eXtensloii .bftime for the continued Valtcj\fy of. 

'the A!Jthodzatioil. · · · · · · · 
. . . . . : ' . . . . . 

·: Fqrinfor.m~tlon'~bqu_t COf!lp/fa(ice; co.n.tac.l Code Enforcement; Pl~nnfng Dept/rt{l]e(Jiqt 41 ~575-
... . 68.63, www.-sf-planning.org . . . . . 

. . 

· Diligent Pu{~uit. Once a site or.Building Petmit.h~d been·issu~d, coristfliction mlistGommence · 
.. witbin:the:tir:Deffame .. required by the Depa_rtmentof E3I.Jildihg 1[1spectiori a'r1cj be continued 
·. :cJilig~htfyjo completion. Faliure to do. so snail. be gr'qun9s for the Conimissio_ii t_o consider · 
. ·revoking the:appr6val it'more than t.hreti (3): years ha(je:passed- sinCeth\s.ALithorizat:iO'n Was 
.... ·. d . . .. . . . 

_approve,.- . 
. . . - . 

. : fo(infotmaiion ab'b.Lit 'compl[cirice;. don tact Code .Enforcement,. Planning Oeparlmeht 9t 415-575,. 
6Ef63; wwvi.sf-'planninq.orq · · ! 

.. . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . 
' . .. . ' . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . 

Ex_teri~iort. AH time· limits in.the preceding thr~e paragraphs.,rnay be extende~ ~ithe dlscretjqn . 
. of th.~ 2'.onin·g Admiriistrafor wh·ere ir:npleni?titation of the, projept is delayed by~ public ;3ger;i¢y, 
an appeal'or fl ·1_ega·1 _chalierige and only by tlie length qf..timefor whiCh such pupilc agen¢y, · 
appe"}I orchalletige,haspa_u~edd~lay.. . .. . ... 

. For:ihfoirhatroh·about cOmpliarice; eontaet Code Eiiforcedieht, P.tahriing Depaitinent :at 4'1.!J:,575'" 
6~.6.3; wwW.sf-p/anriing.om · · · · · 

. . . . . . . . . . : . . . . . . . 

Conf~rinl:ty wfrh.C1.frre:r1t i,a~i '.No .~ppfiq~:ition f;r Building: P~rrnit, Site Peoiiif; :qr other.·. · 
entitlenient-stiall .be~approv~d: unJ~ss:it:complies· with. all\applica.bie provisions. of City code.s in· 
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.. f-Jo1Jc6·oi= :seecrAL F{ssrR,1ci10N$:uNoe~r8.e.Pµ\t·n-aiNG.: cdo,e: 
. . . . . 

. · Forinforriiafioh abbutcompfjancei contact Code shforCetrient;. Planf:jfng Deparfrhent at41~575.-· .· 
· f38p;}, W.ww; sf-pfannk1q;org · .. · · · · · · · · · · 

. . . . . .. . . . . . . . '. . . . .. : .:. . . ... ; : . . ·. 

M(tigafron ·l\ll~~-$Ui"~s~ Mitigation measures O<?S~ribed lri the MMR'P att~checl ~s ;,Attachm~nt ff' . . . . to the: ci;::·oA .Ffocirngs:_rv')otr<;>n. Ncr ·1~.$0~ are: nece?~ary t.6.' avcild. 'po:t.enti~J signlf[q3nt eff¢cts of . 
·. the propoi:$e.d projeet aOd have beer'r :agreed to by the proje;ct sponsor .. their'"implerrientatlon is. a · · · 

coridition ofappr.oval: . . . . . . . . . . . . ·. . : . '. . • . •..... · . . . . .... 

. For infoimf1l.ioh ~liqµt·6.ompiiance, (;ontad Co~e Enforcern~nt; Planri{ng t;J~p:artri]e(it ~t 4.1 s.:.szS. 
6863, wvl\fii:sf-(j!ahninq.orq •. 

·~. . . . . . . . . 

Addition~iPro)eet Authorizatibo, Ttie Project Spotisorrnu~Lobtain an: authori:Z~ti6r.i ~'rid.er 
Pla9ning (;od~>Sec~gn 295 for.~a project_whicli woyld cast sha¢f ow .upon a propefi:Y: unclerthe . 
jqfisdiction pfth$ :Recreatfori _and-Park$ Corn.rnissibn, and 'SWii>fY fi,lf'th$ co[ldifJons:ttiereqL The: 
conditions .set forth beiov/ are,adciltional condif!Ons recfulred in connedfon.with.the ProJ~cL if. ··· .... 

. ··u1ese qond_itfons: oyerliJp WHh a(ly.9ther ,requ,irfime_nt,im,po~.ed _on:th..e ffrqject; th~:,rnor~testr_iC;tiV_~ .· 
· · Qr:protectiv~ 9pnditio(1 or- r~quirem¢nt (ls ~etermined byfhe.Z90jn~ ~dmln(str?t~r;·shall :C:lpply;: · 

. Fbf inforiiiatiori about cori/pliance; contact code. Eritoi:Gerflenl. Planning Departmen.tJiit4f~575- . 
· 6_863,, wWw_:sf::.pfanninq:orci · · 

· .: !J.~S!_~N - compJian¢_e at plan stafle.. 
.• ·. Final MaforfaIS. Th~_Pr6J~d ·spon's'ofshaU continue fo work with Planning· Department on' the . 

. ·.· puHdiog .9e~igt)! : FlnaJ ma.te_i:-i9ls; 9laf;ing; col9r,. te,xtt,Jre; lan_c;!sc9ping, §1.ricj aE)taillng: ~hall be:· .· 
.. · subjectto DEipar:fmenfstaff f~_vi~W and appr:ov;:iL The architectural addenCJCI sna{lbe r~\liew~<;l . 

·. , . an ct approv~d .twt~e Pi8,riiiingDe.pa.rti}lent"j'.~fi?r.-tcJ issµahse. • . . , ... · _. . .. _ :- _• _ • _ _ 

For fJJfotmatioh aboiifqo_mp!ianc.f;, '.c<:x1fa¢t the..'c.as~ p/a~ner; Pf?nnfng: QfJpartrrte.nt ,at.41 f5.;55S- .. 
_6378,·www.sf-ptanning:o-rd· · .. ·· ·· · · ·· ·· · · · · · .. · · · · .. · · 

, Fiifal Desiglf·WestF~cade, The Proj~ct ·Sponsor: shcjli .continue)o:w6rkwithJh$.Pfoinnihg .. . 
.: · .. Qepartmen(on.the deiigr;i ofthe-\N~$t fa9ade faciqg fhe-freewciy. 'Tf}Ef Project Spohs6r:sbalL · 

'· refine ~he de~ignJq:be. mor~ expre$$iV~of ttl.e bijildlng'? qma6izati6_n C1ndl_ayouf ... ··. · . 

. FoiiHfo(mat[oh, about ~otnpli~H~~' /;6Htact the· Cai~ Planner. .pfiinhihioep~rt~~nt_fjt41&cs~.B~ · ... 
$3j8,,_W1.'V'W;-sf.:.pfannfng.org · · · ·· ··· · · ·.. · · · · · ·· · · · · .. · · 

. . . . . ' . .. . . ' . . . . . . . 

· ·.·s~re¢.(h°~:e:$.·. :P~r,s0:?nfto:Planning ;C9tje.S~dlorL13~~ 1 C~(>rm~rly :t43),_th¢ Pr()j~pt9poQ~pc 
. shall ,submit if'site p1ant0 me Planning o·epattmerit prlo"r"to Pianhlcig'.apprcl\icir:Onne:building · 
. pelJriif app!ic;~tipn fJ:i_dfG~tihg thatstrE;ef tre.es; ·;:itc;i, ratio ofqne ~ti:-eeftree of.ail 'approV.?P. !=ip~cie~,. 

fpr ev~ 20 f$.efof s.tn~_et ftoniage along :publiG or p:rivate'.s~tr~~fa i;iouridfr1g the Pr()jett With §hY . 
·rem.ainihg fraction oLlO feet or mofe: c)fffontafie requiring ari eX{fa ttee! s.hall IDe: •. provide.d~ The: 

: . . . . . . . . . . . 
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:: .~t'ot1cs;·oFsPEctALRESTR1cr10N.s :uNnEit ri-n~, PLANNiNG eoo6· 
. • '; ••• ~: : • • • • • \. • • ,_ r. •• •• \ •• ·: •• •• • . • • • • • : • • ' • '' • ' ' ~ • • •• • • •• • : • • • ' • • ~·· • .. • • • 

.. 

. str?~~ tree~ spal.t _qe E?v~fi:ty·-~r?~eg .cJlong th~ str.e.~tJrontci.ge ~x~ept. "1h:er.e· pr.opo:saj :ttfiv.eways . 
:. b[ oth~(sfreefo~stf.udlo.ns;d9 npf.perrnit~ . The'e'.)(ac.t lpc;atiqn, size. and sp¢des pftt~E{~Jiall be> 

· · as'approV~d 6Yth·e o·epattmenf of Pi.ilili¢·yVof!<s {DPW). · 1n ·any:e>aseiri<which PPW,canfitif .· · ,_. · 
. , : grant appro"v~\Jor. i~st~ili'!Jiorj 9f .a·tr~E} i,ri tt:ie pµhli c;Jigh_t-()f~y.ja.:Y.\· ~n tlli3 .h~$is ofiilapequate · ' .· · 
. . $1d~Walk:width,.1nt~rf~r~nC:e Wrtti util!tii~::i:pr. other.te~son$;regardf!1g tfie pu~11c·yvelfare., l:J.nc;I: .: : . 

. wHere:inSt~illatio'h·of s\icll free on· tbe lotits#31fiS- also_ impradlcat; -ffie re-quirements ofthi$.·Seetlon :· 
.42~ may be. r;n.9difieg o.r w.aiye,d by the ·zoning AdnJin.istraforl9: tb~ e#eri} .ne.c.ess:ary ... 

. ' . . . . . . 
·<for JniOrrn"atfan· ~bout compliance~ '¢ontacfthe case Pianrier,. P.ianning Deparimentqt: 415-ssa-
. 6378,: wwirv.sf.:.pfanning.om ' · · · · · · · · · 

. . . . . . . . .. .. . . . ·. ' " 

': GarbageT Composting and Recycling Slorage. 'Spare for;the cblle6ti6n and··stbrage ·at 
· :garba,gE?, ci;i.mpo.sfo1g, ~nd. re~y¢1ir:ig sf!all b~ prov.ide<:J within en.closed '3.rec:is ori. .the property· a.~.d 

. · c;learfy labeled ari_d ill.ustr.ated .oh:th~ architedur~tgddenda, . Space for lh.e:collecfiqn:,;:in·d storage . 
of recydable and ccfrrfpostable materials·that meets tlie size; !ocatiori; accessibility arid other" . 
standards sp~~ified by tbe San Fniric.isc9'R~cycHn.g Program shall be pr_ovided ?tth~:gr9.\m.9 · 

· !evel ofthe builcftng~;. · · · · · · · 
. . . . . ' ' . . ' . . 

'.For information ~bout corripfiance, contacrthe: C~se· Pi~nnei,~ Piahrdnrj. Oej:/artment.ai415'-558:, 
· _6378~. l/.iww.s-r~riliinnlfig.bm · · - · .. · ·· · · · · · · · 

' . .. .. . · ....... .. 

R·ooftoP- Mech;u1icaH:.quipment. Pursuant to f:irfinniilg cod.e i41-,Jhe P_rojed $poris<?t shali 
;;1,1bh-iit ·~ rodf pla,n .tb: tfrEi Plannlrig o·~paJi.rrtent Prior fo Pianiifri~l ap&rov:cil :otth¢. bwiiding: P.eimit 
~ppiici:itfori tOt ~a9ti building~ . Ro~ftop: rne~hcinicqLequlpme.nt. if .. a,riy:js prppo·sed as: p~rtof the; 

• .P-r.oject,: ·i$. r~g0lred. t6 qe ~9re~ri.13d .so·:a~ ,not fq b13 visi~f~ f~o_i\i 9ny ppjh(at o_r; ~~t()W tb~ ·ro-gf" . · · · · . 
.l.E1ve.1.ofthe$upject b,\,!i.lding... · · . · · .· · ·_. · __ ·_ · . . · ·. · . · ·. 

_ for /nfgrm~tiq~ EJbqµ,(..co,m.p/{an.c;f;, conf~ctfhe, O~se.f'IE!U.f}er, P/§innfng. Oepartmentat41 S:-§5£1-
·.6.$78, wy;w:sf,-ptannihq.om 

. .. . . ' 

·. Stre~iscape: .P.1~11, P:u.r~tJ.Cint tg Pl?nni.n.g .Qbdf3 $ectio11 J~~:.1;'.tne- ProJec($ponsor s._ha!f 
. co:nfinue.to-work wifh Piannfng b.epaftryi$nf Maff; iri C()n$\lltatipri'wifli .(:itfier C)ty agencies, f6. .. 
refine. the. design and pfog"ramrf1insi cif tile StteetSd:ipe · Plah solhaf th·e pla:n .Q~iierally meets the.: 
stc~rd.ards .C?flhe, Befyet St,r13et~ Piao: a_Qq al[ p.pp'!icabj~ City ~f?.h<;l.arcfs.:· 'tbe:,ProjectSpc:>_11stjr .~fi?.11 

. -C::omplete final qeslgn ·o(~lf.J$.quli-ed street irriprPv~ment$, indutjfng proture.menf pf rel~yapf City . 

. permits: priorfo; issuance offirst archifoctural ·addenda; and shall complete cofistrlictiqri Of all . 
. teq·uli-~d sfree( imprq.v,em~nb prior to i~s1;1.?ric:e offirsH$mpor~VY certiflcatE? ofoccopan·cyc : . · 

Fo~ ihfofiriati6h abdutcompliance, contact the Case.Plannei, Planning Oej:i'aitment atA15,.SS8-' 
. 6"$78; wwv1ksf.,p!i:innf0g.orq: · .. · · · 

'Parking ;ufci Tt<:)fflc _ _, 
.lfribUl)~le~ P~r,k!ng; ·All off~~treet p~:rkihg;$pa,ces:~h3.ll'be m~tje available. to Project residents 

· oi-ily ~$.a' sepa,rate ':'.ad9-6ri'; 6ptjon.f~ir pu·rcihas~ ormnfa.m:t shaii fl.of b~ bLJndle~ 01th :any..Pro)~c;t 
dwellirig uriitfor: th~ life of tbe dwelling units.- The'.req·uired. parkir'fg s·paces nia~(be rnqaif . 
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., ... 

NOTICE OF SPECiAL RE.STRIC1'i0NS UNtiER'THS: .. PLANNiN(;· ¢ODE·: .•. '.. : 
.. . . 

:· . .. . : . 

. . ~V$;ll~blE;? tqr~skHiints whhfn a,qijatt~rrnilE:: ofthe proj\3~t·:.Jl.JI, a,ffOfqt;l_bfe .a.w~rnng U(li~spurs.uaril . : 
.:foPiaiii'lifig·code sectiO.h4ts :sfiall.nave'equ~raccessto use):ifthe p_arkihg (ls· fhemarke.t n~te · .. 
urHts', wrth: p·ark\Qg sp_ace~ prlc_ed con:m;iensurate. wif.h tb.~ (lfforda_billtY.Ofth~ dw~Ufng u.nit: . .Each • .. 

, unit w1tt1ii:i the· Ptoj~ct Eih~u bave the first dgfif:cif reft:is~i: fo_ reptpr. p·u.rGbase. a P?rking'spa.ce until··· 
: the ,riumbe{bU~sipehtial paiklfig spEices at~ nci Joiiger' availcibl& No cobdit16'.ns maybe p\a¢ed 

on the.pµn:fiS:se pr.rept,a(°-f: cjw_eH_ing .unit~ 1 11o~f: mc:iyf10:rn~o.V\i11~r:'.s_~µle.s be est~blish,ed; 'which · •. 
. pr¢vent. 6,t predupe. tb$ se-pa~atipn pf parkiri9 Spa,ces from·dWe'ilihg Units; . . . . . 

. .• Forinfciim~tibh aboutcdmpflan~e;. conf~ct Cod~ Ehf;tcern:ent pt~hning Dep~rtment~t41~57~' 
· .. · (58$$, www.sf.:.p/annfnr;r.o_rq _·'·· · 

- . . . . . . .. . . . .. ·.. .. . .. .· . 
• - • ·: •• • ._ "· •• • - + ••• :·. ;: : .. .. •• • ·: _:,: • :- • • • ::· •• _.. • 

· · Parking Ma~rmµm_ • .Pur~ua11tf P Plannfr1~r.co.de $ec(iq1t 1$1 .1; t_h.e.Pi-0Jectsii_a1.1 prnvioe nc:i .· 
. ·· n'rore.than 260 off-'streeFparklng' spaces.for the 326:clwEililng units ·contain_e.c{t~~r~in,·· . . . . . . . . ' . . . . . ...... - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

: : Forinfom-,ati~r] about 6ompliance: conta.ct God~ Enfoidemeii~ Pl~nnirigDeparlfneht at 415-57& 
· 6$63, 'Www:sf-pfannfnq.om · · · · · · · · · ·· · · ·· · · · · 

: • - • •• • : • •• - • • .. •• • • • • ; + • •• : ••• - •• .: • • • • • •• 

Car Sb~r'e; . Pt..irsu:a~tto Planning Code Sedibn 166, i:io fower-thati two (2} car·.Shafe spac~S: .. 
· .. sh(;l!l. be ma.c:fe-9vailable,, at no cost, _to? certified car-sh.are orgarjiz;ition f()r the purposes -Of 
· pro~ic:Jing gar,:~hcir~ s~rvi·c13s fqr its s.ef\'.ice.supscriber,s'. ·. ·. . . . . . .. • . . .· 

: ·.For information ab9cJlcompliahce; coiitactCodeEilforcein~nt'. Planf.ifn(; Difpatfment:at.41~575~ 
' . · .. · 6?6:}; wwwsf-planfiinq;org ' . .. ' .. . . . . 

•· '. ··:Bicycle P.~i-ki!Jg, Pur~uarit:t():Ptaf)fiing c_o.dE; sections 1 SSJ; 1 ss::4; and jss.5,. tb? Project· 
· .. • shall prov.ide ng' fEtWetth~n 195: Class 1 biCyde parkin~fspac'es.and.1G,Ciass2 bicyc;:l~ pajk)f1!J 

. spcice.s, ·.· · ·. · . . · · .· · .. · ... · · · · :. _.·· · . ·.· · .· _··.· . . . · .... · 

. ·. For.infarm~tionab.oiJf cpmptlahce; cont~tf. Co.Cf~' /3rJ/otC.eft,e,nt; Pic:{nnfbg D~paitrheht a{41s-sl.5.~ .. 
· ., 686~, Lo/i!iV!f.sf-plarinlncj~oixi, · · · · · · ··· · · · · · · · 

' · ·.: · Man<tgi~g T q1f.tI<;. pµri.r:ig c;o ns~rnctloo, .. th~ P(oje~tSpo~~o~ gn~:.cor:isti,udjot) contractqr.(s) · '. 
. shail."9oorcfinateWith:trieTtafficEngfrJE\~~frig arid l'.ra.n~hp};1iskfns.ofth~ s~n Fratici_sC;o ·· ·.·.· · ·· 
• . Mu.rilcip<;llTransportatiortAgencY'(?FMTAffhe Pbffc~Depaiiment; th~ Fire Departmen.t:.tn~·. . .. · 
. Pfaririi119 P.e.P?~ment,. anc:t ·oth~(cgnstr_u~tl.on:c;ontr.a,pt9~($.)' for~ny coJi~urf,e_nt.·nearby projects to 
. ·niab<fae :traffic ccihQ_estion'arid pedesfriab circulatiori.' E=iffe_cts quri rig cdris~rq~tior1-.9f th(3 Proj~ct. . . 

·for infDITTJCJ.ii9afi.bQti,t _complfarice; _cqn.tact Qoqe £rilotcerftent; Plcil1!1ii7g D~palimentaf 4 i5~~15~ 
~863/www.sf"'pI~rining:·6m ·. ·. · · · ·· ·· ·. · · ·· · · · · · 

·. · ..• ' . . ' .· • . . : . . . .. : > . . • • .:· . . .·.· . : . • . . •..• ' ·... . .· :.· 

· pibvisions . . · . . .. · · ·. • . · · . · · · . . · .. ·· . . · · .· · · .· . • . 
First$ouTGe-fliring~. '.Th~ ProJectshal( adb?r~ to the· r.eguir~rrr$hts ;qffhe. fir!?~ Sq~rce :Hjr]ng .· . 
Construction :find _End~Use Er:nployl'.rJent"Pmgram apptovi;id by the .. Fir~J :$our.c~ [1irfog . . 

·Admfnistr.<;itor1.pl)rajantfo Section B3A{m) of tfieAdmJnistrative· Code: The Project Sp6iis6r'. · 
: .. sh.ai\ c:oriJply.With tb~ 1-e.q~i.rern.:~n'ts of tnis"F'r:qgrafri r~ggrding. co·n.sfr:uc.H¢11.-wqrk qnd on;,goin~ 

. . . . . . 
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No11c~· 6F.;~$P.E'.ctA.L R'EsrRicrioNs· ·uNoER ·tHE: :P.LANNiNG. co.oE: .· 
. . .. 

.. . . .. . . . . . 

··empfoym~nt required for the. Project . 
. .. . r'' . . . . .. 

For' i~i6r-/nation. ab6Ut ctJ_mplfanof?;,. cont(lcttheFkstSourt'e .H:iri/1g :/VJarrager af 415:-581-:-.2~35, 
wwvl/onestopSF;o[cj . , .···· 

.. : ~East~rn Neighbo~boo,d!? _lofrastructure'impa.ct Fe.e. PursuanH~. Planning' cod~ $ectioh 423 
. i.(formerly 327),;the Project Sponsor shali complywith the. Eastern Neighbornoods Publlc Benefit 
· Fund provisions through payriierit of an lri:ipacf F~\9 pursuant to Article 4.. · · . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . .... 

Forfntormatlotr ah out complfahce, contac_t ifje Cas~ P!annei, P.ranrifng bepartment at 4fs~558-.. 
:6378/www:st..:p/aririina~org · · · · · · · · · 

. . . . . . . . . 

Moriiiorfng . · · . · . ·•. . . · .· . . · • · . . · · · . • . . . . 

.Er:ifor~ement. Violatioq ofar:iy of th.e Planning Department co11ditions.bf approval cqntained in 
this Motioh.oi:ofaiiy•other provisiohs.ofPlaiihing_Code applicable.to thisProjectsfjall _pe subject 
±o th!3 enf_orcenieritprocedures ancj, C\dministr,ativ\9 p~nalties:s¢t forth underpla1J11lng Coqe 
. Section 1.76 ·or Sectiorl-17EH, The Plarin\rig oe·partrnent nJC!Y aJso refer the violation complaints 
··to otherQity-.d~partmehts arid ag_endes·for'appropriateenforcement adion Under. th~.ii" . 

. jui-isdiction. · . . · · · .· .· · · · •. . . . · · .· •. · • . . ••.. . . • . .· · · : . . · . 

· .. F.oiinioitriaUon aboi,Jfo~mp1iance, cont~ct toefe E~forcem-i'/nt; Plaiining beparlmehtat:415cs7s-, 
• 6863,. www.st::pfanninq:ord . . . . . . .. . . . 

R~votaticm, Due tc:lViolation of.Conditions. Sh6u(cj implementation oftfiis.Project rest.iif i.n. 
cpinplciints)roril ihf~r,este.d property owners, residents, or-coriimerdal \essee~:wblch :a·re nof 
j~olyed .by the Project $pobsc)r and fourid to be: in violat(ori ofthe. Planning Code. and/or the 

: ·~p¢dfic c;onditi0J1s of approval f()rthe Pf-.oject.as; set forth .. \n Exfiibit:A of th_is Jv19ti9r;i, tt;ie. Zoring 
,A<JmiriJstr.ator sha,H refer :suc.h complaints to the Commissk>n, :after. wnich it m·ay holt! a. public 
. bearing on the matterto·tonsider·revocaticinottfiis autharizatiorl_ · 

.. For infpr,maf!On. abo{lt c.9rnf1tia~ce, co(lfa~{69d~i=nt~rcemenf,: Pfadntngpepartmer;t,at 4.t.$-$75~ 
Q863,. www.sf~P!~nning.org · •· · .· · · · · · · · · · 

. ·.··i··: ... ·.,. 

· Opetatfof1 

.· :Garbag~j Rr::cycli11m a_iid.Gomposting Recepta:c:le~~'.Oai:bage, recyi::llng, $nc:i compost 
containers shall be kept within the pcemises aricf.hidden froni pU.bHc"\r[ew; and placed outside .. 
of)ly W,h~n.. being_· ser)ti.c:e8. py'the disp9sa_I coi:npa_ny:. T r03so ~h(3JI be cqntp.iged ·cinci gispose_d qf. · 

• pµrsuanHo gai"b.a.ge an,q r'E)cyCljng rec¢pti=t¢1.E?$ guidelines set forth by lh.e D~p.artm.enf.of Publi¢ 
· Works. · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · , · · · · 

.. 

forJq(oir[Jation··f3/Jout c;omp(ian9e,. co.nt9ctl3ur~au qf $.fret;;t Use arid MapjJihg; Qepa/:t[n¢17f qf . 
. Public Wotks·~f41.5-SS4-.~B1b,h_ttpJ/sfdpii(U5rg~ ·· · 
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.. 

NOT1¢E: oF. sPec'1AC RESTRtcrioNs UNDER.>rHE PLANNtli.iG.·tb.D.E • 
.... .. . . 

. .. . . . . . . . .. . . ... . . . 

. . ~iaewatlc Mainten~ri9e: the Project Spon§prshall m~intainfhe rn.ain entr~n·2~ fo the buildt~g · .. ·.· 
... : 'and a.11 sideW.8.1~~ ~qutt)f)9·fb.e _subjec! property inc:i cleai:raf1q ?ci.nitary c9ndrtit>!:l in c;Ori1pHa.t1c9, .. 
. .-. With the Deparfrnenfof P.ublic Works Streets. aiid Sidewalk Maliitenance .. S.tandards: · · · . ·. . . ' ·. . . .· :· - . . . :·.' . . ,. . . - . - . ':. . . . . . . . . . ·- . . .. ; . ~' ... ·. . . 

. ·. For inforrnii.tion aboukoinpliance; contact Bureau of-Street Use.and Mapp1hgi D~parlth~n{of 
pqb/fe; Works; ·1t5:.$fl.&:20.11; _fittp:i1srdpw.cirq ·· · · ·,. · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· .. 

. .. . . > . . . . .. : . .. · .. : : . _·. . ·: . 

· ·Community U~l~·on; Priprjt:J issuance.of..a, 6uifding per(liitto cdnsfn..l.crtt\e pr0Je~t21nd ·. 
Implement the approved use, the Pfojecf Sponsor $hail appoint a tomrnuliitY Jl~!son offit~r tq 

:: deal \fvlth .the, fs~ues of concern to owners .ancfocctipants of rlearby properties. The· Projetf 
.. ·. $p~risor sh;:ill pr9vide tqt;l Zonir19 Adrrilnlsfr.?t(ir vyjth yyti~eri n.9tice of the n?ine, bus\r:e!5s:· ·· 
.. address; and telephone number of the com·muhify liaison: S_hould the contact informaticiri . 

. ch2.nge, the .Z.oning Ad.ministr?tor sf:i?ll be. made aware of $l1~h changE}~ The: comm unify liaiso'n 
shall report to. the Zoning Administrator W.hcit issues; if any; ?re of collC<?rn to the ~omrnuhity and 
whatisslies f:iaw nqt beeoresolv~d by the.Proj_ect. s_pqnsp( · · ·· · · · · 

..... For information .. ab91,1t c;()mpli;3nce,. r;bntactCode Enfqrc,e1J1.er1t; Plr:innfng pepartmf:.nt at 41~575; : ... 
686~i,wW.w.sf-pfanhinq.org · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

. . . .. ·.:. ·.· ·.:. ·. . 

. . . .. . . . . . . ... ; . : ; . . . . . . . . 

:. Ughtln{l. Ail,Pr6]etUigbting ~hall be.directed ohtothe';Pr:oJeC:t"'sit~ afld immediateiy surrounding 
:"sid~wa!k'area.otiiy; an.ddes[gned. and mi3nagedsoas not tdbeC)·nuisance to adjatent . 

. . . residentS .. Niglitfirn~ ifgh~ng ~hciil be the inji1irnl1!TI n,~cesS?rY t() eni.ure safety, but ~hall in no . 
. ..• ·case b.~ dire.tied~() as to conslifufo~•a riuisapce to any surrount)lng·_pr:operfy;. . . .· ·. . 
·:•·.·For inform9fionf;lbq{Jj;C;_qmf)liE1nC[J,r;;on_fact Code£.nforce/nent; Pfahnihg,Depa.rtmen{at.415-575~ 
.. : $863, www.sf;pfanninq.brg . 

. . . . . ' . 

. INCLUs16NARY1-JqU$iN,.G 
: 1,- . Beq~-~rern~n.t. P~r~u9_n:t t6 P.f~rJping Code 4.'\5~5.. the. Proje¢t $poh_s6r rnPstpay;an Affordabie 

. _Hqusing. Fee ;;if a ratE?'equ!valentfo the;: applicable percentage of th!=} ri'u'rnbeh)f Onits iri..ati off~ 
:site pi:6ject:n~eded to satisfythe rn21t.i°sionaryAffordable H6Lising Pr6g'ram.Requiremeht for.the\ 

· ·. priricfpal:prbjecL P.EirPlannirig Code s~ction 419.3{b)(l)(A), the·applfoabl'epercentagefor:thfs: 
prbjecff=dw~nty-three p:er~ent {23%). . ·. . · .· · : · · • · · ··. •·· ·•··. · . .· · . • 
F.or_i11.t.orrnatiori af?olljpoiJJp/iary;;e;¢.qntact the..OtJse:Plann~t, Plano[{Jg:Qepartm<}~t~(415::- · 

. ·qSB:-()37Bc;, wWV11.sf.p!ahnind:orq.:or fhe Mayors bfffce ofHouslng·a.t 4ff>,;7Q1':5.QOO, 'w:wW.:sf~ 
_tiioh.?rT{ · · · ·· .· · ·· · ··· · · · · · · · · · · · · 

. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 

.:_2. Qth~r ¢Rn.dition~/ Tb~J:JrciJeq(r~ s_uBJ~cffo 1h$ r~quii:i::111~nt? qftlie lnc!u~iori;;i& Affo/d~bl~. 
fjpl,J_~ing Prqgrarn;u[iqe_r S$ctiqn4'1.5 ef?~q. Q.f tne Pl~nning,Cod~.9ndtheterni~ of the City'?n9 · . 

· · C9~fity qrs·~o·F.ra~c;;~() I~~ru~fo~a.:~Aff o~d.~P.i~H~ys.i~g Pr9gr~fi1 .. M,?,~.it~~ir~ ar,d ,·Pro~e~ur.~~
Man_uat C:'Pr6cedures Manual'} .The Prdcedlires M~nll(ll; as (;J.men·ded .frohj tiine to. time; fs: 

.. ihcorpofated h~rein hy.ref~rehce, as:published.af.id adopted by the. P·lah°f.iing Co"mmis~ion, and 
• as required hy Planning Code Secti~fr415. Terfris Lis~djri th~s~ cona1ficiil~ of:aRproyaf and'nof. 

Pilge 8'tif 1 o 
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'otherwise: defined shall tia0e:the meanings set forth :i~ ·the Pr:ocedures Man Lia!. A co pi of the . : 
Procedwres Manual .can be obtained at.theNfayor's Office of Hous[pg rMoH") ~t: 1 s6cith Vari .. 
Ness Avenue or .on.the Planning Department' or.May6r;s 6tti6e of Housing;sw~bslte,s·; inClud\rlg: 

· pn the fnte.rneC~t: · . · · . . · ··· · · ·· ·. · ' · 

· http://~f-planriing. orq7Modules/Showbocument.aspx?documentid=4451 . 

As provided in tneJncluslonary AfFo(dable HoLislng Prograi:n, the. applicable protedures 
. : Ma[ltJal is the manual in effeGt at.tbe time the subje~t. Linjfs·are made. availabJe for sale or 

rent . . . . . . . 

. -·- . 

. a .. Tlie Project. Sponsor mu.st pay the Fee in full sym:fo the Oevelpp,r:Dent F<?,e ColI$c.tion Uriit aJ 
.Jhe DBI for use by. MOH prior to the issuance 0.f th~ first co.ns,iruction doc[Jment, with an 
option for the Project Spo'~sor tcr deter a poitfo'n oftlie payment prior fo issuance of the first 
certificate ofocd..lpahcy upon agreein·g to pay a deferral surcharge that would be· deposited 

'into· .the Citywide lnciuslonary· .i\ffordable H.ousing Fund In accordance with Section 
107A.13:3 of .the sa,n Francisco. ·Building Code. · 

. . . ·. . . . .. . 

.b. .prior-to the issuance:.of th~ firsfccinstrudibn permit bythe DBI. for th.e·ProJeet; the Projec~ . 
· ,Sponsorshallrec·o'rd a Notfc.e.ofSpeciafRestridion ori the prciperty.tflat recorps a copy_ of 
:this approval. The .. P.roject$ponS:or shall prcimptl{provlde a copy of thetecorded Notice of 
· Speciaf Res.tricti9ri tp the Departrrienfondto MOH o'rlt!?·succes~oL · · · 

. . . . . . . . . . . .. 

c.. If pro Jed applicant falls to .comply with the tndusiOriar)'. Affordabl~: Housing· Program 
. requirer:iierit, the Directof'(:if PBI shall deny any ati'd _all:~fre or building petrniis'.or: certificates · 

· ···:or ·occupancy for.the devel_qprT\enLproject un~ii.th·~ Pia~nfrig .bep·artmenthbfifies:ttie ol~edor . 
·.a.f'conipf!ar:ice: .. A Proj~d.~pons9.~s failure to. compiy. whh th~ r.equirernetits. of .Planning .. · 
Gode SectionsA15 -~t seq; sh.all ,constitute caµse fbr- the Cit)' to .r~c:iord·q.; l\~r:l ~g·~rn~~ the • 

· d~\Jeloprrie.nt project13nd t9>pursue ~ny.cand alLo~her. r~111edi~s· atJi:i~> ·· · · · · · · 

. . . . . . 

F_or/ntqrma.Non a,botit compliance, coatacfthe .Casfj Pi~aner, P!E1nning Dep~(tm$nt at 415:-
558-6378, WWW.sf-pfannirig: om orttre Mayor's office of Housing at 4.15~701-5500,. wViiwsi-
moh.org. · ·· · · · · · · 

. . . . . . . 

. The tise of said ·property contra·ry to these sp'ecial restriction$ sl1all.constitute a vialati.ori. 
of. the: Pianning Code, .and. no r~l\3a~e, rnodific~tion.or elimlofiiJiori of tlies¢restffctions·$hail_be 
Vali'd unless notice therebf is re.c,¢tded on: ttie· LP.rid .Resords by .the'Zoning:j~~piJiinistrato( ofthe 
Ctty:ansi CO'd..nty of San :FranCisco;. except thaUn ff!e. E3Y.e.n~ that the zorifrig·sfa~iitjc;1~ds above:are 
mociifl.~cLso as.to b~ iess restrictive and the.uses therein resfriCted:.are·tr,i~re_oy permitt.e.d and ln: 

.· cOnformifywith the prov!sidhs of th'e~Pianning· Cdde .. J11i!? documenf Woi:Jld r'.io longer be in·effecf 
and wo.qic(b~ null..;3.nd void. . . . . . . 

Page:9. 6f 1 d 
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.: .... :· 

... . . . .. 
. . . 

· :NQTtc60PSPECJALRESTRJCTION~iuNOER·THE.PtANNlNG coiJE ·· ·:: ··:.: .·.· ... :·.: ...... ·. ·: ...... -:-.' ··:,: .. -... . : -- .. :. ~· .. -:· ........... ~-.. - .. ·: ... '· ... ·:· .. ~ ·:· .-.. ....... . 
... 

.. 

0A../i~1erJio A.~}l "1Jjac_ • .· .. ~-V·f.~t~V~. . _ . ~/, . P, _ . , t. 

··(Print Nam!?) .· 
. . . 

. - . . . . 
. . . . -

·~.· 

.· Dated:. · _J · 
. · ·. (Month, Day) 

, 2o ( :( at~.· .. _5~··_·pµ-'-·._· ··_· ~~:~·••_·,,___._ .. ,,...· ···,--c_JJ~·· .r~a~·" _·_··~· Californ!a. 
" (City) 

(Signature) . 

P~te.q: .,.--.--~--------·~· =20~ ... -'--. af_• ----,------_,..,....._Ca{ifornfa.-.. ' 
. (Month, Da_Y.) ·... (City)' 

· · (Prlnt Narrie) ·· 

Dated:,'._·---------·~-2_o __ a:t _· -'---~------""'·.c;.aHfornia. 
· (Month, QaY) · ...•. (C.ity) . 

. :. . .· : . . ' . - . : . . . " : .. - . . :·. . . ·: . '. . : . . . .. : . .· . . ·.. . : :- ... 

. Ea.th.~igriatufe mu$tbe ackn.owled,gedby·a.n:o~ry public before,recordation·; adclNot;ary • 
.. · . ·i:;iu~!ic_ C..er::t.ifi-catJon(s)and Q.ffici;;tJ Notarial .s~a_l{s) ·~eiow. · · · · ·· · 

. u;\i:tf=>tli:@it.r6~~~~:$:f;{i~~rn'~iB~l:5festz49t59'rt~a:119Jw~o.o~td-aJ1l@I§trft~t§~o'.+lW1.1X>t~a:g. 

·· .. Page·1 Q of.19 
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... ' .. 

. . . . . . . 

. EXHiint·"A" ..... ''• .. 

. Title No. U-'369.i0994-:C-'MK 
:ii:i.cate 'r'fq'. ·c:Aem13s;i'73s~23$~~0359 ib994 : 

· mE;Wio REFERREDTo.HERt:rN sEtow rs sniJATI:o mTHi:-criYoi;=sAN FRANcrsco/couNTYoF sAN · 
f=RANCISCOi .STATE OF C,ti.LIFORNIA, AND· IS DESCRIBED AS EoLLows:· •. . . . . . . .. . 

: Ali of LOt 9, _as shown Ori Map. entitled "Parcel Map of a Pprtlon of N.ew Potrero Blocl<S 3·37 ariq338~ alsotieirig 
. -a· Portion of ~ssbr's. Block 4105; Sar:i Francisco, California:', saitj, Map fili;:d M.arctJ. S, 1987,;as Dci<:;LI(T1¢f1t 
: N()_.D,_951299 in Boqk 35".of ParcerMaps, at Page .1 of the. ~ec_ords:~fsaid Co11nty. · 

. . . . . . 

: APN; :~lock4:iOS, Lot"Dcig .. 
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CALIFO.RNIA ·ALL PURPQSE-.ACKNOWLEDGMENT l . . .. ·. . . . . ' . . . .. . .. . . . l 
. r Anotaryp~blk ot·ath~r:offtcei:t:i:ir,Upiel:ing:tl:tls ceitif:i~~teveri#e_s (}nly.the iclettti:tj;~f thefucllv{~liril,w:h:o SigneQ. 1 

j th~ ~oi:umetJ,t;t9 "flllc;lt~'certifi61fo.fa ~tta.-tl).~di an_d,';ri,ot the-trtithfukess;. acc;m:acy, or validity oflhat 
1

1_ . 

1document 

STATE ·OF CAt1FbRNIA. . . . . ' . ' . . j 

]CODNTYQF. $bi."-' ~a.h:<::..C;, c.o } 

il?.1:. 1~ ).(p ~ iS: befc:}teme ( ·Li~ 0: f<:-C:a~-~-G:e:,z.,_. 
Pi.lb lie;.-

bate ·(here. insert. m!lnecand title oftlw,o:ffii::er} 

I 
l 
·1 

l I I 
f' 
I 
r 
·i. 
t 

·i 

[!: 
·1t . . f 

,; ~ .lj 

. j . . . . .. .. .. ·.. . . .•. . . . .. ·._ ·_ .... ·. -. . . . . . -'r 

. [J:~~:;;::e:6th::~::!:"~~:U!":d:Q~~"';:~~ :e~i:/~~J=:t:~:=t~:!:e { 
II:::::~::::0!~e~~=:~l'o7!u':ie:~=r=:~a0~:;:~:· I 
. I· • 

• /t ceitify·Urider PENAtTY6F.PERJDRYUi:\der f:J:i.e laws ofthe Stat~ oftalfforriia frtil.dhe l_,. 

j£oreg~:jng paragraph is true and. c6rretf. . . 1 • 

. . \Wrl'NESS my 1>and and q/ikial seai, .· I• 

J 

Slgiwiure: cilJk. Q, •~. 
. . [!:/ L/. . . :~· 

.· · •• . .,---'-,__-'--__ ---.-'--,.,___ __ . bf?TiQNAL _____ ~----_,__ 
{Seal). 

l 
· j,besctipt].oiccifAHached I)ocuinent 

.• f Ji tie ot·'.Iype of Document:~---~--c----..,._,_.~~~ Nu:nilier .. of Pa~.es! ~.-__ _ 
> . ; 

!ot:,-cu:mei:ci: bate: _______ Oi:her: _________ ,.....__ _______ _ 

! 
·. Caiifornia J\fobiic _Ndrr.9· ~i..Jetwork \~10'l¥.CAMNN.coi11 . 
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
City and County of San Francisco 

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer 

CERTIFICATE OF REDEMPTIONS OFFICER 
SHOWING TAXES AND ASSESSlVIENTS P Aii). 

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 

Address: 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 

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer 

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 inap 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 Lot No. 009 

Address: 800 Indiana St 

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

Map: $116,628,184 

Established or estimated tax rate: 

Estimated taxes liened but not yet due:· 

Amount of Assessments not yet due: 

1.2000% 

$1,399,539.00 

$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. 

City Hall- Room 140 • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • San Francisco, CA 94102-4638 
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!1.;: 

:. · .. ·. i ·.f .. oWNERS' STmMtNT 
,1·~::: .. ~-:..' ,,_. t ,lHE'"uNOERSIGt'lED O"M-!.ER IS lHE ONLY PARTY HAVING 111tE INTEREST ·> . I ,""I, I iNECESSARY :ro CONSENT TO lHE PREPARATION ANO flUNG Of lHIS 

I: 
1:· •• ::.,'1 1

, 1
1

' 
1 UAP COM.PRlslNG lHREE·{J) SHEElS. BV OUR SlGN)\TURES HERETO WE 

L:·,'·.;. 1 1 ~?; •. /~1 tlEREBYICO!-ISENJ,TO lHE PREPARATION AND RECORbATION Of SAIC 

1,;r: ·:,:'~ ff f::.:,:c.;: ;~~~1: 'V.~I~ ~E DISTINCTI~ BORDER LINE-

l:·.: · .. ; ~,t ~;'.:\~ ·rf'!'.,~w · DPERA
1 
WA~EHOUSE; ·LP., A oruWARE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

~~,~~·:'.:,:~~it: :j.~ii!~~~-!·~;'.::'·~y.:f.:.~~~-~P.~A;~~~~~s~ -~ .. u.c; ·· . 
J;j"''.,'':J~n:1·.'l~~\r-: ·'i:r:1~.:- .'•'A·DEL:AWARE.'UMITED UABJUTY COMPANY 

t~~;·::.:·//~ lmi·j;~~/,1l&· ·.G~~~.~~r~.~~~r .... , . 
fr•/i.i'.\• ~.el;.,;;'.. '•'ayi·· AV~~ONBAY COMMUNITIES; INC., 

~'i':.;;·J!i .if:J:,~·;, ·'·' .. ,ji,; ·~a~iw,~ C~POR~~OH; .. 

iw~:i:·:~ :~t::+:: .. ;-, ~b .~(~~ 
~~'~' i.:·'.q., -~"'i'.rtF,-,'. ' , .. . t!: i, .1 .. ,. • ' • , .. 'VIC.IS' f f.ifru ft.Jf ' 

"omcfjl ·COMPLETING 'THiS ' - ' 
~E. IOENTitf OF THE INOMDUAL 

''MiP ~!GNED':lHE ooCIJMENT TO YrrilCH THIS CERTIF1CATE IS 

. cr&Wv'°oF~A~?J~~~Em.UTHFULNESS, ACCURACY, OR 

:~:i: :·~~:;·j~Jj~S~utMm~~~~&~gW Ai?Jo~1~Tc~~~Af?HJ.' 
f'~1:lf/f, . .'\'ANO'.:.mAT BY,'.~\~/HEfifll'!e;I~:SIGN.Al\JRE(S) t1ol lH~ INSTRUMENT lHE 

.1:0{~f~;1~~~-~~~~tW~~;~~J~~:.EH~:.~~ ~Di THE PERSON(S) 

;: " 

r.. 
i 

.:'::-.:..'i'..:' · i c\E:ii~ u~ER Poh.tfY _Df'.-PERJURY UNDER lliE u.m Of THE 

it1£~Th 
APP°FWVALS 

_ THIS MAP 'IS APPRQVED THIS -- DAV OF---- 201_. 

'BY ORDER' No.----

BY''-'-------
UOHAUMEO HURU 
D!RECTOR Of PUBLIC \\llRKS 
CITY .AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE Of CALIFORNIA 

APPRD\/EP AS IQ FORM 

DENNIS J, HERRERA, CITY ATTORNEY 

av· 
T'( ATIORNEY 
;oUHTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CALIFORNIA 

DATI:: ___ _ 

CONDOMINIUM NOTES 

A) lHIS MAP IS 1HE SURVEY MAP POR110N Of A CONDOMINIUM PLAN AS DESCRIBED JN 
CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 4120 AND i2B5. lHIS CONDOMINIUM PRO.ECT IS LIMITED TO A 
MAXIMUl.I NUIJBER Of J26 OWEWNG UNITS. 

B) ALL INGRESS {ES}, EGRESS {ES), PAni{S) Of TRAVEL. ARE/EMERGENCY EXlT(s) ANO 
EXllJNG COMPONENlS, EXIT PATHWAY(S) AND PASSAGE'NAY(S), STAJRWAY(S), CORR!OOR(S), 
W:YATOR(S), AND COMIWN USE ACCESSIBLE FEAlURE(S} ANO FACIUlJES SUcH AS RESlROOMS 
lHAT THE BUILOJNG CODE REQUIRES FOR COMMON USE SHALL BE HELD IN COMMON UNDIVIDED 
INTEREST. . 

C) UNLESS SPECIFIED OlHER'MSE JN THE GOVERNING DOCUMENTS Of A CONDOMINIUM 
HOMEO'WNERS' ASSOCIA TJON, INCLUDING 115 COND!lJONS, COVENANTS, ANO RESlRICTIO/'.IS, 1HE 
HOl.!EOVrtlERS ASSOCIATION SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE, IN PERPElU11Y, FOR THE MAINTENANCE. 
REPAIR, ANO ·REPLACEMENT OF: 

(1) AU. GENERAL USE COMMON AREA IMPROV£MENTS; AND 
(II) AU. FRONTING SIDEWALKS, ALL PERMITTED OR UNPERMllTED PRIVATE ENCROACHMENTS AND 
PRIVAlELV MAINTAINED STREET lREES FRONTING lHE PROPERlY, AND AN'( OTHER OBLIGATION 
11.lPOSEO ON PROPERlY OWNERS Fil:ONTING A PUBLIC RJCHT-OF-WAV PURSUANT TO 1HE PUBLIC 
"WORKS CODE OR OTHER APPLICABLE MUNICIPAL CODES. 

0) IN lHE EVENT lHE AREAS IDENTIFIED IN (C)(ll) ARE HOT PROPERLY MAINTAINED, REPAIRED, 
ANO REPLACED ACCORDING TO THE CITY REQUIREMENTS, EACH HOl.lEOl'INER SHALL BE 
RESFQNSIBl.f TO lHE EXTENT Of HIS/HER PROPORTIONATE OBLIGATION TO lHE HOMEO~ERS' 
ASSOCIATION fOR THE MAINTENANCE, REPAJA, AND REPLACEMENT OF THOSE AREAS. fAIWRE TO 
UNDERTAKE SUCH MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, ANO REPUCEMENT MAY RESULT IN CITY ENFORCEIJENT 
AND ABATEMENT ACTIONS AGAINST THE HOMEOl'INERS' ASSOC!AllON AND/OR niE JNDIV!DUAL 
HOMEOY.NERS. Yd-llCH UAY INCLUDE. BUT NOT BE LIMITED TD IMPOSTlON OF A LIEN AGAINST lHE 
HOMEOWNER'S PROPERTY. 

E) APPROVAL Of THIS MAP SHALL. NOT BE DEEMED APPROVAL Of Tl1E OESICN, LOCATION, 
SIZ~ DENSITY DR USE OF ANY SlRUCnlRE(S) OR ANCILLARY AREAS OF lHE PROPERTY 
ASSOCIATED Yt'ITH STRUClURES, NEW OR EXISTING, 'MiJCH HAIJE NOT BEEN REVIEYfffi OR -
APPROVED BY APPRoPR!ATE CllY AGENCIES NOR SHALL SUCH APPROVAL CONSTITUTE A WAIVER 
OF TiiE SUBOIViDERS OBLIGATION TO ABATE AN'( OUTSTANDING MUNICIPAL CODE 
~Ol..AllONS. ANY STRUCTURES CONSTRUCTED SUBS£QUENT TO APPROVAL OF lHlS PARCEL (OR 
FINAL) MAP SHALL COMPLY 'MTH All RELEVANT MUNICIPAL CODES, INCWDING BUT NOT LIMITED 
TO lHE PLANNING, HOUSING ANO BUILO!NG CODES, IN EFFECT AT lHE TIME OF ANY APPLICATION 
FOR REOU!REO PERMITS, 

F) BAY 111NOOl\'S, ARE ESCAPES AND OJHER ENCROACHMENTS (IF ANY SHOWN HEllEON, THAT 
EXIST, OR JHAT MAY BE CONSlRUClEO) ONTO OR OVER INOIAHA STREET ARE PEllMITlED 
lHROUGH AND ARE SUBJ::CT TO THE RESTR!Cl\ONS SET FORlH IN THE BUILDING CODE AND 
PLANNING CODE OF THE CllY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. THIS MAP DOES NOT CONVEY 
ANY O'M-lERSHIP INTEREST IN SUCH ENCROACHMENT AREAS TO THE. CONDOMINIUM UNIT 
OWNER(S). • 

G) 'S!GNIACANT ENCROACHl.IENTS, TO lHE EXTENT THE'( YtfRE \'1SIBt£ AND OBSERVED, ARE 
NOTED HEREoN. HOWEYfR, IT IS ACKNOViltEOGED THAT OlHER ENCROACHMENTS FROM/ONTO 
ADJllNING PROPERlJES MAY OIST OR BE CONSTRUCltO. IT SHALL BE lliE RESPONSIBILITY 
SOLELV OF lHE PROPERTY OVJ?.IERS INVOLVED TO RESOLVE ANY ISSUES THAT MAY ARISE FROM 
ANY ENCROACHMENTS \'iHEIHER DEPICTED HEREON OR NOT. THIS UAP 00£S NOT PURPORT TO 
CONl£Y >J.l.Y O'MIERSHIP INTEREST IN AN ENCROACHMENT ARCA TO ANY PROPERlY OWNER. 

CITY AND COUNTY SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 
I HEREBV Si.A.TE lHAT I HAVE EXAMINED 1HIS MAP; THAT THE SUBDJVIS!ON AS SHOVtN JS 
SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAME AS IT APPEARED ON THE TENTATIVE l.lAP, ANO ANY APPROVED 
ALlERAllONS THEREOF; THAT AU. TliE PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA SUBDIVISION MAP ACT 
AND ANY LOCAL ORDINANCES APPLICABLE AT THE TIME OF" APPROVAL OF 1HE TENTATIVE MAP, 
HAVE BEEN COMPLIED 'MlH; AND THAT I AM SAllSAEO THIS MAP IS TECHNICALLY CORRECT. 

Ae-1"'1 J.l6 CllY AND COUNTY stlRvtYOR 
CITY ANO COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

L_/.t./,,,._,_ BYt:=', ___ .c.,/ ___ _ 

;:fA.ilt>l"l.R~;fJI LS.!?l.3C 
DATE: (-!'{- /r 

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 
THIS MAP WAS PREPARED 8'( 1.!E oR UNDER MY DIRECTION ANO IS BASED UPON A FlElD 
SURVEY, MADE JN CONFORMANCE 'MlH THE REOU!REMENTS Of lHE SUBOMS!ON MAP ACT AND 
LOCAL ORDINANCE AT THE REQUEST OF AVB OPERA WAREHOUSE, LP:., I HEREBY STATE lHAT 
All lHE MONUMENTS ARE OF JHE CHARACJER ANO OCCUPY JHE POSITIONS INOICA TED AND 
lHAT SUCH MONUMENTS ARE sumc!ENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED, AND lHAT 
THIS FINAL t.IAP SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORMS TO lHE APPROvm OR CONOJllONAU.Y APPROVED 
TENTATIVE MAP. 

DATED THIS 11/fr DAY or /?')::,:7 2Dl7 c 

· ?(aJr tt"-; ~ 
CHRIS ;i.N CIHTEAN, PLS B9~1 

TAX STATEMENT 
I, ANGELA CALV!LLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 1HE CITY AND COUNlY 
Of SAN fRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DO HEREBY STATE THAT lHE SUBDIVIDER HAS 
FLED A STATEMENT FROM JHE lREASURER AND TAJ( COLl£CTOR OF lHE CITY AHO 
COUNlY OF SAN FRANCISCO, SHOWING THAT ACCORDING TO lHE RECORDS OF HIS OR HER 
omcE 1HERE ARE NO LIENS AGAINST lHIS SUBDIVISION OR ANY PART THEREOF FOR 
UNPAID STA1E, COUNT'(, MUNICIPAL OR LOCAL TAXES, OR SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 
COLLECTED AS TAXES. 

DATED ____ DAV OF---- 2017 

BV: __________ _ 

Cl£RK Of THE BOARD OF SUPER\'lSIORS 
C!lY ANO COUNTY' OF SAN FRANCISCO 
ST A 1E OF CALIFORNIA 

BOARD OF SUPER\r1SOR'S APPROVAL 

OH ---- 201-..... lHE BOARD OF SUPERVISOR'S OF lHE arv AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CAUFORN1A APPRO\ota ANO PASSED MOTION NO. 
--- A COPY OF WHICH IS ON FllE IN JHE OFFICE OF JHE BOARD OF 
SUPERV1SOR'S IN FILE NO. -----

CLERK'S STATEMENT 
I, ANGElJI. CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERV1SORS OF TI-IE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. STATE OF CALIFORNIA, HEREBY STATE THAT SA!O 
BOARD OF SUPERV1SORS 8'( ITS MOTION NO. ADOPTED ---
2017, APPRO'vEO THIS MAP ENTITLED, FINAL MAP 9072 • 

IN lESlJMONY ~EREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY HANO ANO CAUSED THE 
SEAL OF THIS OFFICE TO BE AFflXED. 

BY: _________ _ 

Cl£RK OF JHE BOARD OF SUPER~~ORS 
CITY ANO COUNTV Of SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE OF C~UfORNIA 

DATI:: ___ _ 

RECDRPER'S CERTIFICATE DR STATEMENT 
Flt.ED 1Hl5___0AY OF 20_ AT_ M. IN 
BOOK ---' Of •coNOOMJNIUM MAPS·, AT PAGE -~ AT THE REQUEST 
Of S.JWN5 @tj.tA/.i!"L'rfS 

~GNED: ________ _ 

COUNTY RECORDER 
CITY ANO COUNTY Of SAN FRANCISCO 
STAlE 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 

MAY 2017 

~SAN:DIS ~~V.1!1~~1:uu 
"MMIU 
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2. ALL DISTANCES ARC SNO'llN IN GROUND DISTANCCS UNLESS 
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FINAL MAP 9072 
A J26 RESIDENTIAL UNIT CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THAT 
cmTAIN GRANT DEED RECORDED FEBRUIJIY 2J, 2015 AS DOCUMENT 

20J5-K022J7B-OO, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY RECORDS 
BEING A PORTION OF NEW POTRERO BLOCKS JJl AND JJB 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

MAY 2017 
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CbNDDMNIUM ;' 
. UNIT<NO. 

'166'; ·: ; 
,167. ' 
.. 16B'. .- ···.I ·; •'· 

169 
'170 
171 
1n·:· 

173' 
.174 . · I 4105-059 
175 I 4105-060 
178 4105-061 
179 .4105-062 
160 4105-063 
161 4105-084 
182, ' 4105-005 
183 4105-066 

'184 4105-007 
185 4105-088 
186 '4105-069 
201 41Q&.070 
202 4105-071 
203 4105-072 
204 4105-073 
205 4105-074 
200 4105.-075 

4105-076 
4105-077 
-41~78 

'4{0>-079 

CONDOMNIUM 
· UNITNO. 

212 
2l3 
214 

. 215 
216 
217 
216 

'219 
220 

' 221 
.222 
223 
224' 
225 
226 
'22.7 

·.22a 
.. 229 

230 
240 
241 

. j 242 
243 
245 
247 
249 
251. 
253 
260 
261 
262 
263 

.• 264 
265 
266 

.267 
'266 
269 
270 
271 ' 

'272 
'273 

274 
. 275· 

276 
277 
262 
263 
284 
265 
266 
300 
301 
302 

• 303 

304 
305 
306 
307 
308 
309 

310 
311 
312 
313 

• 3t4 

315 
316 -·-

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS FOR PROPOSED CONDOMINIUM UNITS 

PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S CONDOMNtuM PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S CONDOMNIUM PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S 
PARCEL NUM3ER UNJTNO. PARCEL NUMBER UNJTNO. PARCEL NUMBER 

' 4105-061 318 4105-15') 413 4105-219 
' 4105-062 319 4105-151 414 4105-220 
• 4105-063 320 4105-152 415 4105-221 
. 4105-0B4 321 4105--153 .416 4105-222 

4105-085 322 4105-154 417 4105-223 
4105-066 323 4105-155 418 4105-224 
4105-067 324 4105-156 419 4105-225 

. 4105·068 325 4105-157 420 4105-228 
4105-069 326 4105-158 421 4105-227 
4105-090 327 4105-169 422 4105-228 
4105-091 326 4105-160 423 4105-229 
4105-092 329 4105--161 424 4105-250 
410S:093 330 410S-~62 425 4105-231 

. 4105-094 340 4105-163 426 4105-232 
4105-095 341 4105-164 -427 4105-233 

.. 4105-096 342 4105-165 426 4105-234 
4105-097 343 410S-166 429 4105-235 
4105-098 344 4105-167 430 4105--236 
4105-099' 345 410S-16B 440 4105-237 

. 4105-100 348 4105-169 441 4105-238 
'4105-101 347 4105-170 442 4105-239 

4105-102 346 4105-171 443 4105-240 
4105-103 349 ~105-172 444 4105-241 
4105-104 350 4105-173 445 4105·242 

' 4105-105 351 4105-174 446 4105-243 
4105-106 352 4105-175 ·447 4105-244 
-4105-107 353 4105-176 448 4105-245 

. 41Q5..108 354 4105-177 '449 4105-248 
4105-109 356 410S-17B 450 4105-247 

'4105-1·10 360 4105-'179 451 4105-248 

4105-111 361 4105-160 452 4105-249 
4105-112 362 4105-181 453 4105-250 

. 4105-113 ' 363 4105-182 454 4105-251 

. 4105--114 364 4105-183 456 4105-252 
41Q5..115 365 A105-1B4 460 4105-253 
410&-116 366 4105-185 461 4105-254 
4105-117 367 4105-186 ·462 4105-255 

4105-116 368 4105-187 463 4105-256 

4105-119 369 4105-188 484 4105-257 

41()5-.120 370 4105-189 465 4105-258 

4105-121 371 4105-190 466 4105-259 

AlOS-122 372 4105-191 467 4105-260 

4105-123 313 4105-192 468 4105-261 

4105-124 374 4105-193 469 4105-262 

4105-125 375 4105-194 470 4105-263 

4105-126 376 4105-195 471 4105-264 

'4105-127 3n 4105-196 . 472 4105-265 

' 4105-128 378 4105-197 473 4105-266 

4105-128 379 4105-196 474 4105-267 

4105-130 360 4105-199 475 4105-268 
4105--131 361 4105-200 476 4105-269 

4105-132 362 4105-201 477 4105-270 

4105-133 383 4105-202 478 4105-271 

4105-134 384 4105-203 479 4105·272 

4105-135 385 4105-204 480 4105-273 

4105-136 386 4105-205 481 4105-274 

4105-137 400 4105-200 482 4105-275• 

.410S..13B 401 4105-207 463 4105-276 

'4105-139 402 4105-208 484 -4105-277 

4105-140 403 4105-209 485 4105-276 

4105-141 404 4105-210 466 4105-279 

4105-142 405 4105-211 500 410&-260 

4105-143 406 4105-212 501 4105-281 

4105--144 407 4105-213 502 4105-282 

4105-145 408 4105-214 5'l3 4105-283 

4105-146 409 4105-215 504 410S..284 

4105-147 410 4105-216 505 . 4105-285 

4105-148 411 4105-217 506 4105-286 
-~---- ~ .... . .. .l-ll'li:'1-IA I 507 4105-287 

CONDOMNIUM 
UNJTNO. 

5')8 

509 
510 
511 
512 
515 
516 
517 
518 
519 
520 
521 
522 
623 
524 
525 
526 
527 
526 
529 
530 
540 
541 
542 
543 
544 
545 
546 
547 
546 
549 
55') 
580 
561 
582 
563 
564 
565 
566 
570 
571 
572 
573 
574 
575 
577 
583 
584 
565 
586 

PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S 
PARCEL NUlv'iBER 

NOTE 4105-288 
4105-289 
4105-290 
410S..291 
4105-292 
4105-293 
4105-294 
4105-295 
4105-296 
4105-297 
4105-298 
4105-299 
4105-300 
4105-301 
4105-302 
4105-303 
4105-304 
4105-305 
4105-306 
4105-307 
4105--308 
4105-309 
4105-310 
4105-311 
4105-312 
4105-313 
4105-314 
4105-315 
4105-316 
4105-317 
4105-318. 
4105-319 
4105-320 
4105-321 
4105-322 
4105-323 
4105-324 
4105-325 
4105-326 
4105-327 
4105-328 
4105-329 
4105-330 
4105-331 
4105-332 
4105-333 
4105-334 
4105-335 
4105-336 
4105-337 

THE PROPOSED ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS 
SHOWN HEREON ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL USE ONLY 
AND SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON FDR ANY OTHER 
PURPOSE. 

FINAL MAP 9072 
A 326 RESIDENT/AL UNIT CONDOMINIUM PRD.ECT 

A SUBO/VISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED JN THAT 
CERTAIN GRANT DEED RECORDED FEBRUARY 2J. 2015 AS DOCUMENT 

2015-K022J78-00, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY RECORDS 
BEING A PORTION OF N£W POTR£RO BLOCKS JJl AND JJB 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

MAY 2017 
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