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flLE NO. 170975 MOTION NO. 

1 [Final Map 9166 - 600 South Van Ness Avenue] . 

2 

3 Motion approving Final Map 9166, a 27 residential unit and 3 commercial unit, mixed-

4 use condominium project, located at 600 South Van Ness Avenue, being a subdivision 

5 of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3575, Lot No. 070, and adopting findings pursuant to 

6 the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

7 

8 MOVED, That the certain map entitled "FINAL MAP 9166", a 27 residential unit and 3 

9 commercial unit, mixed-use condominium project, located at 600 South Van Ness Avenue, 

1 O. being a subdivision of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3575, Lot No. 070, comprising 3 sheets, 

11 approved July 24, 2017, by Department of Public Works Order No. 186171 is hereby 

12 approved and said map is adopted as an Official Final Map 9166; 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 February 27, 2017, that the proposed subdivision is 

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

17 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 Map 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: 

3 

4 

5 Mohammed Nuru 

6 Director oJ Public Works 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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22 

23 

24 

25 

I 
DESCRIPTION APPROVED: 

J~ !Ji 
Bruce R. Storrs, PLS 

. . City and County Surveyor 
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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 
R E C E I V E D 1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

BOARD OF SUrrnVISORS SanFrancisco,Cit~41Q3 
S ;'\ N FR AN Ci SC 0(415) 5M-5.B:i711 W.WW:sFPublicWorki':o~g_, __ , :· ,;...~ . 

7011 SEP -5 PH 4: I 0 
~ '1' ---·-- __ Ak __ _ • Bruce ~- Storrs, City and County Surveyor 

.. 

Public Works Order No: 186171 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS 

APPROVING FINAL MAP 9166, 600 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE, A 30 UNIT MIXED-USE 
CONDOMINIUM PROJECT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF LOT 070 IN ASSESSORS BLOCK NO. 3575 

A 30 UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

The City Planning Department in its letter dated February, 27, 2017 stated that the subdivision is In 
conformity with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1. 

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

Transmitted herewith are the following: 

1. One ( 1) paper copy of the Motion approving said map - one ( 1) copy in electronic format. 

2. One (1) mylar signature sheet and one (1) paper set of the "Final Map 9166", 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 February, 27, 2017, 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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7/24/2017 7/24/2017 

l..__X_B_r_u_ce_R_._s_to_r_rs _____ ___.l I X Mohamll1ed Nuru 
Storrs, Bruce Nuru, Mohammed 

City and County Surveyor Director, DPW 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

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

USS Market Streer, 3rd Floor· San franctsco, CA !14103 
lliliiliil1Mllil sfpublicworks.org · tel 415·554-SSlO • (~~ 41S·5S4·6l 6l 

J 

Date: January 24, 2017 

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

Attention: Mr. ScottF. Sanchez 

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION 

Project ID 19166 
Project Type 130 Units New Construction 

Address# StreetName !Block P-ot 
600-614 SOUTH VAN NESS 13575 JJ70 

Tentative Map Referral 

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

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

The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable 
provisions of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative M:ap 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 Act1~~A) environmental review as · 
categorically exempt Class CEQA Determination Date,, ... \\. "f 1.ofl, based on the attached checklist. 

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. 

The subject Tentati ap has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does not comply with applicable 
ode e to the followingreason(s): 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING' DEPARTMEN,¥-· .;. : t; ,.... 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Case No.: 

Project Address: 
Zoning: 

. Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Ccmtact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

2013.0614E 
600 South Van Ness Avenue 
UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District 
58-X Height and Bulk District 

3575/070 
9,496 square feet 
Eastern Neighborhoods (Mission Plan Area) 
Michael Leavitt, Leavitt Architecture, [nc. - (415) 674-9100 
.michael@leavittarchitecture.com 
Brett Bollinger - (415) 575-9024 
brett.bollinger@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suile 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: 
415.558.6377 

The. 9,496-square-foot (sf) project site is located on the northeast comer of ~he block bounded by South 
Van Ness Avenue, 18th Street, Capp Street, and 17th Street in the Mission District neighborhood. The 

proposed project would involve: 1) demolition of an existing, 14-foot-talJ, one-story, 1,750-sf former auto 
repair building (currently not in use) and a 29-space, 7,750-sf parking Jot; and 2) construction of a 58-foot
tall (plus 9-foot-tall stair penthouse and 12-foot-tall elevator penthouse), five-story, approximately 34,715-
sf mixed-use building. The proposed-building would provide: 1) 27 dwelling units including 15 one
bedroom units and 12 two-bedroom unit:s on floors two through five; 2) approximately 3,060 sf of retail 
space on the ground floor level; 3) 17 off-street parking spaces on the ground floor level; and 4) 27 Class I 
bicycle pa1kiug spaces 011 the gma11d floor level. Opeu space would be ptmiided 011 sevrn piioate 10of 

decks, two private decks at the 2nd floor, and common open space on the 2nd floor for the remaining 18 
units. The proposed.project would provide a total of ten street trees, five on 171h Street and five on South 
Van Ness Avenue. Access to the ground floor parking spaces would ~e provided by a new curb cut 
proposed along 17th Street. Construction would last approximately 12 months and th~ project would meet 
the San Francisco Green Building Code requirements. The project would require a mat a mat slab 
foundation supported, in turn, by compaction grouted sand from a depth of approximately 5 feet (ft) 
below ground surface (bgs) to a depth of approximately 19-24 ft. bgs. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 
Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California 
-Public Resources Code Section 21083.3. 

DETERMINATION: 
certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Michael Lcavit, Project Sponsor 
Brittany Bendix, Current Planner 
Supervisor David Campos, District 9 
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Certificate of Exemption 

'. 

600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

.'\ 

• ·-·~-:;~~~~;}~~-· ·~. ·•• ~. I. ~-·: • . ·--·:~~~~.) -.~;.: ~·: 

PROJECT APPROVAL 
The project would require Large Project Authorization per Section 329 of the Planning Code. Approval of 
the Sectlon 329 application by the Planning Commission would constitute the Approval Action date. The 
Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption 

. determinaticm pursuant to Section 31.04(h) o~ the San Francisco Administrative Code . 

. . COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW 
California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelmes Section 15183 provide an 
exemption froxn environment~ review for projects that are consistent with the development density 
established by existing zoning, comm~ty plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to ~e project or 
parcel on which the project would be l0<;ated; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on 
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative impacts ~hat were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are 
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 
discussed in the underlying EIR Section 15183( c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or. 
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that 
impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 600 South Van 
Ness Avenue project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained in the 
Programmatic EIR for f11e Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)l. Project-specific 
studies We!e prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant 
environmental impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

After several years of analysis, coinm.unity outreach, and public review, the E;:istem Neighborhood$ PEIR 
was' .. 'aaopted in December 2008.. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support 
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while pres~rving an 
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment 

. and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk 
districts in some areas, including the project site at 600 South Van Ness Avenue. 

Prior to rezoning that occurred under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans process, the 
project site was zoned Lightlndustrial (M-1). This zoning. designation was changed to the current UMU 
designation. As discussed above, the project site is currently occupied by an existing auto repair building 
and paved parking lot. Development of the proposed project would require this business to relocate 
elsewhere. The proposed change of the approximately 9,496-sf project site from the previous PDR use 
(auto repair service) to residential and commercial uses represents a small part of the loss of PDR space 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods .PEIR and .would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the significant and unavoidable cumulative land use impact related to the loss of PDR use 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

1 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048 

SAN FRANCISCO 
"PLANNING DEPARTMElllT 
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Certificate of Exemption 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed East~rn 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On 
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and 
adopted the Preferred Project for final 'recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.2-3 

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor 
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts 
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing 
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. Th~ 
distric.ts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts. 

. . 
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis 
of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods 

. Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused 
largely ·on the Mission District, and a "No Project" alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred 
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred 
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios 
discussed in the PEIR. ' 

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which 
existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus 
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other 
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the 
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its 
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. 

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to the UMU 
(Urban Mixed Use) District. ·Tue UMU District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while 
maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to serve as a 
buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The proposed 
project and its relation to PDR land supply and cumulative land use effects is discussed further in the 

· Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist, under Land Use. The .6oq South Van Ness A venue project 
site, which is located in the Mission District of the Eastern Neighborhoods, was designated as a site 
allowing buildings up to 58 feet in height. 

In.dividual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Pfans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further 
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess 
whether additional environmental re.view would be required. This determination concludes that the 
proposed project at 600 South Van Ness Avenue is consistent with and was encompassed within the 
analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR This determination also finds that the Eastern · 

z San Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR), Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at: http://www.sf· 
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012. 

3 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at: 
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modulcs/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=l268, accessed August 17, 2012. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Certificate of Exemption 600 South Van Ness Avenue 

2013.0614E 

. , .. '· · Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated and described th~ ifupacts of the proposed 600 South Van 
Ness Avenue project, and identified the mitigation measures applicable to the 600 South Van Ness 
A venue project. The proposed project is also consistent with the zoning controls and the provisions of the 
Planning Code applicable to the project site.4.S Therefore, no further CEQA evaluation for the 600 South 
Van Ness Avem~e project is required. In sum, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this Certificate of 
Exeµiption for the proposed project comprise the full and complete CEQA evaluation necessary for the 
proposed project. 

PROJECT SETTING: 
The project site, which is located on the southwest comer of South Van Ness A venue and 17t..li Street, is in 
the Mission neighborhood approximately four biocks south of Highway 101 and approximately two 
blocks southeast of the 16th Street BART Station. The immediate area around the project site is 
characterized by a mix of commercial, residential, and small PDR uses. To the east and west along 17th 
Street, are predominantly residential uses with an auto repair shop a half block down 17th Street west of 
the project site. The project site is also adjacent and across the street from residential uses along South 
Van Ness A venue, sometimes accompanied by ground floor commercial u~es. The northeast corne~ of the 
17th Street and South Van Ness Avenue intersection includes a gas station. Other PDR uses (paint store, 
plumbing supply, and auto parts) are located north and south along South Van Ness Avenue within a 
block of the project site. Surrounding building -heights range from 20 feet to 40 feet in height. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans 
and policies; visua~ quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment 
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow; 
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the 
previously i~sued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed 
600 South Van Ness Avenue project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site 
described in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part ~f the growth that was 
forecast for the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 600 South Van ·Ness Avenue project. As a 
result, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods P~IR for the 
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation artd circulation, and shadow: 
The proposed change of the approximately 9,496-sf project site from the previous PDR use (auto repair 
service) to residential and commercial uses represents a small part of the loss of PDR space analyzed in 
the East.em Neighborhoods PEIR and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 
significant and unavoidable cumulative land us~ impact related to the loss of PDR use identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR In regards to significant and unavoidable transportation impacts related to 
traffic and transit, project-generated vehicle and transit trips would not contribute considerably to 
significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic and transit impacts arid would not be a substantial portion 

~ Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Otywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 600 South Van Ness Avenue, April 13, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 ~fission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E. · 

5 Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning 
Analysis, 600 South Van Ness· Avenue, May 13, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E. 

SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Certificate of Exemption 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

of the overall additional traffic and transit volume anticipated to be generated by Plan Area projects. The 
proposed project would not contribute to significant and unavoidable historic ar<::hitectural resource 
impacts since the proposed project would not involve the demolition of a historic resource and would not 
cause a significant adverse impact upon any nearby adjacent historic resources. "The proposed project 
would not contribute to significant and unavoidable shadow impacts since the proposed project would 
not result in shadows on any nearby parks. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant i.mpacts 
related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials; and 
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PETR 
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project. 

Table 1- Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure Applicability· Compliance 
E. Transportation 

Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 
mitigation to be implemented 

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation by San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Authority 
(SFMTA). 
Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management mitigation to be implemented 
bySFMTA. 
Not Applicable: plan-level N/A 

R-'=1· Rnl..--rprJ 1'1 ,-...linrr 
mitigation to be implemented 

~ by :,t<M1A &: ::ian hanc1sco 
Transit Authority (SFTA). 
Not Applicable: plan-level N/A 

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management 
mitigation to be implemented 
by SFMT A & Planning 
Department. 
Not Applicable: p)an-Jevel NIA 

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding mitigation to be implemented 
bySFMTA. 
Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements mitigation to be implemented 
bySFMTA. 
Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 

E-7: Transit Accessibility mitigation to be implemented 
bySFMTA. 
Not Applicable: plan~level NIA 

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance mitigation to be implemented 
bySFMTA. 
Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 

E-9: Rider Improvements mitigation to be implemented 
bySFMTA. 

E-10: Transit Enhancement Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1189 5 



Certificate of Exemption 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

••. .::·~.~\ _; ,,, -,-! \ • 

.-----...,-------'-'"'"-=""~~-,.;-.,;:..........,;.----~-------,--.:.-.---------~--.. .--.:~~;:".-:-:: ! ·)~ ... ~ 

"-Mitigation Measti&;.:;.'.-.~ · ·· · • ·· · · Com liance :...-:-~·-~· _, .. , "' · 

E-11: Transportation Dei:nand 
Management 

mitigation to be implemented 
b SFMTA: 

Not Applicable: plan-level 
mitigation to be implemented 
b SFMTA. -

NIA· 

=:=1=~~0~~~: .. ';~~,~~1~~~~~Jffe~~F.~~~~i~~1~m~~~~~~0~$~~7~~}~~1~~T.:~~~~W=·~ ,,.,.,,.,..,--,...,.,..,'="'"-,,-,,."'"""'"""""~~ 

F-1: Construction Noise (Pile 
Drivin) 

F-2: Construction Noise 

F-3: Interior Noise Levels 

F-4: Siting of Nois:Sensitive Uses 

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses 

F-6: Open Space in Noisy 
Environments 

G-1: Construction Air. Quality 

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land 
Uses · 

G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM 

G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other 
TA Cs 

Not Applicable: pile driving 
not ro osed. 

Applicable: temporary 
construction noise from use of 
heavy equipment. 

Not Applicable: subject to 
California Noise Insulation 
Standards fu Title 24. 

Applicable: noise-sensitive uses 
proposed where street noise 
exceed~ 60 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA). 

Not Applicable: noise-

Applicable: noise-sensitive uses 
are proposed where noise 
exceeds 60 dBA. 

NIA 

The project sponsor has agreed 
to develop and implement a set 
of noise attenuation measures 
durin construction. 

The_project sponsor has 
conducted and submitted a 
detailed analysis of .noise 
reduction re uirements. 
The project sponsor has 
conducted and submitted a 
detailed a.1alysis of noi~e 
reduction re uirements. 

NIA 

The project sponsor provided 
an environmental noise report 
that demonstrates that the 
proposed open space is 
adequately protected from the 

ambient noise levels. 

Not Applicable: has been N/A 
superseded by the 
Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance. 

Not Applicable: the project site NIA 
is not located within an Air 
Pollutant Ex osure Zone. 

Not Applicable: project does NI A 
not inclupe a use that would 
emit substantial levels of diesel 

articulate matter. 

Not Applicable: project does N/ A 
not include a use that would 
emit other toxic air 
contaminants. 

J-l:Pro ertieswithPreviousStudies NotA N/A 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Certificate of Exemption 

' ... : .. ··" - ~ 
- .• • .• · h..,;. =· - ;- ; .... ,. 

Mitigation Measure 

J-2: Properties with no Previous 
Studies 

J-3: Mission. Dolores Archeological 
District 

K. Historical Resources 

K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit 
Review in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan Area 

K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of 
the Planning Code Pertaining to 
Vertical Additions in the South End 
Histork District (East SoMa) . 

K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of 
the Planning Code Pertaining to 
Alterations and Infill Development 
in the Dogpatch Historic District 
(Central Waterfront) 

L. Hazardous Materials 

' 

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials 

600 Suuth Van Ness Avenue 

2013.0614E 

- - ...... . . . ... . .. .. 

Applicability Compliance 

located within the Mission 
Dolores Archeological District. 

Not Applicable: project site is NIA 
located within the Mission 
Dolores Archeological District. 

The requirements of this 

Applicable: project site is 
mitigation measure have been 

located within the Mission 
complied with as part of this 

Dolores Archeological District. 
enviropmental review process. 
No further mitigation is 
required. 

Not Applicable: plan-level NIA 
mitigation completed by 
Planning Department. 

Not Applicable:· plan-level 
NIA 

mitigation completed by 
Planning Commission. 

NIA 
Not Applicable: plan-level 
mitigation completed by 
Planning Commission. 

The project sponsor has agreed 
to ensure that any equipment 
containing PCBs or DEPH, 

Applicable: project involves such as fluorescent light 
removal of hazardous building ballasts, are removed and 
materials. properly disposed of according 

to applicable federal, state, and 
local laws prior to the start of 
,demolition. 

Please see the attached t\:fitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the complete text of 
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation. of these mitigation measures the proposed 
project would not. result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR. 

PUBLIC NOTIGE AND COMMENT 
A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on May 19, 2014 to adjacent 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. No comments were received from 
the public regarding concerns and issues to be taken into consideration and incorporated in the 

environmental review. · 
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Certificate of Exemption 

,CONCLUSION 
; .• l 

. • • . .. ~ •• !; ) ..... 

As summarized above and further discussed in the CPE Checklist:6 

600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans; 

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are specific to the 
project or the project site that were not identified as significant ·effects in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR; 

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts 
· that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; 

4. The proposed project would not result in signifi~ant effects, which, as a result of substantial new 
illformation that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, 
would be more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and 

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant.impacts. 

Therefore, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 

6 The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, ~650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File 
No. 2013.0614E and online at http:f/www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2780. 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Case No.: 2013.0614E 
1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 

Project Address: 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District 
58-X Height and Bulk District 

3575/070 

San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Zo11i11K: 
Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Plan Area: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

9,496 square feet 
Eastern Neighborhoods (~ission Plan Area) 
Michael Leavitt, Leavitt Architecture, Inc. - (415) 674-9100 
michael<!i>leavittarchitecture.com 
Brett Bollinger - (415) 575-9024 
brett.bollinger@sfgov.org 

~e 9,496-square-foot (sf) project site is located on the northeast corner of the block bounded by South 
Van Ness Avenue, 18th Street, Capp Street, and 17th Street in the Mission District neighborhood. The 
proposed project would involve: 1) demolition of an existing, 14-foot-tall, one-story, 1,750-sf former auto 
repair building (currently not in use) and a 29-space, 7,750-sf parking lot; and 2) construction of a 58-foot
tall (plus 9-foot-tall stair penthouse and 12-foot-tall .elevator penthouse), five-story, approximately 34,715-
sf mixed-use building. The proposed building would provide: 1) 27 dwelling units including 15 one
bedroom units and 12 two-bedroom units on floors two through f~ve (Figures 3-6); 2) approximately 3,060 
sf of retail space on the ground floor level (Figure 2); 3) 17 off-street parking spaces on the ground floor 
level; aRd 4) 'X1 Class I bicycle parking spaces gn +lie gi:gun.d flooi: level (Eigure 2) Oper:i !tpace would be 

Fax: 
415~558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

provided on seven private roof decks, two private decks at the 2nd floor, and common open space on the 
2nd floor for the remaining. 18 units (Figure 1). The proposed project would provide a: total of ten street · 
trees, five on 17th Street and five on South Van Ness Avenue. Access to the ground floor parking spaces 
would be provided by a new curb cut proposed along 17th Street. Figures 7 and 8 depict elevations of the 
proposed project along the South Van Ness Avenue and 17th Street frontages, respectively. Construction 
would last approximately 12 months and the project would meet the San Francisco Green Building Code 
requirements. The project would require a mat a mat slab foundation supported, in tum, by compaction 
grouted sand from a depth of approximately 5 feet (ft) below ground surface (bgs) to a depth of . 

. approximately 19-24 ft. bgs. 

The proposed project would require the following approvals: 

Actions by the Planning Commission 
• Large Project Authorization per Section 329 of the Planning Code 

Actions by other City Departments 
• Demolition and New Construction Building Permits (Department of Building Inspection) 

Approval of the Secti~n 329 application by the Planning Commission would constitute the Approval 
Action date. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA 
exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
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Figure 2: Ground Floor Plan 
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Figure 4: 3rd Floor Plan 
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.. PROJECT SETTING: . - :::: :,..~:.-__ ' -: -- - . -

600 SouthVan Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

The project site, which is located on the southwest comer of South Van Ness Avenue and 17th Street, is in 
the M:ission neighborhood approximately four blocks south of Highway 101 and approximately three 
blocks southeast of the . 16th Street BART Station. The immediate area around the project site is 
characterized by a mix of commercial, residential, and small PDR uses. To the east and west along 17th 
Street, are predomfuantly residential uses with an auto repair shop a half block down 17th Street west of 
the project site. The project site is also adjacent and across the street from residential uses along South 
Van Ness Avenue, s.ometimes accompanied by ground floor commercial uses. The northeast comer of the 
17th Street anc;l South Van Ness Avenue intersection includes a gas station. Other PDR uses (paint store, 
plumbing supply, and auto parts) are located north and south along South Van Ness Avenue within a 
block of the project site. Surrounding building heights range from 20 feet to 40 .feet in height along both 
Van Ness Avenue and 17th Street. The. proposed project building at 58 feet in height would be 
approximat~ly 18 feet higher than the tallest buildings near the project site. 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
This Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project are addressed· in the Programmatic Envirorunental. Impact Report for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (Eastern Neighbqrhoods PEIR).1 The CPE Checklist indicates 
whether the proposed project would result in significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or 
project site; (2) were not identified as significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; 
or (3) are previously identified significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that 
was not known at the time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a 
more severe adv~se impact than discussed in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a 
project-specific Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. If no such impacts are 
identified, the proposed project is exempt from further e~vironmental review in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ~) Guidelines Section 
15183. 

Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area, and measures that are 
applicable to the proposed project are provided under the Mitigation Measures Secti?n at the end of this 
checklist 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation, 
· cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified 
significant cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation 
measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced all impactS to less-than-~ignificant except for 
those rel'ated to land use (cumulative impacts on PDR use), transportation (ptograin-level and cumulative 
traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), 
cultural resources (c~ulative impacts from demolition bf historical resources), and shadow (program
level impacts on parks). 

The proposed project would include construction of a 34,715-sf building cont<;iining 27 dwelling units (12 
two bedroom and 15 one bedroom) and 3,060-sf of ground floor commercial space. As discussed below in 
this checklist, the p~oposed project would not result in new, significant environmental effects, or effects of 
greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and. Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR), Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available 
online at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=l893. accessed August 17, 2012. , 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 600 Soi.Ith Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

AESTHETICS AND PARKING IMPACTS FOR TRANSIT PRIORITY INFILL DEVELOPMENT 
Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics and parking 
impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located 
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment." 
Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the 
potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three 
criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area; 
b) The project is on an infill site; and 
c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria since the project site is located in a transit 
priority ar~a, the project was previously developed as an auto repair building and the proposed project 
would develop the site for mixed-use residential uses and thus, this checklist does not consider aesthetics 
or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.2 Project elevations are 
included in the project description (see Figures 7 and 8), and an assessment of parking demand is 
included in the Transportation section for informational purposes. 

Topics: 

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING-
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regul~tion of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing 
character of the vicinity? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
ProJer:t Site 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

ld,entified in PE/R 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The 'Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans rezoned much of the City's industrially zoned 
land. The goals of the Area Plan were to reflect local values, increase housing, maintain some industrial 
land supply, and improve the quality of all existing areas with future development. A major issue 
discussed in the Area Plan process was the degree to which existing industrially zoned land would be 
rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts; therefore, reducing the availability of land 
traditionally used for light industrial uses, also known as PDR (Production, Distribution, and Repair). 

The Eastern Neighb~rhoods PEIR evaluated three land use alternatives. Option A retained the largest 
amount of existing land that accommodated PDR uses and converted the least amount of industrially 

2 San Francisco Planning Department. Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 600 South Van Ness Avenue, January 
8, 2015. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part 

of Case File No. 2013.0614E. 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

zoned land. to -Fesidential use. Option C converted the most existing land accommodatiIJ.g~~l)Ruse$. ta·'·' 
residential and mixed uses. Option B fell between Options A and C. 

While all three options were determined to result in a decline in PDR employment, the loss of PDR jobs 
was determined to ·pe the greatest under Option C. The alternative ultimately selected - the 'Preferred 
Project' - represented.a zo_ning designation that ultimately fell between Options Band C. Because the 
amount of PDR space to be lost with future development under all three options could not be precisely 
gauged, the PEIR determined that the Preferred Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact on land use character, due to the cumulative loss of PDR use in the Plan Area. This impact was 
addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations w~th CEQA Findings and adopted as part of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

\ . 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR included one mitigatio11 measure, Mitigation Measure A-1, for land use 
controls in Western SoMa thaf could incorporate, at a minimum, no net loss of land currently designated 
fo~ PDR uses, restrict non-PDR uses on industrial (or other PDR-desigfiated) land, and incorporate 
restrictions on potentially incompatible land uses proximate to PDR zones. The measure was judged to be 
infeasible because the outcome of the cominunity-based Western SoMa planning process could not be 
known at the time, and the measure was seen to conflict with other City policy goals, including the 
provision of affordable housing. . · 

Additionally the Eastern Neighborhoods· P~IR determined that land use impacts related to physicalJy 
dividing an established community (la) or' conflicting ~th any applicable land use plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect (lb) to be less than 
significant. 

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the underlying premise of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
· Area Plans was that by delineating PDR-focused· zones, ~eparate from residential and neighborhood 

commercial districts, PDR activities would tend to concentrate in PDR zones more so than the M-1 (Light 
Industrial) and M-2 (Heavy Industrial) zoning categories which allowed for a mix of industrial, 
residential and ·commercial activities, Transitions between PDR zones and residential areas would be . . 
achieved by UMU zoning (Mixed-Use Urban) or M~ed-Use Residential (MUR) zoning. The concentration 
of PDR activities would result in more cohesive neighborhood subareas with a greater consistency in land 
use and building types with dearly defined residential neighborhoods and commercial corridors. PDR 
clusters,· as the Area Plan refers to, would preserve PDR uses by minimizing the secondary econo~ic 
effects that are related to increases in land values that occur through.the conversion of specific sites to 
nonindustrial uses, undermining the economic viability of existing and adjacent industrial 
agglomerations. 

Prior to rezoning that occurred under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans process, the 
project site was zoned Light Industrial (M-1). This zoning designation was changed to the current UMU 
designation. As discussed above, the project site is currently occupied by an existing auto repair building 
and paved parking lot. Development of the proposed project would require this business to relocate 
elsewhere. To the east and west along 17th Street, are predominantly residential uses with an auto repair 
shop a hal~ block down 17th Street west of the project site. The project site is also adjacent and across the 
street from residential uses along South Van Ness Avenue, sometimes accompanied by ground floor 
commerdal uses. The northeast comer of the 17th Street and South Van Ness Avenue intersection 
includes a gas station. Other PDR uses (paint store, plumbing supply, and auto parts) are north and south 

·along South Van Ness Avenue within a block of the project site. The existing PDR uses are dispersed 
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between residential and mixed-use buildings and no PDR clusters ~p.pear in close· proximity to the 
proposed project. 

The proposed change of the approximately 9,496-sf project site from .the 'previous PDR use (auto repair 
service) to residential and commercial uses represents a small part of the loss of PDR space analyzed in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PETR, the site does not appear to be part of a larger PDR cluster and existing 
non-PDR uses (residential) are the predominant land use in the project vi<;inity. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the significant and unavoidable 
cumulative land use impact related to the loss of PDR use identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
Mitigation Measure A-1 applied to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors' ~ctions and does 
not apply to individual development projects. 

The proposed project would be constructed within the existing Jot boundaries and would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The proposed project would be 
consistent with the land use and zoning regulations adopted in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.3,4 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and land use planning, 
and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Significant Significant No Significant 
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not 

to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously 
Topics: Project .Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING-
Would the project: 

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing D D D 
units or create demand for additional housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers .. of people, D D D 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to identify appropriate locations for 
housing in the City's traditionally industrially, zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional 
housing. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that an increase in population in the Plan Area is 
·expected to occur as a secondary effect of the proposed rezoning and that any population increase would 

l Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning 
and Policy Analysis, 600 South Van Ness Avenue, April 13, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E. 

~ · Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning 
Analysis, 600 South Van Ness Avenue, May 13, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E. 
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not, in itself, result in-adverse physical effects. ThiS:x~zoning ·we>uld0 serve to-advance key City·policy· -" 
objectives, such a5 providing housing in appropifate'fotallons r1ext to Dowrit:OW!l and other employment . 
generators and furthering the City's Transit First policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would 
result in an increase in both housing development and population in all of the Area Plans. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population and density would not result 
in significant adverse physical effects on the environment. No mitigation measures were identified in the 
PEIR. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that approximately 9,500 to 12,500 new jobss and 
approximately 7,400 to 10,000 new households6 would be added in Eastern Neighborhoods between 2000 
·and 2025. The proposed project would increase the population oil site by rep~acing the existing auto 
repair use with 27 new dwelling units and 3,060 sf of ground-floor commercial space. The proposed 
project's commercial uses are expected to add. approximately nine employees to the project site.7 The 
proposed residential uses would increase the population on site by 58 new residents.8 The existing 
business on-site would be required to relocate within available properties where su~h zoning permits . 
auto repair services. However, the proposed project would not displace a substantial number of housing 
units because the project site cbntains no residences. As such, construction of replacement housing would 
not be necessary. These direct effe~ts of the proposed project on population and housing are within the 
scope of the population growth anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and evaluated in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on population and 
housing that were not id~ntified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

Topif;S: 

3. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 

· Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

c) 

d) 

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological ·resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

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

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to. 
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D 

D 

D 

D 
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/mpfJdnot 
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·181 

s San Francisco Planning Deparhnent, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR),_ 
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E (certified August7, 2008). Available online at http://www.sf
planning.org/index.aspx?page=l893. Table 36, page 235. 

6 San Francisco. Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), 
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E (certified August 7, 2008). Available online at http://wY.rw".sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, Table 35, page 232. . 

7 The average of 276 gross square feet per employee for office and PDR uses and 350 gross square feet for retail uses is consistent 
with the Department's Transportation Impad Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (October 2002)~ 

B Based on the average household size of2.15 persons per household iden!ified in the Easteµi Neighborhoods PEIR.. 
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2013.0614E 

Pursuan't to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.S(a)(l) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings 
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or 
are identified in a local register of historical resources, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated 
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans could 
have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources and on 
historical districts wi~hin the Plan Areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the 
known or potential historical resources in the Plan Areas could potentially be affected under. the 
preferred alternative. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and 
unavoidable. This impact was addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with finding_s and 
adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

The project site currently contains an auto repair building constructed in 1945 and pcirking lot, which 
neither considered an historic resource, nor is it located within a designated historic district. Furthermore, 
the proposed project would not result in the demolition or alteration of any historic resource. Therefore, it 
would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
FEIR, and no historic resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on historic architectural 
resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Archeological Resources 
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plan could result in 
significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would 
reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-~ignificant level. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation 
Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan is on 
file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. Mitigation Measure J-2 applies to 
properties for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological 
documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological 
resources under CEQA. Mitigation Measure J-3, which applies to properties in the Mission Dolores 
Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be conducted by a qualified' 
archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. 

The proposed project would remove an existing one-story auto repair building and parking lot and 
construct a new five-story mixed-use building with ground floor retail and parking with residential_ uses 
above. The project would require a mat a inat slab foundation supported, in turn, by compaction grouted 
sand from a depth of approximately 5 feet (ft) below ground surface (bgs) to a depth of approximately 19-
24 ft. bgs.9 A preliminary archeological review was conducted for the proposed project, the findings of 
which are discussed below. 10 

9 Rollo & Ridley Geotechnical Engineers & Scientists. Gcotcchnical Investigation 600 South Van Ness Aven~e. This document is 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 
400. 

10 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review: Checklist for 600 South Van 
Ness Avenue, revised May 28, 2014. This document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2013.0614~. · 
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< --· ,, - -~ The projeGt~ite·w&S'1.'.\isterically located on-the·northem edge of a large-tidat rttarsh into~wl'iicfi,·Yirater~~u-
. from Dolores Cre~ and an muiamed tributary from the south flowed before reaching the largedii.goon 
known !IS Laguna de los Dolores. Based on the project geotechnical report it appears that in the geological 
past as much as two-thirds of the southern portion of the project site may have been within a marsh but 
was subsequently covered by alluvial sand deposits ranging in thickness from 5.5 to 8 ft. Mid-1850s U.S. 
Coast Survey topographic sheets in~icate that the southern part of the site may have been in willow 
groves occupying former marshlands. A good portion of the project site· may have been under cultivation 
by 1857. It is not improbable that the project site was within an area that was in agricultural production 
during the mission period (approximately 1776-1830s). The first two mission complexes were to the. 
northwest of the project site within a radius of two or three blocks. It is likely the primary locally farmed 
land belonging to the mission was located east of Guerrero Street extending up to the marshlands along, 
the western edge of the lagoon. Alth~ugh mission cereal crops like wheat and barley, were mostly grown 
at mission asistencias in San Mateo County and Contra Costa County by the 1790' s some cereal crops 
may have continued to be grown in proximity to Mission Dolores as well as beans and garden vegetables 
and fruit through the first few decades of the 18QOs. -

The project site is located to the east of several documented Hispanic Period (1776-1850) archeological 
sites. These range from the sites of all the former mission complexes including mission quadrangles, 
neophyte residential quarters, mission guard housing, the walled mission orchard, granaries, tanneries, 
mills; mission cemetery, water conveyance system composed of acequia and water impoundments, etc. 
~ithin a few years of mission secularization the area around the former mission became revitalized into a 
more heterogeneous community of Californios, and affinal non-Hispanic Europeans, former _neophytes, a 
disaffiliated Mormon group and Chinese farming "households". Although no prehistoric sites have been 
documented in the project vicinity, the presence of prehistoric and historic-period Native American 
settlements is confirmed by a documented prehistoric shell midden site several blocks to the northwes~ 
and of the Ohlone village known as Chupchui which was near ~e site of the first mission. 

The project site appears to have been in recent geological time composed of moderately deep (5.5-8 ft in 
thickness), rich alluvial soils. Underlying this sand arid silt deposit in the southern two-thirds of the site 
are deep marsh deposits including peat and organics seemingly indicating this area was occupied for a 
long period in the past by wetlands that cover_ed an area much greater than was observed in the 1850s. 
Whether or not the rich alluvial soils were in agricultural production during the Mission period, they 
were part of a farming operation by the mid-to-late 1850s. It is not known when the site was filled in but 
filling in of the site probably would have ocrurred after the adjoining public streets were brought to legal 
grade. The installation and removal of underground storage tanks (USTs) in association with the former 
gas/service station that formerly ·occupied the site, along with site remediation activities would have 
disturbe~ a substantial amount of sediments within the project site. Since fill within the site- extends to a 
depth of ~0-14 ft bgs, it is not clear that UST-related activities.resulted in disturbance of alluvial or marsh 
deposits. 

The alluvial deposits within ·the project site are sensitive for prehistoric deposits becau~e of their 
proximity to ecological settings densely rich in dietary and non-dietary resources important to prehistoric 
communities and to expected and known prehistoric sites. The older marsh deposits within the project 
site also have a lower but real potential for prehistoric deposits although the clay and peat iayer would 
not have provided a stable land form for occupation, the anaerobic quality of such low-energy sediments 
would be highly preservative of any prehistoric. artifactual material accidentally or intentionally· 
deposited in the marshes_ 
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; :;-:, -. The· project site is within the Mission Dolores Archeological District archeofogical miflgatfon zone .. Of fhe . 
Eastern Neighborhoods and Area Plans FEIR but no previous site-specific archeological assessment has 
been made of the project site. The Mission Dolores Archeological District comprises properties that 
contain or have the potential to contain archeological deposits associated with the San Francisco Hispanic 
Period (1776-1850). The proposed project would require excavation of up to four feet bgs and is therefore 
subject to Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure J-3 Mission Dolores Archeological District 
(Project Mitigation Measure l - Archeological Resources !Eastern Neighborhood FEIR Mitigation 
Measure J-3, p.515]). Project Mitigation Measure 1 requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a 
qualified archeological consultant having expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical 
archeology. The scope of the archeological services to be provided may include preparation of an 
archaeological testing and recovery program (ARD{f P). 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 (see page 44) would apply to the proposed project due to the expected 
amount of soil disturbance and would reduce potential effects to archeological resources to a les~-than
significant level. The mitigation measure would ensure avoidance of any potentially significant adverse 
effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources within Mission Dolores 
Archeological District. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on archeological resources 
that were not identified in the Eastern Ne.ighl?orhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

4 TRANSPORTATION AND C!RC\Jl ATION-
Would the project 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the perfonnance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel. and 
relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand · 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels, 
obstructions to flight, or a change in location, . 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PE.IR anticipated that growffi···resulting from the proposed zoning changes 
could result in significant impacts on traffic and transit .ridership, and identified 11 transportation 
mitigation . measures. Even with implementati~n of these mitigation measures, however, it was 
anticipated that the significant cumulative traffic impacts at certain local intersections and the cuniuJative 
impacts on certain transit lines could not be fully mitigated. Thus, these impacts were found to be 
significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation measures incorporated. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, topic 16c from the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G is not applicable. 

Trip Generation 
The proposed project would include 27 new dwelling units and ~,060 square feet of new. commercial 
space. Th.e proposed project would include 17 off-street parJ.<4lg spaces and 27 bicycle parking spaces. 
Trip generation for the proposed project was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation 
Impacts Analysis G1:'idelines for Environmmtal Review (SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco 
Planning Department11 The proposed project would generate an estimated 674 person trips (inbound and 
outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 325 person trips by auto, 178 transit trips, 136 walk 
trips and 35 trips. by other modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an 
estimated 19 vehicle trips (accotinting for vehicle occupancy data for this Census Tract). 

Traffic 
The proposed project's vehicle trips would travel through the inte:r:sections surrounding the project bloc;k. 
Intersection operating_conditions are characterized by the concept of Level of Service (LOS), which ranges 
from A to F and provides a description of an intersection's performance based on traffic volumes, 
intersection capacity, and vehicle delays. LOS A represents free flow conditions, with little or no delay, 
while LOS F represents congested conditions, with extremely long delays; ·LOS D (moderately high 
delays) is considered the lowest acceptable level in San Francisco. The intersections near the project site 
are shown below in Table 1. The proposed project would generate an estimated 19 new p.m. peak hour 
vehicle trips that would travel through surrounding intersections. This amount of new p.m. peak hour 
vehicle trips would not substantially increase traffic volumes at these or other nearby intersections, 
would not substantially increase average delay that woUld cause nearby intersections that currently 
operate at acceptable LOS to deteriorate to unacceptable LOS, or would not substantially increase average 
delay at intersections that currently operate at unacceptable LOS. The proposed project would also not 
contribute considerably to 2025 cumulative conditions and thus, the proposed project would not have 
any significant cumulative traffic impacts. 

Table 1: Intersection LOS near 600 South Van Ness Avenue - Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Intersections Baseline 2025 2025 2025 

(2000) Option A OptionB OptjonC 
South Van Ness Ave/16th St B B· B B 

Mission St/16th St c D D D 
Valencia St/16th St B c c c 
Valencia St/15th St B c c c 

11 San Francisco Planning Department, Transpartation Calculations for. 600 South Van Ness Avenue, July 8, 2013. These 
calculations are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case 
File No. 2013.0614E. . 
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.Source: San Francis,;:o·-Planning Dcparlri'lcnt;fE.1stem 1Ncighborhood.s Re7.oning and· Area Plans Final-Environmental [rnpact· .. · _,, .. : ·". 
Report, certified January 19, 2009. File No. 2004.0l 60E. 

For· the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on traffic, either 
individuaHy or cumulatively, that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

·Transit 
The project site is located within· a quarter mile of several local transit Jines including Muni lines 12, 14, 

14L, 22, ·33, and 49 and the regional transit stop for BART at Mission ~treet/16th Street. The proposed 
project would be expected to generate 178 daily transit trips, including 26 during the p.m. peak hour. 
Given the wide availability of transit options nearby, the addition of 26 p.m. peak hour transit trips 
would be accommodated by existing transit capacity. As such, the proposed project would not result in 
unacceptable levels of transit service or cause a substantial increase in transit delays or operating costs 
such that significant adverse impacts in transit service could result. 

Each of the rezoning options in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni lines, with the Preferred Project 
having significant and unavoidable impacts on seven Muni lines. The project site is located within a 
quarter-mile of three of these Muni lines: 22, 33, and 49. Mitigation measures proposed to reduce these 
significant transit.impacts related to pursuing enhanced transit funding; conducting transit corridor and 
service improvements; and increasing transit accessibility, service information and storage/maintenance 
capabilities for Muni lines in the Plan Area. Even with the incorporation of mitigation, however, 
significant cumulative impacts on the above Muni lines were fo~nd to be significant and unavoidable and 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations related to the significant and unavoidable cumulative transit 
impacts was adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods project approval. 

I he proposed proJed would not contribute considerably to the above-noted s1gn1f1cant and unavmdable 
cumulative traqsit impacts as its minor contribution of 26 p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a 
substantial proportion of the overall additional transit volume generated by Plan Area projects. The 
proposed project would also not contribute considerably to 2925 significant cumulative transit impacts. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not Tesult in significant impacts that were not 
identHied in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to transit and would not contribute considerably to 
significant cumulative transit impacts that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PETR. 

Pedestrian 
The proposed project would not include sidewalk narrowing, roadway widening, or removal of a center 
Jnedian, or other conditions that could adversely affect pedestrians. The proposed project would remove 
a total of two curb cuts, one existing curb cut along South Van Ness Avenue and one on 171h Street, and 
add a new curb cut on 171h Street to provide vehicular access to the garage. As such, the proposed project 
would not result in a hazard to pedestrians or otherwise substantially interfere with pedestrian 
accessibility to the project site and adjoining areas. Pedestrian activity may increase as a result of the· 
proposed project, but not to a degree that would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks. 
For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on pedestrian safety 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Bicycle 
Existing Class II bikew~ys (bicycle lanes) run on 14th Street (three blocks north of the project site), on 17th 
Street, and Valencia Strei::t (four blocks west of the project site). An existing Class llI bikeway (bicycle 
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route) e~tends along\i.J:6"fu -~tieE.Wfroin Missi~n Street (two blocks·. east of the projed .. sife) ancf inters~~cyt";;1 ..:.:.--• · ~ • •· · 
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with the Class Il bikeway on 16th and Valencia Streets. An existing Class Ill bikeway also eXtends aforig' ,. .. , < 

Hoff Street from 16tfi Street (three blocks west of the project site) and intersects with the Class Il bikeway 
on Hoff and 17fh Streets. Although the proposed project would result in an increas~ in the number of 
vehicles in the project vicinity, this increase would not substantially affect bicycle travel in the project 
vicinity. 

The.proposed project would add a new 10-foot-wi';ie curb cut along 17th Street to provide vehicular access 
to the garage, which has an existing Class Il bicycle lane. The frequency of vehicles entering and exiting 
the project site would not be enough to cause a substantial hazard ~o bicyclists. For the above reasons, the 
proposed project would not result_ in significant impacts related to bicycle safety that were not identified 
in the Eastern.Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Loading 
The commercial and residential uses associated with the proposed project would generate an average of 
186 vehicle trips per day and would result in a loading demand for 0.06 loading spaces during an average 
hour and 0.08 loading space during the peak hour. The average hour and peak hour loading demand 
could be accommodated on-street. 

Planning ~ode Section 152.1 does not require off-street loading for residential development uses less than 
100,000-sf in gross floor. area or ·10,000 sf in gross floor area for retail uses. The proposed project includes 
27,600 sf of residential use and 2,500 sf of retail space. Therefore, off-street loading spaces are not required 
for the project (and none is proposed) and the proposed project would meet the loading requirements of 
the Planning Code. · 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on transportation and 
circulation related to loading that were not iden1:}.fied in the Easte~ Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Emergency Access 
The proposed project would not close off any existing streets or entrances to public uses. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to emergency access that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Construction 
The proposed project's construction activities would last approximately 12 months. Although 
construction. activities would result in additional vehicle trips to and from the project site related ~o 
construction workers and material and equipment deliveries, these activities would be temporary and 
limited in duration. Therefore, the proposed project's construction would not result in significant 
transportation impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. · 

Parking 
Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics and parking 
impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment ceriter project on an infill sit~ located 
within a transit . priority area sl).all not be considered significant impacts on the environment." 
Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer· to be considered in determining if a project has the 
potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three 
criteria: 
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b) 

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

For the reasons discussed on page 3, the proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, 
this determination does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 
impacts under CEQA.'2 The Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of 
interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, this determination presents a parking demand 
analysis for informational purposes .. 

The parking demand for the new residential' and commercial uses associated with the proposed project 
was determined based on the methodology presented in the SF Guidelines. On an average weekday, the 
demand for parking would be for 52 spaces. The proposed project would provide 19 off-street spaces. 
Thus, as proposed, the project would have an unmet parking demand of an estimated 33 spaces. At this 
location, the unmet parking demand could be accommodated within existing on-street and off-street 
parking spaces within a reasonable distance of the project vicinity. Additionally, the project site is well 
served by public transit and bicycle facilities. Therefore, any unmet parking demand associated with the 
project would not materially affect the overall parkii:ig conditions in the project vicinity ·such that 
hazardous conditions or significant delays would be created. 

The Planning Code does not require the provision of any off-street_parking spaces for the proposed 
project. It should be noted that the Planning Commission has the discretion to adjust the number of on
site parking spaces included in the proposed project, typically at the time the project entitlements are 
sougflt. H the project were to be ultimately approved with no off-street parking spaces, the proposed 
project would have an unmet demand of 52 spaces. As mentioned above, the unmet parking demand 
could be accommodated .within existing on-street and off-street parking spaces nearby and through 
alternative modes such as public transit and bicycle facilities. Given that the unmet demand could be met 
by existing facilities and given that the project site is well-served by transit and bicycle facilities, a 
reduction in the number of off-street parking spaces associated with the proposed project, ~ven if no off
street spaces are being provided, would not result in significant delays or hazardous conditions. 

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to 
night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a 
permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of 
travel. While parking conditions change over fime, a substantial shortfall in parking caused by a project 
that creates hazardous conditions or significant delays to traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians could 
adversely affect the physical environment. Whether a shortfall in parking creates such .conditions will 

' depend on the magnitude of the shortfall and the ability of _drivers to change travel patterns or switch to 
other travel modes. If a substantial shortfall in parking caused by a project creates hazardous conditions 
or significant delays in travel, such a condition could also result in secondary physical environmental 
impacts (e.g., air quality or noise impacts caused by congestion), depending on the project and its setting. 

The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., 
transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a r~latively dense pattern of urban development, 
induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or 

12 San Francisco Planning Department. Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 600 South Van.Ness Avenue, January 
8, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part 
of Case File No. 2013.0614E. 
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~:- ', ··': ~.-'~.c ~- ~:changetheir overall travel habits. :Any suchresulting shifts to tra:nsihs_ervice-~:r-other modes (walking and 
. . ., . . . ·-- - . biking); ·would be in keepir{g with the City's ,;transit First" policy ar'.id' nu~~;otis San Francisco General 

Plan Polices, including those in the Transportation Element. The City's Transit First Policy, established in 
the City's Charter Article SA, Section 8A.115, provides that "parking policies for areas well served by 
public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative 
transportation."' 

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and fooking for 
a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find 
parking at or near the project site and then . seek parking farther away if convenient parking is 
unavailable. The secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in 
vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area, and thus 
choose to reach their destination by other modes (i.e. walking, biking, transit, taxi). H 'this occurs, any 
secondary environmental impacts that may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the 
proposed project would. be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis, as· well 
as in the associ~ted air quality, noise and pedestrian ~afety analyses, would reasonably address potential 
secondary effects. 

In summary, the proposed project would not result in a substantial parking shortfall that would create 
hazardous conditions or significant ~elays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians. 

Topics: 

5. NOISE-Would the project: 

a} Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

b} · Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

c} Result in a substantial penTlanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

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

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

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise 
levels? 

SAN FRANCISCO • 
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Significant 
Impact not 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
lmp!i!ct due to 

Substantial New 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods·PEIR· identifie·d potential tonflic:ts related to location of residences and other·· · -·· - ·-
noise-sensitive uses in proximify to noisy uses su.ch as PDR, retatl, entertainment, 
cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
identified significant construction noise impacts. Noise resulting from an increase in Plan Area traffic was 
found to be less than significant. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR therefore identified six noise 
mitigation measures that would reduce significant noise impacts to Jess-than-significant levels. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and Fc2 relate to construction noise. Mitigation 
Measure F-1 Construction Noise addresses individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitigation 
Measure F-2 Construction Noise addresses individual projects that include particularly noisy 
construction procedures (including pile-driving). The proposed project would include a mat foundation 13 

(which would not require pile driving) and therefore would not generate the noise and vibration impacts 
typically caused by pile driving. Because the proposed project would not include pile driving and would 
be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, as discussed below, Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigatipn Measures F-1 would not be required. Due to the close proximity of 
construction activity to surrounding residential uses directly north, south, east and west of the project 
site, the project would be required to implement the construction noise mitigation measure F-2 identified 
in the PEIR to reduce noise from general construction practices. 

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximat~ly 12 months) would be 
subject to and would comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article ;1.9 of the San Francisco 
Police Code). Construction noise is regulated by the Noise Ordinance. The Noise Ordinance requires that 
construction work be conducted in fhe following manner: {1) noise levels of construction equipment, 
other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source (the equipment 
generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have intake and exhaust mufflers that are approved by the 
Director of the Department of Public Works (DPW) or the Director of the Department of Building 
Inspection .(DBI) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the noise from the construction 
work would exceed the ambient ljlOise levels at the site property line by 5 dBA, the work must not be 
conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of DPW authorizes a special permit for 
conducting the work during that period. 

DBI is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal 
business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5;00 p.m.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise 
Ordinan~e during all .other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed project of 
approximately 12 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. 
There may be instances wheri. project-related construction noise could interfere ·with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site and may be considered an annoyance by 
occupants of nearby properties. The increase in noise in .the project area during project construction 
would not be considered a significant impact of the proposed project because the construction noise 
would be temporary (limited in duration to approximately 12 months), intermittent, and restricted in 
occurrence and level, as the project contractor would be subject to and required to comply with the Noise 
Ordinance and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR mitigation measure F-2, which would reduce construction 
noise impacts to Jess than significant. 

u Rollo & Ridley Gcotcdmical Engineers & Scientists. Geotechnical Investigation 600 South Van Ness Avenue. This document is 

available for review as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 

400. 
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Eastern _N~igh!:>~rh,~ods ~§~"~$~~~-¥~sures 1:~3 I~terio~ Noise Li:v_els, -F:-'.'1; Siting of Noi~~S~nsitive ·: .: ~:'li!~f&J,-:>--' ..• ~-
Uses, and F-6 Open Space·m Noisy Environments include additional m~ures for individual projects · ·' ·· ' · 
that include new noise-sensitive uses. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-3 Interior 
Noise Levels requires that for new development that includes noise-sensitive uses located along streets 
with noise Ie:vels above 60 dBA (Ldn), where such development is not already subject to California Noise 
Insulation Standards in Title 24, the project sponsor shall conduct a detailed analysis of noise reduction 
requirements. Eastern Neiihborhoods PEIR ·Mitigation Measure F-4 Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses 
requires the preparation of an analysis that includes, at minimum, a site survey to identify potential 
n':>ise-generatmg uses within 900 feet of and that have a direct line-of-sight to the project site, and at least 
one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise levels taken every 15 minutes) to demonstrate that 
acceptable interior noise levels consistent with Title 24 can be attained. Since the proposed project is 
subject to Title 24, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-3 Interior Noise Levels is not 
applicable. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-4 Siting. of Noise-Sensitive Uses is 
applicable to the proposed proj.ect since the proposed project would include residential uses, thereby 
introducing new noise-sensitive uses to an area with an existing traffic noise levei of between 65.1 dBA 
and 75 dBA (Ldn).14 

In accordance with Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-4 Interior Noise Levels, the 
project sponsor has conducted an environmental noise assessment demonstrating that the proposed 
project can feasibly attain acceptable interior .noise levels consistent with Title 24 requirements. Two· 

· continuous long-term noise measurements at tw~ locations were conducted at the project site on August 
14th. and 16th, 2013 to quantify the noise environment. The average measured daily noise exposure levels 
(Ldn) was 73.0 dBA along South Van Ness Avenue at the project site and 71.0 dBA along 17th Street at the 
project site. Charles M. Salter and Associates also conducted a survey of noise-generating uses within 900 
feet of the project site, which in~udes auto repair shops, theaters, bars, restaurantS and a shopping 
center.ts 

To achieve acceptable interior noi~e levels consistent with Title 24 requirements, the project sponsor 
would be required to install windows with noise reduction ratings of up to Sound Transmission Oass 
(STC) 41 for the residential units facing the street and up to STC 28 for the residential units facing away 
from the street. The windows could be operable, but would need to be in the closed position to meet the 
interior noise level standard. Therefore, the residential units would require a supplemental ventilation 
system that does not compromise the sound attenuation of the proposed building's exterior fac;ade. With 
installation of the appropriate windows, the project would comply with Title 24 interior noise-level . 
requirements an~ thus would meet the requirements of Eastern Neighborhoods PEffi Mitigation Measure 
F-4 Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PElRMitigation Measure F-6 Open Space in _Noisy Environments requires that 
open space required under the Planning Code for individual projects located in noisy areas be protected, 
to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels. The proposed project includes 
residential uses and open space areas as required by the Planning Code; therefore, Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-6 Open Space in Noisy Environments is applicable to the 
project. Accordingly, the proposed building's second-floor deck would be located away from 17th Stre~t 
and South Van Ness A venue, shielded from those two busy streets by the building itself, and the roof-top 

u Charles M. Slater Associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Study for 600 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA, August 22, 
2013. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400. · 

15 Ibid. 
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·-opefrispace' wriuld be 'located approximately 58 feet above the street ·level with· landseapihg-'around' the -
perimeter. 

For the rear yard, and private residential decks on the west side of the building (facing away from South 
Van Ness Avenue), building elements would provide at least 7 dB of acoustical shielding, which would 
result in a substantial reduction in noise. The acoustical shielding provided for these open spaces by the 
building itself would be sufficient to meet the Eastern Neighborhood PEIR Mitigation Measure F-6 for 
protected outdoor use spaces.16 

The residential decks on the west and north side of the building (facing towards South Van Ness Avenue 
and 17th Street) are more exposed to exterior noise than the spaces listed above. At these decks, .a solid 
42-inch high balcony face would provide 4 dB of acoustical shielding at Floor 5, and negligible shielding 
(less than 1 dB) at Floors 2, 3, and 4. Given the constraints of the project location, these decks are shieided 
to the extent feasible, and would achieve compliance with the intent of Eastern Neighbor:hood PEIR 
Mitigation Measure F-6.17 

Eastern Neighborhoods PE1R Mitigation Measure F-5 Siting of Noise-Generating Uses addresses impacts 
related to individual projects that include new nois~-generatirig uses that would be expected to generate 
noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the proposed project site vicinity. Ambient noise levels in San 
Francisco are largely influenced by traffic-related noise. The project site is exposed to traffic noise levels 
of between 65.1 dBA and 75 dBA. An approximate do_ubling in traffic volumes in the area would be 
necessary to produce an increase in ambient noise levels perceptible to m9st people (a three decibel noise 
increase). The proposed project would not double traffic volumes because the proposed p~oject would 
generate approximately 186 daily vehicle trips,_ with approximately 19 trips during the p.m. peak-hour. In 
addition, operation of the proposed project would not include any other constant or short-term noise
generating sources (e.g., diesel generators) that would generate substantial additional noise in the project 
vicinity. Since the proposed development would include residential uses that would not be expected to 
generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the vicinity of the project site, Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 Siting of Noise-Generating Uses is not applicable to the proposed project. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airpor't, or 
in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefor_e, topic 12e and f from the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G is 
not applicable. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant noise impacts that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

1• Ibid. 
17 lbid. 
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Significarrt · · · · Significant 

Topics: 

6. AIR QUALITY-Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

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

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for O?'.one 
precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?· 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to 
to Project or Impact not Substantial New 
Project Site Identified in PEIR Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

D D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from 
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land usesl8 as a result of exposure to elevated .levels of 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). All other air quality impacts 
were found to be less than significant. " 

Construction Dust Control 
Eastern Neighborhoo~ PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality requires individual 
projects involving construction activities to mclude dust control measures and maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 
Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 
176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent cif the Construction Dust Control Ordin~ce is to reduce the 
quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to 
protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize pub.He nuisance complaints, and 
to avoid orders to stop work by DBI. Project-related construction activities would result in construction 
dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. In compliance with the CoriStruction Dust. Control 
Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site 
would be required to control construction dU:st on the site through a combination of watering disturbed 
areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping, an!i other measures. The regulations 
and procedures set forth by the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that construction 
dust impacts would not be significant. These requirements supersede the dust control provisions of 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality. Therefore, the portion of 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality that addresses dust 
control is not applicable to the proposed project. 

!B . The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQ1ID) considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors 
occupying or residing in: n residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and 
universities, 3) daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and 
Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 
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Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality addresses air quality 
impacts during construction, Mitigation Measure G-2 Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses addresses the 
siting of sensitive land uses near sources of TACs and PETR Mitigation Measures G-3 Siting of Uses that 

Emit DPM and G-4 Siting of Uses that Emit Other TACs address proposed uses that would emit DPM 
and other TA Cs. 

Subsequent to certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors . 
approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to 

as the Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, 
Mticle 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective· December 8, 2014}(Ar.ticle 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to 
protect the public health and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an 
enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 

Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are areas that, based on 
· modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exce~d health protective standards for cumulative PM2.s 
concentration, cumulative excess cancer risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity 

to freeways. Projects within theAir Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine 
whether the project's activities .would expose sensitive recept?rs to substantial air pollutant 
concentratiol'.s or add emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. 

The project site is not located within an id~ntified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone; therefore, the ambient 
health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial and the remainder of 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality that requires the 
minimization of construction exhaust emissions is not applicable to the proposed project. · 

The proposed project would include development of residential uses and is considered a sensitive land 
use for purposes of air quality evaluation. As discussed above, the .ambient' health risk to sensitive 

receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial and Article 38 is not applicable to the proposed 
project. Therefore, PEIR M;itigation Measure G-2 Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses is not applicable to 
the proposed project, and impacts related to the siting of new sensitive land uses would be less than 

· significant. 

The proposed residential land uses are not uses that would emit substantial levels of DPM or other TA Cs 

and East~rn Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 Siting of Uses that Emit DPM and G-4 Siting 
of Uses that Emi.t Other TA Cs are not applicable. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that "Individual 

development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans would be 
subject to a significance determination based on the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's 
(BAAQMD) quantitative thresholds for. individual projects."19 The BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines (Air Quallty Guidelines) provide screening criteria20 for determining whether a. project's 

criteria air pollutant emissions would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or 

19 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhood's Rezoning and Arca Plans Final Environmental Impact Report. Sec 
page 346. Available onlinc at: http:ljwww.sf-planning.org/Modulcs/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4003. Accessed June 4, 
2014. 

20 Bay Arca Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air <?uality Guidelines, updated May 2011. Sec pp. 3-2 to 3-3. 
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proj~cted ait · qu~lity yiolation,-:~~=t~~ult: !rt: :.a,' ctimulativeI y · cons id er able net increase in cri~~~}a:~ ·~i~ ·· ~ _-" · · - : :'-~··='I':{: 
pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that meet the screening criteria do not have a 
signlficant impact related to criteria air pollutants. For projects that do not meet the screening criteria, a 
detailed air quality assessment is required to further evaluate whether project-related criteria air 
pollutant emissions would exceed the significance thresholds. Criteria air pollutant emissions during 
construction an.d operation of the proposed 27-unit project would meet the Air Quality. Guidelines 
screening criteria for an Apartment, Low-Rise of 240 (construction) and 451 (operation) dwelling units. 
Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed 
air quality assessment is not required. 

For the above reasons, none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality mitigation measures are 
applicable to the proposed project and the project would not result in significant ajr quality impacts that 
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. · · 

Significant Significant No Significant 
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not 

to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously 
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information identified in PEIR 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS-Would the 
project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either D D D. 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact en the environment? 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or D D D 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that could.result from 
rezoning of the Area Plans under the th.re~ rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
Options A, B, an~ Care anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the ordei of 42, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons 
of carbon dioxide-equivalents (C02E) per service population,21 respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG emissions from the three ·Options analyzed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than significant..- No mitigation measures were identified in the 
PEIR 

Regulations outlined in San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions have proven 
effective as San Francisco's GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions 
levels, demonstrating that the City ha~ met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill (AB) 32, 

and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020.22 The proposed project was 
determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG Reduction Strategy.23 Other exist,i.ng regulations, 
such as those implemented through AB 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project's contribution to 

21 Memor'Fldum from Jessica Range, MEA to MEA staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in Easfent 
Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning EIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (equivalent of total ~umber 
of residents and employees) metric. · 

22 Executive Order S-3--05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 
levels by year 2020. · · 

23 San Francisco Planning Department GHG Compliance Checklist for 600 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA, December· 
30, 2014. This document is avai!Bble for review as part of Case Fiie No. 2013.0614E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
P~NINGi DEP.llRTMENT .1 220 28 



Community Plan Exemption Checklist 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

., .. _ ·dimatlichahg~:'.rh°'~refore, the proposed project's CHG emissions would·notcohflitt-wi1h-·scli~,:.¥~gibhaV~:'.: :- -· 
and local CHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus the proposed project's contributi~n to CHG 
emissions would not be cumulatively considerable or generate CHG emissions, either directly or 
indir~ctly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no. additional impacts on greenhouse gas emissions beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborh~ods PEIR. 

Topics: 

8. WIND AND SHADOW-Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects 
public areas? 

b) Create new shadow in a manner that 
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities 
or other public areas? 

Wind 

Significant Impact 
Peculiar to Project 

or Project Site 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact not 
Identified in 

PEIR 

0 

0 

Significant No Significant 
Impact due to Impact not 

Substantial New Previously 
Information Identified in PEIR 

D l8J 

D l8J 

No significant impacts related to wind were anticipated to result from the implementation of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plans. Specific projects within the Plan Area require analysis of wind impacts where 
deemed necessary. Thus, wind impacts were determined not to be significant in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods lniti;il Study and were not analyzed "in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. No mitigation 
measures relahve to wmd impacts were 1dent1fied m rlie Eastern Ne1ghborhoods I'EIR. 

Based upon experience of the Pl.anning Department staff in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion 
on other projects, it is generally (but not always) the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have 
the potential to generate significant wind impacts. Therefore, at a height of 58 feet (approximately 18 feet 
higher than the tallest nearby building), plus a 12-foot tall elevator penthouse (for a maximum height of 
70 feet); the proposed project would not cause or contribute to an exceedan~e of the wind hazard criterion 
of the Planning Code in the project site vicinity. For the abov·e reasons, the proposed project is not 
anticipated to cause significant impacts related to wind that were not identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEJR. 

Shadow 
Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Commission between.one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless 
that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the 
Eastern Neighborhood·s Area Plans, certain sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped wi~h taller 
buildings without triggering Section 295 of the Planning Code because these parks are not subject to 
Section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e., they are under jurisdiction of City departmer~.ts other than the 
Recreation and Parks Department or are. publicly accessed but privately owned). The Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR could not conclude that the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would result in less
than-significant shadow impacts because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow 
impacts of unknown development proposals could not be determined at the time of preparation of the 
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.:.-_ ~;·~~i~~~)~~e~!l: ~~ighborho?ds:PEIR.·Therefore,:the E.a.stern NeighJ?()~h?~~:_:PE~ <:J:~t~~p:?:~e4''~~~ow impac.:ts . 
to be significant and unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoo~ 
PEIR for this significant and una;oidable shadow impact: 

The proposed project would consist of a 58-fo~t-tall building with a two- to four-foot-tall parapet and 
nin~foot-tall stair penthouse and 12-foot tall elevator penthouse (that is a total of approximately 70 feet 
in height above ground level). Therefore, the Planning Deparbnent staff prepared a preliminary shadow 
fan analysis to ·determine whether the proposed project would have the potential to cast new shadow on 
nearby parks. The shadow fan analysis prepared by Planning Department staff found that the proposed 
project would not cast shadow or have a shadow impact on any property under the jurisdiction ot the 
Recreation and Parks Commission or nearby open spaces.24 

The proposed project would not shadow any open spaces not under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and 
Park Department in the vicinity of the project site. However, the proposed project would at times shade 
portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private property within the project vicinity. Shadows upon 
streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels commonly expected in dense urban areas and would be 
considered a less-than-significant impact under CEQA .. Although occupants of nearby private properties 
may regard the incremental increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private 
properties as a result of the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact underCEQA. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to shadow that 
were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

9. RECREATION-Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

c) Physically degrade existing recre~tional 
resources? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
lmp.,ct not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods J?EIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration. of existing recreational resources or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an adverse effect on the 
environment. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. 

The proposed project would proVide seven private roof decks, two private decks at the second floor and 
for the remaining 18 units a second floor common open space area would be provided. The proposed 

l~ Preliminary Shadow Fan. June 27, 2013. This document is on file and available for public review as part of C:ase File No. 
2013.0614E. 
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ptojed would also be· served by the followinwexisting"p·~i~·in'th~ project-vicinity: Franklin Square,
Kidpower Park, Mission Playground, and Mission Dolores Park. 

As the proposed project would not degrade recreational facilities and is within the development 
projected under the Eas.terri Neighborhoods Area Plans, there would be no additional significant impacts 
on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-Would 
the project: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

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

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

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

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

e) Rest11t in a detem1inalio11 by the .. aste•o•ater 

f) 

treatment provider that would serve the project 
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand in addition to the 
provider's existing commitments? 

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

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

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

ro Project or 
Project Site 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PETR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact to the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid 
waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR. 

The proposed project would' comply with all applicable federal, state and local regulations related t~ solid 
waste. In addition, as the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service 
systems beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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Topics: 

. 11. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would the project: 

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

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

Signifieant 
Impact not 

lcfentitied in PE/R 

D 
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Significant
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Substantial New 
li:iformation 

D 

, No Significant- - ·• - ·· · 
Impact not · · ··· •• · 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact. to public services, including fire pro~ection, police protection, and public 
schools. No mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

As the proposed project is· within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plans, there would be no additional significant impacts on public services beyond those analyzed in. the 
E~stem Neighborhoods PEIR. · 

Topics: 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-Would the 
project: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

-· · Significant · 
lmpa~t Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

Signiffcant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

0 
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'Significant·· · ·-· -No·Sfgnific-ani.""'":_,,;,_._, .• , •. ,_ ... •·• · · • 
Impact due to Impact not 

Substantial New Previously 
Information Identified in PEIR 

D 

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PETR, the Plan Area is in a developed urban environment 
that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or animal species. There are 
no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the Plan Area that could b.e affected by the 
development anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. In addition, development 
envisio~ed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would not substantially inte~fere with the 
movement of any resident or migratory wHdlife species. For these reasons, the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR concluded tha~ implementation of the Area Plans would not result in significant impacts on 
biological resources, and no mitigation measures were identified. 

The project site contains auto-related uses and is completely paved. No landscaping, trees or other 
vegetation exist on the project site. There are no candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, riparian 
habitat, or wetlands on the project site; thus implementation of the propos.ed project would not adversely 
affect a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, riparian habitat, or wetlands, 

The project site is fully paved and consists of minimal shrubbery on an adjacent property building wall 
along the south lot line. The existing vegetation on the project site that would be removed as part of the 
proposed project is not protected. The project site currently has no street trees located on adjacent streets. 
In compliance with the provisions of the San Francisco Green Landscape Ordi.nance, the proposed project 
would include the planting of nine new street trees, fiv.e along South Van Ness Avenue and 4 along 17lh 

Street. As a result, the proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances that 
protect biological resources. 

Planning Code Section 139, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, establishes building design standards to 
reduce avian mortality rates as~ociated with bird strikes. This ordinance focuses on location-specific 
hazards and building feature~related hazards. Locatioh-specific haz~rds apply to buildings in, or within 
300 feet of, and having a direct line of sight to, an Urban Bird Refuge, which is defined as· an open space 
"two acres and larger dominated by vegetation, including vegetated landscaping, forest, meadows, 
grassland, or wetlands, or open water." The project site is not within 300 feet of an Urban Bird Refuge; 
therefore, the standards related to location-specific hazards are not applicable to the proposed project. 
Feature-related hazards, which can occur on buildings anywhere in San Francisco, are defined as 
freestanding glass walls, wind barriers, skywalks, balconies, and greenhouses on rooftops that have 
unbroken glazed segments of 24 square feet or larger. The proposed project would comply with the 
feature-related standards of Planning Code Section 139 by using bird-safe glazing treatment on 100 
percent of any feature-related hazards. As a result, the proposed project would not interfere substantially 
with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species or with established native. 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors. 

For these reasons, implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to 
biological resources not identified in the PEIR. 
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Topics: 

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would the project 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

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

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

f) Change· substantially the topography or any 
unique geologic or physical features of the site? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods ~Em concluded that implementation of the Area Plans would indirectly 
increase the Plan Area population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced 
ground-shaking, liqu~faction, and landslides. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEfil ·also noted that riew ~ 

development is generally safer than comparable older development due to improvements _in building· 
codes and construction techniques. Compliance with applicable codes and recommendations made in 
project-specific geotechnical analyses would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an 
acceptable · level, ~ven the . seismically active characteristics of the ·Bay Area. Thus, the Eastern 
·Neighborhoods PErR concluded that implementation of the Area Plans (including new development · 
under the Are~ Plans) would not result in significant impacts with regard to geology arid seismic-relatec;l 
issues, and no mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEm. 

A geotechnical investigation report was prepared for the proposed project.25 The following discussion 
relies on the information provided in this geotechnical investigation report. The proje~t site (beneath the 
proposed footprint of the new building) is underlain by sandy fill, alluvial sand, marsh depo~its, and 

:is Ridley & Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation, 600 South Vru;i Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA, July 8, 2013. These documents are 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E at the San Francisco Planning DeP,artment, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 
400. 
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· , ..... older alluvium to tJ:ie maximum depth explbied· of 515· fe~t"'b~!'b:W-·thksidewalk gra·de· across the site. 
Based ·on data collected for previous projects in the area, the report anticipated that Franciscan Complex 
bedrock underlies the older alluvium. Groundwater was observed during drilling at depths ranging from 
13 to 18 feet bgs. Additional groundwater readings were taken in two borings about 3 hou'.s after 
completion of drilling, at which point the water rose to depths of 7 and 8 feet bgs, respectively. Based on 
the monitoring well data reported by Golden Gate Tank Removal in their 2009 report, groundwater exists 
at depths of 8 to 10 feet below the ground surface across the site. The report anticipated the groundwater 
level at the project site will vary seasonally a few feet depending on rainfall amounts and time of year. 

The project site does not lie within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest m.apped active 
fault in the vicinity of the project site is the San Andreas Fault located about 6.8 miles to the southwest. 
The proposed project would likely be exposed to strong to very strong shaking during an earthquake 
event. However, a review of published maps does not show any active faults crossing the project site and 
there was no evidence of faulting observed at the project site during reconnaissance. Therefore, the 
potential risk for damage to the proposed project due to surface rupture from earthquake faults is low. 
The project site is located within a.liquefaction potential zone as mapped by the California Division of 
Mines and Geology for the City and County of San Francisco. Based on the soil analysis of the 
geotechnical soii borings, there is a relatively low potential for damage to the proposed project from 
liquefaction at the project site. Additionally, there is a low risk for damage to the proposed project from 
seismically-induced lateral spreading, seismic densification, and slope instability. 

The geotechnical report provided recommendations for the proposed project's construction. These 
recommendations include, but are not limited to, a mat found.ation, waterproofing below-grade walls, 
and dewateri.ng to. remove groundwater from the project site in order to excavate and construct the 
proposed foundation. The geotechnical report indicates that the project site is suitable for the proposed 
project, provided that the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are incorporated into 
the design and construction of the project. 

lhe project site is covered by impervious surfaces; therefore, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in soil erosion or the Jo~s of topsoil. The proposed project would not include the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, and there are no unique geologic or physical 
features on the project site that could be altered by implementation of the proposed project. 

The final building plans would be reviewed by Department of Building Inspection (DBI). In reviewing 
building plans, DBI ref~rs to a variety of information sources to determine existing hazards. Sources 
reviewed include maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and ki;lown landslide areas in San Francisco·as 
well as the building inspectors' working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern. DBI will review 
the geotechnical report and building plans for the proposed project to determine the adequacy of the 
proposed engineering and design features and to ensure compliance with all applicable San Francisco 
Building Code provisions regarding structUral safety. The above-referenced geotechnical investigation 
report would be available for use by DBI during its review of building permits for the site. In addition, 
DBI could require that additional site specific soils report(s) be prepared in conjunction with permit 
applications, as needed. The DBI requirement. for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit · 
application pursuant to DBI's implementation of the Building Code would ensure that the proposed 
project would have no significant impacts related to soils' or geology. . . 
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f,or. these reasons, the prop9s~ct pr.c;>j~q W~'mJ~~~ t~~u!t _it;t.'p~gnificant~~mpacts r.elated to geology and 
soils that were not identified in the Eastern -Neighborhoods PEIR and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Topics: 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY-Would 
the project 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

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

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including .through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation on- or off-site? · · 

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

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial ·additional sources of polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g) Place housing within a 1 DO-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or. Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative flood hazard delineation m.ap? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

. i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not 
result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and 
the potential for combined sewer putflows. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

, . .· 
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The project site was-pr-evi-6-it;fyt~";gaS' stafitfr1 and· is currently an' auto-repair business;-mtd ir·is; in-1tsc:.:<"':0;<4~;,;;~l:,: ... ;"_,<,_,. 

entirety, covered by impervious su_rface. The lot coverage with project development would be 100 
percent, which would be similar to the 100 percent impervious surface condition during the current auto-
related use of the project site. Additionally, the proposed project would include pervious areas at the 
proposed building's rooftop and second floor open space areas, so runoff from the project site is not 
anticipated to increase substantially compared to existing conditions. 

In accordance with the City's Stormwater Management Ordinance (Ordinance No. 83-10), the proposed 
project -would be subject to Low Impact Design (LID) approaches and stormwater management systems 
would be required to comply with the Stormwater Design Guidelines. In addition, the project sponsor 
would be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would be reviewed, 
approved, and enforced by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. The SWPPP would specify 
best management practices and erosion and sedimentation control measures to prevent sedimentation 
from entering the City's combined stormwater/sewer system. 

As discussed in the geology and soils section, groundwater is relatively shallow throughout the project 
site, approximately 13 to 18 feet bgs. The proposed project would not involve on-site excavation beyond 
four feet bgs. However, any groundwater that is encountered during construction would be subject to 
requirements of the City's Sewer Use Ordinance (Ordinance Number 19-92, amended 116-97), as 
supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the 
Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. A 
permit may be issued only if an effective pretreatment system is maintained and operated. Each permit 
for such discharge shall contain specified water quality standards and may require the project sponsor to 
install and maintain meters to measure the volume of the discharge to the com_bined sewer system. 
Effects from lowering the water table due to de~atering at the project site, if any, would be temporary 
and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources. As a result, the proposed 
project would not deplete groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. 

The project site is not in a designated flood zone, thus the proposed project would not place housing 
within a 100-year flood hazard area, would not impede or redirect flood flows in a 100-yea~ flood hazard 
area, and would not .expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. As shown on Map 5, Tsunami 
Hazard Zones, San Francisco, 2012, in the Community Safety Element of the General Plan, the project site 
is not within a tsunami hazard zone.26 As a result, the p.roposed project would. not expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. 

For these reason~, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on hydrology and water 
quality that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

:?6 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, p. 15. Available online at 
http:/lwww.sf-plannin~.org/ftp/Gcneral Plan/Community Safety Element 2012.pdf 
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Topics: 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZAR[)OUS MATERIALS...,.. 
Would the project: 

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment 'through reasonabiy foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardou.s 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed sc.hool? 

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

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

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

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

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving fires? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementation of any of the Area Plan's rez()ning options 
. would encourage construction of new development within the Plan Area. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR found· that there is .a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities 
in many parts of the Plan Area because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land 
uses . associated with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous mate.rials 
cleanup cases. However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that existing regulations for facility 
closure, Under Storage Tank. (uS1) closure, and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater 
would ensure implementation of measures to protect workers and the community from exposure to 
hazardous materials duririg construction of subsequent ~evelopment in the Plan Area. 

Hazardous Building Materials 
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development ill the Plan Area may involve 
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some building 
materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an 
accident or during demolition or renovation of such existing buildings. Hazardous building materials 
addressed in ~e Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as 
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'"-trati:sformers and fluorescehf lighf 'ballasts tnar-contain- polyd1'i'otil'lat:edc·hiphenyls -\PCBs) ·or di (2 
ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing mercury v:apors, and lead-based paints. 
Asbestos and lead based paint in older buildings may also present a health risk to existing building 
occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during demolition of a building, these 
materials would require special disposal procedures. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified a 
significant impact associated with the disturbance of hazardous building materials including PCBs, 
DEHP, and mercury and dctermir;ted that Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure L-1 
Hazardous Building Materials would. reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant levels. The proposed 
development includes demolition of an existing building. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation 
Measure L-1 Hazardous Building Materials, which requires that all hazardous building materials be 
removed and properly disposed of in accordance with applicable (ederal, state and local laws, would be 
required and would r~duce impacts from hazardous building materials .t~ less than significant. 

Soil and Groundwater Contamination 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report (Phase I) for the project site was prepared and indicates 
that a gasoline station may have been in operation from as early as 1930 to 1986. Historical Sanborn 
insurance maps indicate that the project site may have operated as a gas station as early as 1931. 
Currently, the project site contains buildings from a former automobile repair shop co_?taining two 
hydraulic lifts, an office and a storage area with a former 250-gallon motor oil aboveground storage tank 
(AST) on the western portion of the site. 27 

The site was a gas station from approxi_mately 1930 to apprnximately 1986. Two generations of 
underground tanks were removed from the site. Three 6,000 or 10,000 gallon gasoline tanks were 
removed in 1996 from the South Van Ness Avenue sid~ of the property. Three USTs, presumed to be 
installed about 1930, were removed from the northwest area of the site in 2002. The two former 
underground tank areas were over excavated to remove petroleum hydrocarbon contaminated soils. 
Excavations extended from 6.5 to 14 ft bgs. A total volume of approximately 900 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil was removed. Soi.I excavations addressed the presumed source areas of contamination. 
Grouf1dwater monitoring wells were installed and the site monitored from 1996 to 2002. The San· 
Francisco Local Oversight Program closed the case on November 13, 2010. Soil vapor samples collected in 
2002 and 2006 showed soil gas concentrations for benzene, tetrachloroethene (perchioroethylene, PCE) 
and trichloroethene (TCE) exceeding the corresponding California R~gional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) Environmental Screening Levels (ESL). 

The proposed project would develop a formerly auto repair business and construct a new residential 
building. The project would involve soil excavation and disturbance. Thus, the project is subject to Article 
22A of the Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by the 
.Department of Public Health (DPH). The Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the 
services of a qualified professional to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets 
the requirements of Health Code Section 22.A-6. 

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has submitted a Maher Application to the -
DPH. In add~tion, a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and Work Plan, addressing further 
testing of soil and groundwater .contaminants were prepared for the project site. Due to the site's 
previous uses as a gas station and most recently, an auto repair facility and other nearby small PDR uses, 

21 PANGEA Environmental Services, Inc., Site Assessment Report 600 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94103, July 30, 

2013. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of 

Case File No. 2013.0614E. 
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··· · the soil and possible groundwater have been contamirtat~'\{.:';PPH has reviewed the Phase 1 'and proposed··· 
work plan and dete~m"ed that, m'. ~~c~;d~~; with.th~·M~~~-Ordi~nce, .the.pr~ject sponsor would be 
required to submit Site Mitigation Plan (SMP).28 · 

DPH will maintain oversight of construction of -the proposed project under under the regulatory 
authority provided by Article 22A of the Health Code (Maher Ordinance). The proposed project is 
required to submit a SMP.29 The SMP should include: 

• Figures/drawings showing the maximum lateral and vertical depth and extent of proposed 
excavation and grading. . 

• Figures showmg the proposed vertical and lateral extent of soils to be removed and han~led as 
California and/or federal hazardous waste. 

• Segregation and management procedures for contaminated soils. 
• Acceptance criteria for imported fill (if applicable). 
• Sampling (profiling) of any excavated soil or stockpiled soil. 
• Confirmation soil s~mples will be c~llected below the base of the final excavation or grading. 
• Confirmation soil sampling frequency, the analyses to be performed, and the criteria for disposal 

options. 
• Soil analyses should include total petroleum hydrocarbons and metals. 
• Measures for addressing any contaminated soils left on site, which 'may include capping with the 

proposed building or hardscape. 
•· Measures for addressing soil vapor intrusion control. A description and the design of the vapor 

venting system to address PCE vapors should be submitted with or shortly following submittal 
of theSMP. 

• A Contingency Plan that describes the procedures for controlling, containing, remediating, 
testing and disposing of any unexpected contamiriated soil, water, tanks or other structures or 
materials. 

• Site Specific Worker Environmental Health and Safety Plan. 
• Stormwater control, dust control, odor control and sampling and noise control protocols and 

plans. 
• Preparation, certification and submittal to SF DPH Site Assessment and Mitigation Program 

(SAM) of a final report documenting implementation of the SMP. Any permits and 
soil/groundwater discharge or disposal documentation shall be appended to the final project 
report. 

A final project report must be prepared, certified and submitted to SF DPH SAM per the Maher 
Ordinance. The report shall describe activities for compliance with the SMP. The final project report shall 
include a summary of SMP implementation, site map showing areas and depths of e?'cavation and fill, 
sample locations and depths, tables summarizing analytical data, and included as appendices: Copies of 
permits (including any dewatering permit), manifests or bills of lading for removed soil and/or .water, 
laboratory reports for soil disposal. · 

Compliance with Article 22A of the Health Code would ensure that any impacts related to soil and/or 
groundwater contamination are reduced to Jess than significant levels. 

2B San Francisco Department of Public Health, Request for Site Mitigation Plan 600 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, June 2, 
2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of 
Case File No. 2013.0614E. 

29 Ibid. 
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TI1e project site is not located within an area covered by an airport land use plan, within two miles of a 
public airport or a public use airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. · 

In San Francisco, fire safety is ensured through the provisions of the Building Code and the San Francisco 
Fire Code. During the review of the building permit application, DBI and the San Francisco Fi.re 
Department will review the project plans for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety. 
Compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that the proposed project would not impair 

. implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response. plan or emergency 
evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires. 

For these ~easons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to hazards or 
hazardous materials that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Significant Significant No Significant 
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not 

to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously 
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR 

16. MINERJ\L AND ENERGY RESOURCES-
Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 0 0 0 ~ 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the resid~nts of the state? 

~ 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 0 0 0 ~ 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 

? 

c) Encourage activities which result in the use of 0 0 0 
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use 
these in a wasteful manner? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determine~ that the Area Plans would facilitate the construction of 
both new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not result in use 
of large amounts of fuel, wate~, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy us~ 
throughout the City and region. The energy demand for individual buildings would be typical for such 
projects and would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes anc.i standards concerning energy 

·consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of RegulaHons enforced by DBI. The Plan Area 
does not include any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning does not result in any natural 
resource extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that 
implementation of the Area Plans would not result in a significant impact on mineral and energy 
resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PElR. 

As the proposed project is within the Mission Plan Area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 
Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy resources beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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Topics: 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES:-Would the project! 

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

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

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

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

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

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

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D· 

D 

600 South Van Ness Avenue 
2013.0614E 

Significant .. 
lmpact·ilue to · · 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Sigf)if.i.t:a,nf. . . , 
Impact-not-- -· · 
p;eviously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR deter1!1ined that no agricultural resources exist in the Plan Area; 
therefore the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would·have no effect on agricultural resources. No 
mitigation measures were 'identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR did not analyze the effects on forest resources. · 

As the proposed project is.within the Mission Plan Area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, there 
would be no additional impacts on agricultu'.re and forest resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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Project Mitigation Measure 1 - Mission Dolores Archeological District (Mitigation Measure J-3 of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR) 
Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site, 
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall· retain the 
se~vices of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archaeological 
Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The project sponsor 
shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three 
archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological 
testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an 
archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required p4rsuant to this measure. The 
archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified 

.here.in shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered 
draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data 
recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a 
maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO~ the suspension of construction can be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a les.s than significant 
level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 

(a)(c). 

Consultation with . Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archeological site'll1 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, "the Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an. appropriate 
representative>! of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the 
descendant group shall be givrn the 6pperttmity to mettiter areheelegieal field itt,estigstiotts 6f the site 
and. to consult with the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data 
from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy 
of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall b_e provided to the. representative of the descendant 

group. 

Ard1eological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review 
and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted 
in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected 
archeological resource(s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing 
method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing · 
program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and 
to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an 

historical resource under CEQA. 

:io The term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of 
burial. 

31 An "appropriate representative" of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any 
·individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the 
California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of-the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of 
America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the Department 
archeologist. 
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At the completion of the archeological testing-program,-:th¢' -.~rthe&logital consultant shall ·submit a: 
Wrftte~ report of the finding~.t~ the ERO .. ifb°a~ed o~ the ar~h~l~g.ical testing progr~m. the archeological 
consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the 
archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that 
may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an 
archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the 
prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determfues that a 
significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The pr9posed project shall be re-designed· so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant 
archeologicalresource;or 

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

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

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

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

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

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil sa..'llples and 
artifactual/ecofactua] material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the · 
deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and equipment until the deposit is 
evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological 
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affed an archeological resource, 
the pile driving activity. shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has 
been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consul~ant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered ·archeological deposit. The·archeological consultant shall ma:ke a 
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit, arid present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 
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Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall 
submit a written report of the findings of the'monitoring program to the ERO. 

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord 
with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archrological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO 
shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological 
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data 
recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to . 
contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the 
expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data 
classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to 
the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected. by the proposed project. 
Destructive data r~covery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if 
nondestructive methods are practical. 

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

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

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

deaccession policies. 
• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the 

course of the archeological data recovery program. 
• Securit11 Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 

vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities, 
• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
• Curation. Description .of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered 

data having potential research· value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Fwzeran; Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils· disturbing activity shall comply. 
with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of the Coroner of the City 
and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's determination that the human remains are 
Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American· Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The 
archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an 
agreement for. the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.S(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the 
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the. 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered 
archeological resource arid describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the 
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archeological testing/~tiniioring'(~aht recovery program(s) undertaken. ·Information that may· put at risk-i~>:;~\J:"~- , __ , _ '..;.~, . 
any archeological resourc~ 'shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the fiii.al report. -- . -. ., ' ' . 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follow~: California Archaeological 
Site Survey Nort:J:iwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a 
copy of the transmitt:al of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning 
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the 
FARR along w~th copies ot'any formal site recordation fol:ms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation 
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resource~. In 
instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a 
different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Constmction Noise (Mitigation Measure F-2 of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR) 
The project sponsor shall develop a set of site-specific noi.se attenuation measures under the supervision 
of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be 
submitted to the Department of Building Inspection ~o ensure that maximum feasible noi.Se attenuation 
will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies as 
feasible: 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barri~rs around a construction site, particularly wher~ a site 
adjoins noise-sensitive uses; . 

• Utilize noise control blankets on a building strilcture as the building is erected to reduce noise 
emission from the site; · 

• Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving· the noise 
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses; 

• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; and 
. • Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint proce9,ures 

and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed. 

Project Mitigation Measure· 3 - Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses (Mitigation Measure F-4 of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR) 
To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise-generating uses anc\ new sensitive receptors, for new 
development induding noise-sensitive uses, the project sponsor shc;i.Il prepare· an analysis that includes, at 
a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generati~g uses within two blocks of the project site, 
and including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at least 
every 15 minutes), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis shall deµ10nstrate with 
reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicabl~", can be met, and that there are no particular 
circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise 
levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the Department may require the co.mpletion of a 
detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the 
first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptab~e interior noise levels consistent with 
those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 

This mitigation measure has been partially satisfied by completion of the 600 South Van Ness Avenue 
Environmental Noise Study.32 The study included that acceptable interior noise standards can be attained 

02 Charles M. Slater Associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Study for 600 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA, August 22, 

2013, 'This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400. 
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- .. JCC,. pi'b~td~~~( the' study tecomrrienaations _are· incorpora~ed into-· the project. This mitig~t.i~rr ·measure· is 
considered complete upon incorporation of acoustical recommendations into the final design. 

Project Mitigation Measure 4 - Open Space in Noisy Environments (Mitigation Measure F-6 of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR) 
To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new development including noise-sensitive uses, 
the.project sponsor shall protect, to the maximum feasible extent, open space required under the planning·· 
code 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 d~sign that uses the 
building itself to shield on~site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers 
between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in 
multi-family dwellings, and implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of 
urban design. 

111is mitigation measure has been partially satisfied by completion of the 600 South Van. Ness A venue 
Environmental Noise Study.33 The study included that acceptable interior noise standards can be attained 
provided the study recommendations are incorporated into the project. -This mitigation measure is 
considered complete upon incorporation of acoustical recommendations into the final design. 

Project Mitigation Measure 5 - Hazardous Building Materials (Mitigation Measure L-1 of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR) · 
The project sponsor shall ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light 
ballasts, are removed and property 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 similarly 
removed and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either before or during 
work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and· local laws. 

:<.' Charles M. Slater Associates, Inc., Environmental Noise Study for 600 South Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA, August '22, 
2013. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2013.0614E at the San FrancL~co Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400. 
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
City and County of San Francisco 

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cis~eros, Tre~~~rer . 

CERTIFICATE OF REDEMPTIONS OFFICER 
SHOWING TAXES AND ASSESSMENTS PAID. 

I, David Augustine, Tax Collector of the City and County San Francisco, State of 

California, do hereby certify, pursuant to the provisions of California Government 

Code Section 66492 et. seq., that according to the records of my office, there are no 

liens against the subdivision designated on the map entitled: 

Block No. 3575 Lot No. 070 

Address: 600 - 614 South Van Ness Ave 

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 27th day of July. 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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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 map entitled is 

subject to the following City & County property taxes and Special Assessments which 

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

Block No. 3575 Lot No. 070 

Address: 600-614 South Van Ness Ave 

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

Map: $7,131,757 

Established or estimated tax rate~ 

Estimated taxes liened but not yet due: 

Amount of Assessments not yet due: 

1.2000% 

$85,582.00 

$853.00 

These estimated taxes and special assessments have been paid. 

David Augustine, Tax Collector 

Dated this 27th day of July. 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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O'ly'NER\S STATEMEtIT 

.. TiiE UNDERSIGNED OWHER(S} IS/ARE THE ONLY PMiY(IES) HAVING RECORD Tnie INTEREST 
NECESSARY TO CONSENT TO THE PREPARATION AND FlllNG OFTHJS MAP COMPRISING THREE 
(3) SHEETS. BY MY/OUR SIGNAlURE(S) HERETO 1M'E HEREBY CONSENT TO THE PREPARATION 
ANO RECORDAllON OF SAID MA? AS SHOWN VVITHIN THE DJSTINm1VE BORDER LINE. 

BY•,~ 

OWNER'S ACKNOVvt..E!>GMEliI 

A.NOTARY Fueuc OR-OTHER OFACER COMPLETINQ THIS CERTIFICATE VERIFIES ONLY TliE 
lDEITTllY OF THE INOMDUAL. 'MIO SIGNED THE DOCUMENTTO 'Mi!CH THIS CERTIFICATE IS 
ATTACHED AND NOTntElRIJTHFULNESS, ACCURACY, OR WJJDITY OF"ffi\T DOCUMENT. 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF 6a ,, fio. nU: .. <.-:1 > 

• o~, ·("\~ 1'"1 • ab11.a BEFORE ME. ».e.k-..6:.;: t:x...r'\'\O ...... + 
AN~T~_RY~UC,PE~SONALL~APPEARED ,IAAApb ; "lei 'f"li 

, WliO PROVEQ TO ME ON THE BASIS OF SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE 
• TO EIE THE PERSON(S) WHOSE NAME(!3) IS/ ARE SUBSCRIBED TO'THE WllHIN INSTRUMENT AND 

TO MElliA.T HE I SHEL WEY EXECUTED THE SAME IN HIS /HER/THEIR 
AND.TRA"F BY: HIS/ HER/THEIR StGNATURE(S) ON THE INSlRUMENT 
ITY UPON BEHALF OF VVHICH THE PERSON(S) ACTED, EXECUTED 

I CERTIFY UNDER PEAALTY OF PERJUIW'UNDER THE LAWS OFlHESTATE OF CALIFORNIA 
· n!A.TTHE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS TRUE AND CORRECT. 

V.~~;BMV·fiAN~/MJ~~ 
SJGW..TURE_'f~"-='-"'--<.-L-=-----
(~te; SEAL OPTIONAL IF FOLLOVVING INFORMATION IS COMPLETED) 

NOTARY PUBllC, STATE OF CA.COMMISSION No: ;;:i.tC\::.ttoa 

M"icoMMISSIONEXPIRES· try,..-1 ~~. d,_O:ll 

COUNTY OF PftjNclPAl. PLACE OF BUSINESS: 5'...... fu.,u: :>t=A 

;; 

BENEFlC!ABV'S ACKNQY•U:PGMEN! 

A NOTARY PUBLIC OR OTHER OFFlCER COMPLETING THIS CERTIFICATE VERIFIES ONl!.YTHE 
IDENTITY OF lHE lNDMDUAL WHO SIGNED THE DOCUMENT TO WHICH THIS CERTIFlcATE IS 
ATTACHED ANO NOTtHETRUTHFULNESS, ACCURACY, OR VALIDITY DFTiiATDOCUMENT. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA l 
COUNTY OF $n MAf n > 

ON}:\'.\~ '°'I "201 'J ·~·· ~~os:\or A NOTAA PUBLIC, PERSONALLY APPEARED¥ ~ r~ ~ 

WHO PROVED TO ME ON THE BASIS OF SATJSFAcroRY EVIDENCE 
TO BE THE PERSON(.S} WHOSE NAM~ IS /AAE SUBSCRIBED TO THE 'MTHIN INSTRUMENT ANO 
ACKNOWLEDGED TO METHATHE/~ EXECUTED TI-IE GAME IN HIB/~ 
AUTHORIZED CAPACITYliES) ANO THAT BY HIS/ HEW-lHe!R 51GNATURE'8J ON THE INSTRUMENT 
THE PERSON(S), OR THE ENTITY UPON BEHALF OF WHICH THE PERSON{S) ,,CTEO, EXECUTED 
THE INSTRUMENT. 

1 

I CERllFY UNDER PENAE.1Y OF PERJURY UNDER THE LAWS OF TI-IE STATE OF Co':LIFORN!A 
THAT Tl-IE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS lRUEAND CORRECT. ' ' 

WITNESS MY 

SIGNATURE'/ KllJ:t\ 'fl,¥(<V< .. 

(Noto: SEAL. :~IONA~;FOLLO'MNG IN.FORMATION IS COMPLETED) 

NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF CA COMMISSION Na: ,9 \,'.;1;3 ~ 'J-<6° 
MY COMMISSION EXPlflES: fuoo.l1af; "Zc, 2?19 
COUNTYOFPRINCIPAL.PLACEOFBUSINESS: ~SP" \Jiq..,-\t:.o 

CnyAND COUNTY SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 

I HEREBY STATE TliATl HAVE EXAMINED THIS MAP, THATlliE SUBDIVISION /IS SHOWN IS 
SUBSTANTIALLY THE SAM EM IT APPEARED ON THE TENTATIVE MAP, JF ANY, AND AN"( 
APPROVED ALTERA1lONS THi;REOF; THAT f.LL PROVISIONS OFTliE C1~LIFORNIASUBDMSION 
MAP ACT AND >N"f LOCAL ORDINANCES APPLICABLE AT11-\E TIME OF "fl'IE APPROVAL OF THE 
TENTATIVE MAP, HAVE, BEENCOMPLIEDIM.iH;ANDTHATIAMSATISFJEOTI-USMAPIS 
TECHNICAlL.Y CORRECT. 

BRUCE R. STORRS, CnY ANO COUNTY SURVEYOR 
CllY~O COUNTY g;c:FMNCISCO 

BY: _ +.: DATE: Au, v 1( z ..Z5Z..1.? 

BRUCE R. STORRS LS.81114 

:i1: 

//! 
I'· i; 
I 

;.; 

f 
·1 

SURVE'(QR'S STATEMENT 

TI!IS MAP WAS PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION AND IS BASED UPON A RELD 
SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SUBOMSlON MAP ACT ANO 
LOCALORD!NANCE.ATTHEREQUESTOF JOE TOBON! ON FEBRUARY27 201:1 • 
I HEREBY STATE THAT AU. THE MONUMENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER AND OCCUPY THE 
POSffiONS INDICATED OR lHATTHEYWILL BE SET IN THOSE posmoNS BEFORE 

I- f -17 .ANDTHA.TlliEMONUMENTSARE,ORWIU.BE,SUFFICIENTTOENABLE 
THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED, AND THAT THIS FINAL MAP SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORMS TO 
THE CONDITIONALLY APPROVED TENTATIVE MAP. 

(SIGNED) 

73 I\-:_ I 
(DATE SIGNED) 

S-t'i-17 
(SEAL) 

! BARRY A. PIERCE L.S. 8975 

.f 
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MY LICENSE EXPIRES SEPlEMBER 30, 2017 

RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE OR STATEMENT 

FILED THIS __ DAY OF 20__. AT __ M. IN BOOK 
---OF CONDOMINIUM MAPS, AT PAGE ATlHE REQUEST OF 

BARRY PIERCE 

SIGNED 

COUNTY RECORDER 
CllY AND COUNTY OF S.-.N FRANCISCO 

FINAL MAP No. 9166 
A TWENTY-SEVEN (27) RESfDENTIAL UNIT AND THREE (3) 
COMMERCIAL UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED 

RECORDED ON JUNE 5, 2013 
AS DOC-2013-J67612~0, OFFICIAL RECORD 

ALSO BEING A PART OF MISSION BLOCK No. 60 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO lil'ATE OF CAUFPRNIA 

..JULY' 2D17 

SAARY A. PIERCE 
TAANSAMER!CAN ENGINEERS I. ASSOCIATES 

SHEET 1 Of" 3 
APN: 3S7S-D7D. ADDRESS: aoo-e10 SOVlH VAN NESS A'4'.NUE I 3215 171li S'lllEET 
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CLERK'S STATEMENT 

I, ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF nlE CITY AND COUNlY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, HEREBY STATE 1HAT SAID BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS B'f ITS MOTION NO. ADOPTED 
-----------2D_APPROVEDTHIS MAP ENTITLED 
"FINAL MAP Na. Sise·. 

IN TESTlMONY WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY HAND ANO CAUSED THE SEAL 
QF THE OFFIC~TO BE AFFIXED. 
BY: ______ _ DATE. ______ _ 

CLERK CF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CITY ANQ CO!JNTY OF ~N FRANCISCO 
ST'iTE OF CALIFORNIA , 

TM STATEMENT 

I, ANGELA c.-.LvtUD, CLERK QFTIIE BQARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO, STATE: OF CAUFORf\IJA,. DO HEREBY STATE THAT"THE SUBDIVIDER HAS 
FILED A STATEMENT FROM THE 1REASURE~ AND TAX C()UECTOR OF THE CITY AND COUNTY 

'< ~~~~-~~~:~·N~H~~~GA~~:r:~r~~~~rii~s~~ ~~c~~~~f~r~~:e~~RFOR 
. lJNPAIDSTATE, COUNTY, ~UNICIPAL DR LOCALTAXES,ORSPECIALASSESSMENTS ' 
"· cmi:.~ECTfDAST~ES. 

DATED OAYOF 20_ 

.;; 

',,~ 

~ .. nii~ w.r. ;s ,.,p~~~o ~is_· ____ OA.v OF 20__,. 

-.'::_,:~7~:1~No,~- .- , DATe _____ _ 

... :~ <.:·/~l~~~~~~~~~~~c-WJR~ANO'ACMSORY AGENCY 
.'.". ·": -;. 1" CITY ANQ COUNTY O~ S ..... FRANCISCO 

>,c,:~l:. 0·~·0F~LIFDR~IA ... 
:~ ··. _-_ 

· - AR~R?~ ~s To FOJ:™ 

· bENN!B .1 l-IERRERA, CITY ATTORNEY 

.V·-·-----~-----~---
OEPU'N' CITY A1TORNEY • 
CITY AND courm OF SAN FRANCISCO 

· STATES OF CALIFORNIA 

~~~~-Q riF SUPERVISOR'S ;pPROVAL 

.ON.· 20_,THEBOARDOF 
SUPEFMSOR'S OF THE CITY AND COUNlY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

- . ·•APP.ROVED AND PASSED MOTION No, A COPY OF WHICH IS ON 
ALE JN THE OFFICE OF n-IE BOARD OF suPERVJSQR'S IN FILE Na_. ------· 

':'· 

FINAL MAP No. 9166 
A TWENTY-SEVEN (27) RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND THREE (3) 
COMMERCIAL UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED 

RECORDED ON JUNE 5, 2013 
AS DOC-2013-J676120-00, OFFICIAL RECORD 

ALSO BEING A PART OF MISSION BLOCK No. BO 
CrJY I. COUNTV Of SAN FRANCISCO 

8AARV A. PIERCE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA' 
JUI.'( 2011. 

TAANSAMERICAN ENGINEERS &ASSOCIA.TES SHffi 
2 

or' j
3 

APN: 357!5-070, ADDRESS: t!00-610 SOUTii VAN N~ A\'!NU£ / l21!5 17..._. o;mE£T 
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BUILDING 
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17TH STREET (64.00' WIDE) 
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RYE' STORY CONCRETF BUILDING 
600-614 SOUTH VAN NCSS Al£NUC 

APN 3575-070 
LOT AREA ., 9,500% SO.FT. 

LOT 1 

95.00' 

. 1APN. 357!;- . 
111 THRU 119 ~t§ f,,'Jf,f 
. 110 CM' J6 BUILDING 
; UAY 21. 200g 0\-!R GARAGf 
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SPECIAL NOTES Comrnuen 

7. THIS PROPERTY 19 SUBJECT TO 'N011CE OF SPECIAL.AESTRICTioNS UNDER 
lllE PLANNING CODE" OF THE CITY AND CCJ.INTY OF 5,1.N FRANCISCO, RECORDED 
ON JUNE 16, 20Ui AS DOC 2015-l<07625B.OOOFOFFICW..RECORDS. 

8. llllS PIWPERTY IS SUBJECT TO 'NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UrlOER THE 
PLANNING CODE" Of1HE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. RECORDED ON 

SEPTEMBER 15, 2111& AS Doc 2016-K329598.00 OF OFF/CW. RECOAOS. 

rt 
~ 
Cl) 
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GENERAL NOTES 

1. lll!S MAP IS THE SURVEY MAP PORTION OF A CONDOMINIUM Pl.AN AS DESCRIBED N CALIFORNIA. 
CIVIL CODE SECTIONS -4120 AND ·'2BS. THIS CONDOMINIUM PROJECT JS LIMITED TO A MAXIMUM 
NUMBER Of 1WENlY-SEVEN (27) OWE.LING UNITS ANO lttREE (3l COMMERCIAL UNrrs. 

2. ALL INGRESS(ES), EGRES!'t{ESJ, PAlHfS) OF TRAVEL, FIRE/EMERGENCY EXTT(S) ANO EXITING 
COMPONENTS, EXIT PATH\YAY(S) AND PASS-.GEWAY(S}, STAIRWAY(S), CORRIOORfS), EL.EVATOR(S}, 
AND COMMON USE ACCESSIBLE FEATURE(S) ANO FAC1LJTIES SUCH AS RESfROOMS 11.JA.TTME 
BUILDING COO E RECIUIR.ES FOR COMMON use 6H.Al1 llE t£lD IN COMMON UNDMDEO INTEREST. 

l. Ur-!L.ESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE IN' THE GO~NING DOCUMENTS OF A CONO~!NIUM , 
HOMEO'r'INERS' ASSOCIATION, IHCLUOUIG rrs COMDITIONS. COVENANTS, NfD RESTRJCTIC»IS, THE 
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION SHAU.BE RESPONSIBLE, IN PERPETUITY, f'OR 1HE WJNlENmCE, .. 
REPAIR.AND REPlACEMENHlf' . 

fl} ALL GENERAL. use COMMOO AREA IMPROVEMENTS; AND 
bj All. FRONTING SlOEWAU<S, AU. PERMITiED OR UNPERMITTED PRIVATE 

ENCRO'iCHMEHTS ANO PRIVATELY MAINTAINED STREET TREES FRONT!NGTHE PROPERTY, AND 
ANY OTHER OBUG,\TION IMPOSED ON PROPERTY aNNERS FRONTING A PUBLIC RIGHT-Of.WAY 
PURSUANT TO lllE PUBllC WORICS CODE OR OTllERAPPUCABLE MUNICIPAL COOES. 

.(, IN THE EVENTTHE AREAS IDEITTlF!EO IN {3){ll) ARE NOT PROPERLY MA.MAlNED, REPAIRED, ANO • 

~~~~~~0o~~Wt~~R~ci.~~~=~C:~~~~=:~~~=~ 
FOR THE MAINTENANCE. f!;EPAIR. AND REPU\CEMENT Of THOSE AREAS. FAILURE TO UNDERTAKE 
SUCH MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, ANO REPLACEMENT MA.YRES\JLT 1N Cll'Y ENFORCEMENT AND 
ABATEMENT ACTIONS AGAINST THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOC!ATIOOANOIOR THE INDIVIDUAL 
HOMEOWNERS. WHICH MAY INCLUDE, BUT HOT BE LlMITEDTO r.!POS~ClfAUENAGAfl!il'~ 
HOMEOWNER'S PROPERTY. . 

5. APPROVAL OF THIS MAP SHALL NOT BE DEEMED APPROVAL OF lllE DES\UN. LOCA.TION, S1ZE. ' 
DENSITY OR USE OF ANY STRUCTURE(S} OR ANCIU.ARY' AREAS OF lllE PROPERT'I' ASSOCIATED ;· 
WITH STRUCTURES. NEW 00 EXISTING. WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN REVIE'NED OR APPROVED BY 1 
APPROPRIATE CITY AGENCIES NOR SHALL SUCH APPROVAl. CONSTTIVTE A WAIVER OFTlfE : 
SUBDIVlOER'S OBLIGATION TO AllATE:AMYOUTSTANDIUG MUNICIPALCOOEVIClATIDNS. ANY .:. 
STRUCTURES CONSTRUCTED SUBSEQUENT TO APPROVAL CJ= THIS FINAL MAP SHAU. COMPLY WIJH 
All. RElEVANT MUNICIPAi.CODES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMfTED TOlHE PLANNll•{I), HOUS~GAND ' 
BUILDING CODES. IN EFFECT '-TTHE TIME a' ANY APPLIC,\TION FOR REQUIRED PERMITS. 

II. BAY WINDOWS, FIRE ESCAPES Mlo OTHER ENCR0,1.CHMepti (IF ANY SHOWN HEREON, THAT • 
EXIST, OR THAT MAY SE coosmUCTEO l ONTO OR OVER lnH STREET AND SOl1lH VAN NESS i 
AVENUE ARE PERMITTED THROUGH AND ARE SUBJECT TO lllE RESTRICTIONS SET FmTH !NTME 
BUllDING CODE AND PLANNING CODE OF THE CITY NID COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. THIS WJI . 
ooes NOT CONVEY mr 0\'m'ERSH!I' INTEREST JN SUCH ENCROACHMENT AREAS TO lHE 
CONDOMINnJM UNIT OWNER(S). 

7. S!GN!ACAHT ENCROACHMENTS, TO THE EXTENT THEY' WERE VIS!Bl.E AND 08SERVED, ARE HOT6l 
HER.EON. HOWEVER, IT IS ACKNcml.EDGED THAT OTliER ENCROACHMENTS FROWONTOADJOINING 
PROPERTIES MAY EXIST Ofl BE CONSTRlJCTEO IT 6HAU. BE THE RESPONSIBlLITY 6<X.EL..Y OFlllE 
PROPERTY OWNERS INVOLVED TO RESOLVE ANY ISSUES THAT MAY ARISE FROM N« ' 
ENCROACHMENTS WHETHER DEPICTED HEREON OR HOT. THIS MAP DOES NOT PURPORT TO 
CONVEY 1'NY OWNERSHIP INTEREST IN AN ENCROACHMENT AREA TO J.NY PROPERTY OWNER. 

SPECIAL NOTES 

t. CfTY MONUMENT LINES PER MONUMENT MAP N1J. 2111 DATED "9 ANO REVISED Mjg FILED IN THE, 
CffJCE OF THE CTTY AND COUNTY .SURVEYOR. NO CJTHER VERSION OF SUCH MONw.ENT WP 
SHALL BE USED TO flETRACE1HIS SURVEY. 

2. niE SUR VEY a' LOr 070 HEREOO WAS ESTABLISHED BY AFIELD SURVEY. SUCH stlRVE'f WM 
BASED UPON THAT CERTAIN DEED RECORDED JUNE &. 2(113 AS DOC.2013J57612fl.OO. OFACIAL 
RECORDS AND IN CONFORMANCE wrm COMPEWNG EVIDENCE OF OCCUPATIOO ANO F1B..D DATA 
SUCH AS BUllDJNGS AND STRUCTURES. 

l. ALL 01MENS10NS FROM THE BOUNDARIES OF THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION TO MOMJMENT LINES 
OF THE MONUMENT MAP REFEMEO TO HEREON ARE GIVCN FOR TliE 6<X...E PURPOSE OF ITS 
REmACEMENT. SUCH INFORMATION SHAU.HOT BE USED FOA J,N'( OTHER PURPOSES. 

ABBREVIATIONS 
REFERENCES 

D. BASIS OF SURVEY IS Tl1E MONUMENT LINE ON 17lli STREET FROM TliE 
INTERSECTIONS OF MISSION smEETTO SOOTH VAN NESSAVENLIEASSUMED 
NORTH AS SHOWN ON MONUMENT MAP NO. 281, 

.(, ALL DEFLECT10N ANGLES HEREON ARE 00 OR ~S: DEGREES UNLESS EXPRESSl..Y OTHERWISE 
INDICATED. 

l£§!ill!! 

AB ,ASSESSOR'S BL_OCK . -- - - -- PROPERTY LINE 
-APN' • • '.ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER ADJACENT PARCEL LINES c,., ·: . CONDOMINIUM MAP - RIGHTOFWAYUNE 

, .. CLR CLEAR. - • • - • • - MONUMENT LINE 
·;,.• DOC • DocUMENT BUILDIN~ LINE 

Ls· LAND SURVEYQR 
® FOUND CITY MONUMENT 

· ·MEA6r MEASURED (STONE OR CONCRETE PER Rl) 

Ml,. MONUMENT LINE ~ MARKMONUMENTMAP 

"" OVER ., SET NAIL & 112" TAG LS 6975 
SFNF. SE~\:HEo FOR, NOT FOUND ,. FOUND NAIL & TAG 
50.FT. SQUARE FEET 
i') RECORD DATA 

MN MONUMENT NAME. CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DATABASE 

Rf MONUMENT MAP 261, ON ALE IN OFFICE 
OFTHECITY ANO COUNTY SURVEYOR. 

R2 110 CM 36, MAP FILED MAY 21, 2009, 
OFFJCE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER. 

R3 105 CM 91, MAP FtLED APRIL 30, 2DOB, 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER. 

R4 "46 CM 65, MAP FILED APRIL 17. 1995 
OFACE OF THE COUN1Y RECORDER. 

RS HISTORIC BLOCK DIAGRAM: AB 3575, 
DATED MAY25, 1908, ON ALE IN OFACE 
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY SURVEYOR. 

RS 131 CM BB, MAP FILED DEC. 21, 2018 
OFACE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER. 

NOTE: 
THE PROPOSED ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS SHCJ1.ll./t\I 
HEREON ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL USE ONLY AND SHOULD 
NOT BE RELIED UPON FOR ANY OTHER PURPOSE. 

UNIT NO. PROPOSED ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER (APN) 

B10SVN 3575-139 

606SVN I 3575-140 

311S-17TH I 3575-141 

201 - 206 l 3575-1"42 TO 147 

301-307 I 357s~14aT016ot 

<101-407 I 3575-15ST0161 

501-507 I 3575-162T0188 

5. All MEASURED DISTANCES ARE SHOWN HEREON IM FEET AND DEC!MAl.9 THERECF. AU. OTHERS 
ME SHOWN AS PER RECQRD6 ANO NOTED AS SUCtt. 

6.. THIS PROf'ERTY JS SUBJECT TO "NOTICE Of SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE Pl.ANNING COO£' 
OF THE CITY AND COUN'TY OF SAN FRANCISCO, RECOODED ON JUNE 16, 2015 
AS DOC 2015-KIJ76257-0D DF a'FIC\AL RECORDS. 

FINAL MAP No. 9166 
A TWENTY-SEVEN (27) RESIDENTIAL UNIT ANDTHREE (J) 
COMMERCIAL UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

A SUBDIVISION OF THAT REAL PROPERTY 
DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN DEED 

RECORDED ON JUNE 5, 2013 
AS DOC-2013-.1676120-00, OFFICIAL RECORD 

ALSO BEING A PART OF MISSION BLOCK No. 60 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
SCALEASSHD\AJN 

STATE Of CAUFORIM 
JU\..Y 2D17 

9AARY A. PIERCE 
TRANSAMERICAN ENGINEERS & ASSOCIATES 

• SHEET J OF J 
APN; 3575-070, ADDRESS: 60D-61D SOU11i VAN NESS A\'tNUt / 321!5 .17TH SlRE'ET 
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