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FILE NO. 171182 MOTION NO. 

1 [Final Map 9296 - 1785-15th Street] 

2 

3 Motion approving Final Map 9296, a nine residential unit condominium project, located 

4 at 1785-15th Street, being a subdivision of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3555, Lot 

5 No. 036, and adopting findings pursuant to the General Plan, and the eight priority 

6 policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

7 

8 MOVED, That the certain map entitled "FINAL MAP 9296", a nine residential unit 

9 condominium project, located at 1785-15th Street, being a subdivision of Assessor's Parcel 

10 Block No. 3555, Lot No. 036, comprising two sheets, approved October 24, 2017, by 

11 Department of Public Works Order No. 186602 is hereby approved and said map is adopted 

12 as an Official Final Map 9296; 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 April 14, 2017, that the proposed subdivision is 

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

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

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

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

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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RECOMMENDED: 

Mohammed Nuru 

Director of Public Works 

Public Works 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

/' 

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 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

San Francisco, Ca 94103 

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

• .. Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor 

Public Works Order No: 186602 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS 

APPROVING FINAL MAP 9296, 1785 15th Street, A 9 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM PROJECT, 
BEING A SUBDIVISION OF ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER 3555-036 

A 9 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

The City Planning Department in its letter dated April 14, 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 9296", each comprising 2 
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 April 14, 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: ..... ;: r-7 
'~ : 

Vl~. 
: t• ;:.:·· 

-l in f ~ N 
-....1 

. ; . C) 

ll =: 
San Francisco Public Works . . N 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 1 

: . 
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10/23/2017 

l~X~s_ru_ce_R_.s_to_rrs __________ I Ix Mohammed Nuru 
Storrs, Bruce 

City and County Surveyor 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director, DPW 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

San Francisco Public Works 

10/24/2017 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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1111111•1 City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Public Works · Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor · San Francisco, CA 94103 

.. iAiiillillliiiiA sfpublicworks.org - tel 4t5-554-58l0 · fox 415-554-6161 

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION 
Date: March 20, 2017 Project ID: 9296 

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

Project Type: 3 Units New Construction 
P.ddress# · StreetName !Block 

1785 15TH ST 13555 
Tentative Map Referral 

Attention: Mr. ScottF. Sanchez 

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

Sincerel 
James Ryan 

.Ao11.03.20 14:s1 :08 -08·00· 
,/ 

for, BruceR Storrs, P.L.S. 
City and County Surveyor 

!Lot 
P36 

CJ The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable . 
provisions of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative Map is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies 
of Planning Code Section 101.1 based on the attached findings. The subject referral is exempt from California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review as 
categorically exempt Classc:::J., CEQA Determination Datei.-----~I, based on the attached checklist. 

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

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planner's Name '-jA_n_dr_ew_P_erry-=--,---.,.--,--------=1____, 
for, Scott F. Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

2012.0147E 
1785 151h Street 
RTO-M (Residential, Transit-Oriented - Mission Neighborhood) District 
55-X Height and Bulk District 

3555/036 
Lot Size: 2,883 square feet 
Plan Area: Mission Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 
Project Sponsor: Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects, (415) 749-0302 
Staff Contact: Lisa Gibson - ( 415) 575-9037 

· lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project would involve: 1) demolition of an existing 18-foot-tall, single-story, 780-square­
foot (sf) vacant, formerly industrial structure1•2•3; and 2) construction of a 55-foot-tall (plus approximately 
10.5-foot-tall stair penthouse and 8-foot-tall elevator overrun above the roof level), 6-story, 9,200-sf 

(Continued on next page.) 

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

REMARKS:· 
See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 
I do ertify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements. 

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Toby Morris, Project Contact 

Erika Jackson, Current Planning Division 

Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 

Date 

Supervisor Scott Wiener, District 8 (via Clerk of the Board) 

Exemption/Exclusion File 

1 Based on an email from Robert Huang at Kerman Morris Architects sent to Erika Jackson and Kei Zushi, staff planners, on 
January 3, 2013, the former use of the existing structure at the project site is an industrial warehouse (saw sharpening). 

2 The Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) for this project states that the existing use of the project site is residential use. 
The Planning Department Current Planning Division has determined the existing use of the project site is industrial. 

3 Based on an email from Edward "Toby" Morris, Kerman/Morris Architects, Project Sponsor, sent to Kei Zushi, staff planner, on 
April 19, 2013, a 6-foot-tall, single-story, 134-sf metal storage shed located in the rear yard was demolished by squatters who 
were in the main structure on the project site at the end of 2012. 
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Exemption from Environmei:ital Review 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Case No. 2012.0147E 
1785 15th Street 

residential building consisting of 9 residential units (four one-bedroom units, four two-bedroom units, 
and one three-bedroom unit). 

The 2,883-square-foot (sf) project site is located on the sout.'1 side of 15th Street between Guerrero Street to 
the west and Albion Street to the east in San Francisco's Mission District. No parking is proposed as part 
of this project. The project would include approximately 675 sf of common open space (to be shared by 5 
units) at the ground level and four private decks, totaling 963 sf in size. The Planning Department's 
Environmental Planning Division has determined that the existing structure and the shed that was 
demolished in December 2012 are not considered historical resources under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).4 The project site is located in the northwestern portion of the Mission Area Plan, 
which is _one of the area plans adopted through the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. 

APPROVAL ACTION: 

The proposed project is subject to notification under Section 311 of the Planning Code. If Discretionary 
Review before the Planning Commission is requested, the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval 
Action for the project. If no. Discretionary Review is requested, the issuance of a building permit by the 
Departn:.lent of-Building Inspection (DBI) is the Approval Action. 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. The proposed project also requires the following approvals: 

1. Approval for a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) from the San Francisco Department of Public Health 
(DPH) prior to commencement of any excavation work;5 and 

2. Site Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 

REMARKS: 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15183 provides an exemption from environmental review for projects that 
are consistent with the qevelopment density established by existing zoning, community 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 the project or parcel on which the project would be located; (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 which were not 

4 This analysis is summarized from emails (Doug Vu, Preservation Planner, to Kei Zushi, Environmental Planner, August 3, 2012), 
which are available for review as part of Case No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Plaruting Department, 1650 Mission Street, 
Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

5 A S:tvrP prepared for the proposed project has been approved by DPH. DPH. Site Mitigation Plan Approval, 1785 15th Street, San 
Francisco, CA, DPH SMED 905,. dated May 7, 2013. This document is available for review as.part of Case File No. 20120147E at 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMIONT 2 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2012.0147E 
1785 151h Street 

discussed in the underlying EI.R; and d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which 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 that project solely on the basis of that impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific significant environmental effects peculiar to 
the 1785 151h Street residential project described above, and incorporates by reference information 
contained within the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR ("Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR") (Case No. 2004.0160E; State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048). Project-specific 
studies summarized in this determination were prepared for the proposed project at 1785 lSlh Street to 
determine if there would be significant impacts attributable to the proposed project. 

This determination assesses the proposed project's potential to cause environmental impacts and 
concludes that the proposed project would not result in new, peculiar environmental effects, or effects of 
greater severity than were already analyzed· and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. This 
determination also identifies mitigation measures contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR that 
would be applicable to the proposed project at 1785 151h Street. Relevant information pertaining to prior 
environmental review conducted for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans is included 
below, as well as an evaluation of potential environmental effects. 

Background 
After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 
was adopted in December. 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR was adopted in part to support 
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an 
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment 
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk 
districts in some areas, including the project site at 1785 151h Street. 

During the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings to 
consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map 
amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR by 
Motion 17659 and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.6•7 

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. The districts 
replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts. 

6 San Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborlioods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Em•ironmental Impact Report (FEIR), 
Planning Departme11t Case No. 2004.016DE, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at: 
htt11:llw11•w.sf-pla1111i11g.vrglhzdex.11s11x?page=1893. accessed August 17, 2012. 

7 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco Pla11ni11g Commission Motio1117659, August 7, 2008. Available online at: 

litt11:lh!'1.l'W.sf-pln1111i11g.onr!Modu/eMSl111wDocume11t.as17x?documrntid=1268. accessed August 17, 2012. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 
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Case No. 2012~0147E 
1785 15th Street 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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 FEIR. 

A maj_or 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-µse districts, thus 
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other 
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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. 

The project site, as a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, has been rezoned to RTO-M 
(Residential, Transit-Oriented- Mission Neighborhood) Use District. The RTO-M Use District is intended 
to protect and enhance areas characterized by a mixture of houses and apartment buildings and to 
encourage transitional development patterns. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply 
and cumulative land use effects is discussed further in this determination on page 5, under Land Use. The 
1785 15th ·Street site, which is located in the Missibn District of the Eastern Neighborhoods, was 
designated and envisioned as a site with building up to 55 feet in height. 

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
·Plans 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 review would be required. This determination concludes that the 
proposed residential project at 1785 15th Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the 
analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. This. determination also finds that the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR adequately anticipated and described the impacts of the proposed 1785 15th Street 
project, and id'entified the mitigation measures applicable to the 1785 15fu Street project. The proposed 
project is also consistent with the zoning controls for the project site. Therefore, no further CEQA 
evaluation for the 1785 15th Street project is required. In sum, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and this 
Certificate of Exemption, for the proposed project comprise the full and complete CEQA evaluation 
necessary for the proposed project. 

Potential Environmental Effects 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans 
and policies; visual 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 issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods project. The proposed 1785 15lli Street 
project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described in the Eastern 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2012.0147E 
1785 151h Street 

Neighborhoods FEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods. Thus, the project analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR considered the 
incremental impacts of the proposed 1785 151h Street 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 
FEIR. Topics for which the FEJR identified a significant program-level impact are addressed in this 
Certification of Determination while project impacts for all other topics are discussed in the Community 
Plan Exemption Checklist.8 The following discussion demonstrates that the 1785 151h Street project would 
not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, including 
project-specific impacts related to land use, archeological resources, historic architectural resources, 
transportation, noise, air quality, shadow, and hazards and hazardous materials. The FEIR did not 
include a discussion of greenhouse gas emissions, mineral and energy resources or agricultural and forest 
resources, so these topics are also considered in the Community Plan Exemption Checklist.9 

Land Use 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans rezoned much of the City's industrially-zoned land 
in the Mission, Central Waterfront, East South of Market and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 
neighborhoods. The four main goals that guided the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process were to 
reflect local values, increase housing, maintain some industrial land supply, and improve the quality of 
all existing areas with future development. The re-zoning applied new residential and mixed-used zoning 
districts to parts of the Eastern Neighborhoods currently zoned for industrial, warehousing, and 
commercial service use. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR notes that three land use options were evaluated and under each of 
these options the zoning desi~ation of the subject property was proposed to remain as RH-3 
(Residential, House, Three-Family) District. Following publication of the Draft EIR, continued 
refinements to the proposed zoning and height maps occurred in early 2008. During the refinement 
process, the subject property was proposed to be zoned RTO-M (Residential, Transit-Oriented - Mission 
Neighborhood) District in which off-street parking for residential uses would not be required.10,11 

The proposed project would replace an existing vacant, formerly industrial structure with a 55-foot-tall 
(plus approximately 10.5-foot-tall stair penthouse and 8-foot-tall eievator overrun above the roof level) 
building. The proposed building is consistent with the height and bulk controls and the proposed 
residential use is permitted within the RTO-M zoning controls, Further, the project is proposed on an in-

8 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Checklist, 1785 151h Street, August 15, 2014. This document is 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 

9 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Checklist, 1785 15th Street, August 15, 2014. This document is 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite400, San Francisco, CA. 

10 City and County of San Francisco. Eastern Neighborhoods Rew11i11g and Area Plans Final EIR, Chapter VIII Comments a11d Responses, 
Pages C&R-5 through C&R-11. This document is on file and available for. review as part of Case File No. 2004.0160E at the San 
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

11 City and County of San Francisco. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezo11i11g a11d Area Plans Final EIR, Chapter VIII Comments and Responses, 
Figure C&R-1, Proposed Use Districts i11 Preferred Project. This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File 
No. 2004.0160E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNING Dl;PARTMENT 5 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 
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Case No. 2012.0147E 
1785 151h Street 

fill site, and would not substantially impact upon the existing character .of the vicinity and would not 
physically divide a,n established community. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified an unavoidable significant land use impact due to the 
cumulative loss of PDR. The proposed project would contribute to this impact because the project would 
preclude an opportunity for PDR; however, the incremental loss in PDR opportunity is not considerable 
due to the size of the project site. In addition, Citywide Pla:rmlng and Current Planning have both 
determined that the proposed project is consistent with the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and satisfies the 
requirements of the General Plan.1413 

As a result, the project would not result in significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR with regard to land use, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Archeological Resources 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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-significant,level. Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 1v1itigation 
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 Mis.sion 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. 

There is no archeological documentation specifically for the proposed project. The project site is outside 
any Hispanic Period Archeological Sensitivity (HP AS) ·Zone within tJ:i.e San Francisco Planning 
Department's Hispanic Period Archeo GIS layer. The project site is, however, approximately 100 feet 
away from HP AS Zone 4 which contains a number of features associated with the last mission including 
the neophyte adobe rancheria and a number of adobe structures that were re-adapted for residential use 
in the late 1830s and 1840s. To the south is the HP AS Zone 1, which is the conjectured and yet 
undocumented location of the first and second missions. Also, a prehistoric midden site, CA-SFR-19, is 
recorded a little over one block to the northeast of the project site, and redeposited prehistoric human 
remains of several individuals were discovered near 15fh and Valencia Streets. It is known on 

12 Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department. Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning, 
1785 151h Street, June 6, 2014. This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San 
Francisco Planning Departm:ent, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

13 Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department. Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning, 1785 
15th Street, June 13, 2014. This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San 
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 
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Case No. 2012.0147E 
1785 151h Street 

ethnohistoric grounds that the Ohlone "Chutchui" was located in the vicinity of the project site, and it is 
possible that SFR-16 corresponds to the site of Chutchui.14 

The project site is located within an area subject to Mitigation Measure J-3 of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
FEIR, which requires archeological review by the Planning Department Archeologist for any project 
resulting in soils disturbance of 2.5 feet bgs or greater because of the sensitivity of the area for Hispanic 
period archeological resources. Based on the information above and scope of the proposed project, the 
Planning Department's archeologist has determined that the project would be subject to the Department's 
archeological testing mitigation measure as outlined on pages 20 through 23 of this Certificate. 
Implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce the project's impacts on archeological resources 
to a less-than-significant level. 

The project sponsor has agreed to implement Project Mitigation Measure 1 as outlined on pages 20 
through 23 of the Certificate. With implementation of the above mitigation measure, the project would 
not result in significant effects with regard to archeological resources that were not identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Historic Architectural Resources 
Pursuant 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 FEIR determined that future development facilitated 
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan could 
have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources and on 
historical districts within the Plan Area. The FEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the 
known or potential historical resources in the Plan Area could potentially be affected under the preferred 
alternative. ~e Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR found this impact to be significant and unavoidable. This 
impact was addressed in a Sta~ement of Overriding Considerations with findings and adopted as part of 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

The Planning Department's Environmental Planning Division has determined that the existing structure 
and the shed that was demolished in December 2012 are not considered an historical resource under 
CEQA based on an Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) prepared for the project site. The HRE concludes 
that the existing structure as it stands today has a utilitarian appearance with minimal ornamentation and 
that any semblance of the property's industrial history was removed.15•16 In addition, the project site was 
evaluated as part of the Inner Mission North Survey and was determined hot to be an eligible individual 

14 Randall Dean, San Francisco Planning Department. E11viro11me11fa/ Pla1111ing Preliminary Arc/1eologica/ Review: C/1ecklist, 1785 15111 

Street, December 17, 2012. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

15 Emails from Doug Vu, Preservation Planner, to Kei Zushi, Environmental Planner, August 3, 2012. These emails are available for 
review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 

16 Ver Planck Historic Preservation Consulting. Historic Resource fa1qlunfio11 (HREJ, 1785 15111 Street, San Fra11cisw, CA, Jlnuary 30, 
2012. This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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resource. Furthermore, the project site is not located within an identified historic district, and the 
proposed project would not result in any adverse effects on off-site historical architectural resources. As 
such, no additional historic preservation review is required for th~ proposed project.17 

As a result, the proposed project would not result in significant effects with respect to historic 
architectural resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Transportation 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes. would not 
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction. 
As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency 
access, or construction beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

However, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes 
could result in significant impacts on traffic and transit ridership, and identified 11 transportation 
mitigation measures. Even with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse 
cumulative traffic impacts and the cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be fully mitigated. Thus, 
these impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the Community Plan Exemption Checklist topic 5c is not applicable. 

Trip Generation 
Trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation . 
Impac;ts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco 
Planning Department.18 The proposed project would generate about 80 person trips (inbound and 
outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 25 person trips by auto, 41 transit trips, 6 walk trips 
and 8 trips by other modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an 
estimated 4 vehicle trips (accounting for vehicle occupancy data for fais Census Tract)'. 

Traffic 
The estimated 4 new p.m. peak hour vehicletrips would travel through the intersections surrounding the 
project block. Intersection operating conditions are characterized by the concept of Level of Service (LOS), 
which ranges from A to F and provides a description ~f 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. Given that the proposed project 
would add approximately 4 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips to surrounding intersections, it is not anticipated 

17 Tina Tam, San Francisco Planning Department. Email to Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department, 1785 151h Street, September 
7, 2012. This email is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 
CA. 

16 Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department. Transportation Calculations for 1785 151h Street, May 28, 2014. These calculations 
are available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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that the proposed project would substantially increase traffic volumes at these or other nearby 
intersections, nor substantially increase average delay that would cause these intersections to deteriorate 
to unacceptable levels of service. 

The proposed project is located in the Mission Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR evaluated three land use options, and analyzed the following three conditions: 
baseline, 2025 project options, and 2025 no project option. The intersections located near the project site 
(within approximately 500 to 1,000 feet) that were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR include 
the following three intersections: Guerrero Street/16th Street; Valencia Street/151h Street; and Valencia 
Street/16th Street. With the implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, the 
Guerrero Street/16th Street intersection is anticipated to change from LOS C to LOS D under 2025 
weekday p.m. peak hour conditions under all three Plan options as well as under the 2025 No Project 
option.· The Valencia Street/16th Street intersection is anticipated to change from LOS B to LOS C under 
2025 weekday p.m. peak hour conditions under all three Plan options as well as under the 2025 No 
Project option. The Valencia Street/15th Street intersection is anticipated to change from LOS B to LOS C 
under 2025 weekday p.m. peak hour conditions under all three Plan options, and remain as LOS B under 
the 2025 No Project option. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the implementation of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in a sfgnificant impact on the above 
intersections. 

The nearest Mission Subarea intersection for which the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified a 
significant impact under 2025 weekday p.m. peak hour was the South Van Ness Avenue/Howard 
Street/131h Street intersection (approximately 2,800 feet from the project site) which operated at LOS E 
under existing (baseline) conditions and would deteriorate to LOS F under 2025 weekday p.m. peak hour 
operating conditions under Plan Options Band C, and would remain a;:; LOS E under 2025 weekday p.m. 
peak hour operating conditions under Plan Option A and under the 2025 No Project option. It is likely 
that these conditions would occur with or without the proposed project, and the proposed project's 
contribution of 4 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips would not be substantial proportion of the overall traffic 
volume or the new vehicle trips generated by the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. 

In the Eastern Neighborhoods FETR, specific mitigation measures were not proposed for the South Van 
Ness Avenue/Howard Street/131h Street intersection and a Statement of Overriding Considerations related 
to the significant and unavoidable cumulative (2025) traffic impacts was adopted as part of the FEIR 
Certification and the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 
Since the proposed project would not contribute considerably to 2025 Cumulative conditions, it would 
therefore, not have any significant cumulative traffic impacts. 

Transit 
As indicated above, the proposed project is estimated to add 41 daily transit person trips, 7 of which are 
estimated to occur in the p.m. peak hour. The project site is served by several local and regional transit 
lines including Muni lines 14, 14L, 22, 26, 33, 49, and 53, and therefore the additional p.m. peak hour trips 
would likely be accommodated on existing routes, and would result in a less-than-significant effect on 
transit services. Transit trips to and from the proposed project would utilize the nearby Muni lines, and 
would transfer to and from other Muni lines. The addition of 7- p.m. peak hour transit trips would 
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increas_e Muni ridership, however, this net increase would not be substantial as existing transit lines have 
the capacity to accommodate these new trips. Additionaliy, the proposed project would not substantially 
interfere with any nearby transit routes. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact 
on transit services. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts relating to 
increases in transit ridership. Several_ mitigation measures were included to address these impacts, which 
included installation of traffic signals at several intersections; intelligent traffic management; strategies to 
enhance availability and use of funding; additional and enhanced Muni service; transit priority on certain 
streets; improvement of transportation demand management; establishment of a coordinated planning 
process to link land use planillng and development in the Eastern Neighborhoods to transit and other 
alternative transportation mode planning in the eastern portion of the City. Even with mitigation, 
however, the cumulative impacts with respect to the following seven Muni lines, 9-San Bruno, 22-
Fillmore, 26-Valencia, 27 Bryant, 33-Stanyan, 48-Quintara, and 49-Van Ness/ Mission, were found to be 
significant and unavoidable and a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings was adopted as 
part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. The proposed 
project would not conflict with the implementation of these mitigation measures, and it is likely that the 
significant and unavoidable cumulative transit conditions would occur with or without the proposed 
project. The proposed project's contribution of 7 p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial 
proportion of the overall transit volume generated by Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. 
Since the. proposed project would not contribute considerably to the 2025 Cumulative conditions, it 
would therefore not have a significant cumulative transit impact. 

Loading 
Based on the SF Guidelines, the proposed project would generate an average loading demand of 0.01 
truck-trips per hour. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires no off-street loading for residential 
development less than 100,000 sf in gross floor area. Therefore, no off-street loading spaces would be 
required for the proposed project, which would include 9,200 sf of residential use. The proposed project 
would avoid the potential for impacts to adjacent roadways due to loading activities by limiting all long­
term and con.struction loading/staging operations to the existing on-street parking area along 15th Street. 
Vehicles performing move in/move out activities would be able to ob_tain temporary parking permits for 
loading and unloading operations on 15th Street.19 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions 
The proposed project would generate approximately 1 p.m. peak-hour pedestrian trip. The proposed 
project would not cause a substantial amount of pedestrian and vehicle conflicts, as there are adequate 
sidewalk and crosswalk widths in the project site vicinity and the project would not add any new curb 
cuts. Pedestrian activity would increase as a result of the project, but not to a degree that could nc;>t be 
accommodated on local sidewalks or would result in safety concerns. 

19 Edward "Toby" Morris, Kennan Morris Architects, Project Sponsor. Email to Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department, 
Loading: 1785 15th Street, June 5, 2014. This document is available .for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San 
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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There are no existing or proposed bike lanes along the project site frontage on 15th Street. In the vicinity of 

the project site, there are two Citywide Bicycle Routes. Valencia Street comprises a portion of Bicycle 
Route #45 (Class II), and 141h Street a portion of Bicycle Route #30 (Class II). Bicycle traffic is heavier on 

Valencia Street than on surrounding streets. Although the proposed project would result in an increase in 
the number of vehicles in the project vicinity, this increase would not substantially affect bicycle travel in 

the area. 

The recently amended Planning Code Section 155.5 (Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 129-06) requires 

that residential projects of 50 dwelling units or less provide one bicycle space for every 2 dwelling units. 
The proposed project would include nine dwelling units and thus would be required to provide five 

bicycle parking spaces. Five vertical mounted lockable bike racks would be installed on the ground floor 
of the proposed building. In conclusion, the proposed project would not substantially increase pedestrian 
and bicycle hazards. 

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 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 and thus, this determination does not 
consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.20 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 uses associated with the proposed project was determined based on the 
methodology presented in the Transportation Guidelines. On an average weekday, the demand for 

parking would be for 12 spaces. The proposed project would not provide any off-street spaces. Thus, as 
proposed, the project would have an unmet parking demand of an estimated 12 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 

20 San Francisco Planning Department. Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 1785 15"' Street, June 2, 2014. This 

document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street. Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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would not materially affect the overall parking conditions in the project vicinity such that hazardous 
conditions or significant delays would be created. 

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking 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). If 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 anaiysis, as well 
as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety analyses, would reasonably address potential 
secondary effects. 

Noise 
The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potential conflicts related ·to residences· and other noise­
sensitive uses in proximity to noise-generating uses such as PDR, retail, entertainment, 
cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 
noted that implementation of the Area Plans would incrementally increase traffic-generated noise levels 
on some streets in the Plan Area and result in construction noise impacts from pile driving and other 
construction activities. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR therefore identified six noise mitigation 
measures that would reduce noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate to construction noise. 
Mitigation Measure F-1 addresses. individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure 
F-2 addresses individual projects that include particular noise construction procedures (including pile 
driving). Mitigation Measures F-1 is not applicable to the proposed project because the project would not 
involve pile driving activities.21 Mitigation Measure F-2 is applicable to the proposed project because 
construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature of planned construction, which includes the 
use of a drilling rig (Case CX 350 mini excavator) to install piers that would support the proposed 
building',22 and existing uses in the project site vicinity include noise-sensitive uses (including dwelling 
units at 307, 307, and 315 Guerrero Street). A noise memo has been prepared to assess whether or not the 
noise levels to be generated by the drilling rig could comply with the construction equipment noise limits 
outlined in Section 2907 of the San Francisco Police Code, which generally prohibits any person from 
operating any powered construction equipment that emits noise at level in excess of 80 dBA when 
measured at a distance of 100 feet from such equipment.23 The memo found that the drilling rig would 
exceed the above noise limit. Given the above and the short-term duration of the drilling operations (five 

21 Edward "Toby" Morris, Kerman Morris Architects, Project Sponsor. Email lo Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department, 
Construction Noise: Revised Project - 1785 15th St, June 12, 2014. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 
2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

22 Ibid. 
23 Wilson Thrig & Associates. 1785 15111 Street Project, San Francisco, July 28, 2014. Titis document is available for review as part of 

Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 
94103. 
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days), the memo recommends that: 1) acoustical shielding be installed in the form of acoustical blankets 
shrouding the drill equipment; or 2) temporary, movable solid barriers such as plywood or acoustical 
blankets be erected around each drilling location. The project sponsor has agreed to implement either one 
of the above measures to ensure that the construction equipment complies with Section 2907 of the San 
Francisco Police Code. 

With implementation of either one of the above construction equipment noise reduction measures, 
Mitigation Measure F-2 (Project Mitigation Measure 2) as outlined on page 23 of this Certificate would be 
satisfied. With implementation of the above mitigation measure, the project would not result in 
significant effects with regard to noise that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 12 months) would be 
subject to and comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police 
Code, or Noise Ordinance). The Noise Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted in the 
following manner: 1) noise levels of construction e'quipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 
dBA24 (Ldn25) 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) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and 3) if the noise from the construction 
work would exceed the ambient noise 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.rn.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise 
Ordinance 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. 
Times may occur when 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 (approximately 12 
months), intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would be subject to and 
would comply with the City's Noise Ordinance. 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, F-5, and F-6 include additional measures for 
individual projects that include new noise-sensitive uses. Since the proposed project would include noise~ 
sensitive uses with sensitive receptors, Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 (Project Mitigation Measures 3 
and 4, respectively), as outlined on page 23 and 24 of this Certificate, would apply to the proposed 
project. 

24 The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers fo a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human 
ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 
dBA. A 10-dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness. 

25 The Lin is the L_'<V or Energy Equivalent Level, of the A-weighted noise level over a 24-hour period with a 10 dB penalty applied 
to noise levels between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The Lxi is the level of a steady noise which would have the same energy as the 
fluctuating noise level integrated over the time period of interest. 
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Pursuant to Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4, a noise study was conducted, 
including a 24-hour noise measurement and site survey of noise-generating uses within 900 feet of, and 
that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site.26 An addendum to the noise study has been prepared 
for the project to reflect the changes to the proposed project made since the above noise study was 
prepared on January 25, 2013.27 The addendum states that the recommendations provided in the January 
25, 2013 noise study are applicable to the revised project, including the ninth unit. 

The results of the noise study reveal that the existing noise level at the project fac;ade is already 
consistently above 60 Ldn. The noise study concluded that the implementation of the recommendation 
measures included in the noise report would ensure compliance with the maximum 45 Li1n interfor noise 
level required by Title 24 Standards. These measures include acoustical designs for glazing and window 
types, unit entrance doors, exterior walls, and supplemental ventilation systems. The noise study 
recommends that exterior windows facing 15th Street have the minimum sound isolation rating of 
Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class (OITC) 23, or Sound Transmission Class (STC) 27, to comply with 
the minimum code requirements. The project sponsor has agreed to implement ail of the recommended 
measures included in the noise study. DBI would ensure that the project comply with Title 24 standards 
during the building permit review process. 

The noise study also notes that the visual review of the area shows no significant noise generators within 
900 feet of the project site other than vehicular traffic along 15th Street and, to a lesser extent, Guerrero 
Street. The noise study further notes that two automobile service shops located on the east side of the 
project along 15th Street within 900 feet of the pr~ject site are not considered significant sources of noise, 
noting that detailed listening of the noise recordings gathered by the project site for a period of · 
approximately two full days did not reveal loud noise events generated from these businesses, such as 
hammering impact noise, grinding, sawing, etc. 

·Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses impacts related to individual projects 
that. include new noise-generating uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of 
ambient noise in the proposed project site vicinity. Since the proposed development does not propose a 
land use that would generate noise levels in excess of ambient noise in the vicinity pf the project site, 
Mitigation Measure F-5 would not be applicable. · 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure F-6 addresses impacts related to open space areas of 
residential units and other noise-sensitive uses. Since the proposed development proposes a residential 
unit (with open space required by the Planning Code), Mitigation Measure F-6 (Project Mitigation 
Measure 5), as outlined on page 24 of this Certificate, would apply to the proposed project. 

26 Wilson Ihrig & Associates. CCR Tille 24, Noise Study Report, 1785151" Street, San Francisco, California, January 25, 2013. This report 
is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 

27 Pablo A. Darowc, Wilson Ihrig & Associates. Addendum to 112512013 CCR 24 Noise Study Report, 1785 15111 Street Multi-Family 
Project, San Francisco, June. 2, 2014. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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As for Mitigation Measure F-6, the noise study prepared for this project notes that the private roof deck 
areas behind the proposed building on the third and fourth floors and common rear yard area would be 
shielded by the proposed building to such a degree that noise exposures at the building fai;ade of the 
courtyard would be below 60 Ldn. Based on this, the noise study concluded that none of the windows at 
the rear of the building would need to be acoustically rated. The noise study states that the level of 
exterior noise projected at the private decks on the fifth and six floors (Units 8 and 9) facing 151h Street 
exceeds the upper limit of the "Satisfactory" General Plan land use compatibility range for residences, 
which is 60 Ldn. Based on this, the noise study recommends that the noise exposure be limited to 60 Ldn 

through the construction of a solid 3 lb/ft2 minimum surface density wall at least 5 feet tall relative to the 
roof deck along the north edge of the building, and wing walls on the east and west sides for a minimum 
of 6 feet in length. The project sponsor has agreed to construct these noise reduction walls at the private 

decks for Units 8 and 9 as recommended in the noise study. The final design of these noise reduction 
walls would be subject to review by the Planning Department as part of tl!e building permit review 

process for this project. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or 
in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the Community P~an Exemption Checklist topics 6e and 6£ 

are not applicable. 

In conclusion, with the implementation of Project Mitigation Measures 2, 3, 4 and 5 as outlined on pages 
23 and 24 of this Certificate, the proposed project would not result in significant noise impacts that were 
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Air Quality 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR ·identified significant air quality impacts related to construction 
activities that may cause wind-blown dust and pollutant emissions; roadway-related air quality impacts 

on se[\sitive land uses; and the siting of uses that emit diesel particulate matter (DPM) and toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday operations. These significant impacts would conflict with the 
applicable ai: quality plan at the time, the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The Eastern Neighborhoods 

FEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce air quality impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 

Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD), the regional agency with jurisdiction over nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basis 

(SFBAAB), provided updated 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines ("Air Quality Guidelines),is 

which provided new methodologies for analyzing air quality impacts, including construction activities. 
The Air Quality Guidelines provide screening criteria for determining whether a project's criteria air 

pollutant emissions may violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality 

violation, or result in a cumul~tively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. ff a project meets 
the screening criteria, then the lead agency or applicant would not need to perform a detailed air quality 

28 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. 
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assessment of the proposed project's air pollutant emissions and construction or operation of the 
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant air quality impact. 

The proposed project would result in an increase in operational-related criteria air pollutants including 
from the generation of daily vehicle.trips and energy demand. The proposed project meets the screening 
criteria provided in the BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines for operational-related criteria air pollutants. 
Therefore, operation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to 

criteria air pollutants. 

For determining potential health risk impacts, San Francisco has partnered with the BAAQMD to 
inventory and assess air pollution and exposures froin mobile, stationary, and area sources within San 
Francisco and identify portions of the City in which there are additional heal.th risks for affected 
populations (u Air Pollutant Exposure Zone"). The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone was identified based on 
two health based criteria: 

(1) Excess cancer risk from all sources> 100 per one million persons; and 
(2) PMz.s29 concentrations from all sources including ambient >lOµg/m.3. 30 

Sensitive receptors31 within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone are more at risk for adverse health effects 
from exposure to substantial air pollutant concentrations than sensitive receptors located outside the Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone. These locations (i.e., within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone) require additional 
co;,,.sideration when projects or activities have the potential to emit TACs, including DPM emissions from 
temporary and variable construction activities. 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 requires individual projects that include 
construction activities to include dust control measures and maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as ~o minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and· other pollutants. This mitigation 
measure was identified in the Initial Study. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and 
Health Codes, generally referred to· as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, 
effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to protect the health 
of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to 
stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). Construction activities from the proposed 
project would result in dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. The proposed project would be 
subject to and would comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance and the project site is not 

29 pws is defined as particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter, often called "fine" particles. 
30 A microgram per cubic meter (µg/m3) is a derived System International measurement unit of density-measuring volume in 

,cubic meters-used to estimate weight or mass in micrograms. 
31 The BAAQMD considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying or residing in: 1) Residential dwellings, 

including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3) daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care 
facilities. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local 
Risks and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 
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located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, therefore Mitigation Measure G-1 would not apply to the 
proposed project. 

The proposed project would include development of residential uses and is considered.a sensitive land 
use for the purpose of air quality evaluation. As discussed above, the ambient health risk to sensitive 
receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial and Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation 
Measure G-2 Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses is not applicable to the proposed project. Furthermore, 
the proposed residential land uses are not uses that would emit substantial levels of DPM or other TACs32 

and Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 are similarly not applicable. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result ih significant air quality impacts that were 
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

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 Neighborhoods Area Plan, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with taller buildings 
without triggering Section 295 of the Planning Code because certain_parks are not subject to Section 295 of 
the Planning Code (i.e., parks that are under jurisdiction by departments other than the Recreation and 
Parks Department [RPD] or are privately owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR could not conclude if 
the rezoning and community plans would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the 
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposed proposals 
could not be determined at that time. Therefore, the FEIR determined shadow impacts to be significant 
and unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEIR. 

The proposed project would construction an approximately 55-foot-tall building (plus approximately 
10.5-foot-tall stair penthouse and 8-foot-tall elevator overrun above the roof level). Therefore, a 
preliminary shadow fan analysis was prepared by Planning Departmentto determine whether the project 
would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks.33 This analysis found that the proposed 
project would not have the potential to cast new shadow on any property under the jurisdiction of, or 
designated to be acquired by, RPO. 

The proposed project would add new shade to portions of adjacent residences, properties, sidewalks, and 
streets. However, the height of the proposed building would not be substantially taller than surrounding 
buildings, and the new shadows would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas. Due to the 
dense urban fabric of the project vicinity, the loss of sunlight on private residences and property is rarely 

32 Toby Morris, Project Sponsor. Email to Kei Zushi, Snn Francisco Planning Department, Air Quality: Revised Project - 1785.15111 Street, 
June 13, 2014. This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

33 Erika Jackson, San Francisco Planning Department. Slindow Analysis for 1785 15"' Street, June 20, 2014. A copy of this document is 
available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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considered to be a significant environmental impact and the limited increase in shading as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not ~esult in significant shadow impacts that were not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that implementation of any of the. proposed project's rezoning 
options would encourage construction of new development within the Plan Area. The FEIR 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 materials cleanup cases. 
However, the FEIR found that existing regulations for facility closure, underground storage tank (UST) 
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 during 
construction. 

Hazardous Building Materials 

The East~rn Neighborhoods FEIR determined that future development in 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 
a~cident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials 
addressed in the FEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light 
ballasts that contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs} or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent 
lights containing mercury vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint 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. also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR identified a significant impact associated with hazardous building materials· 

··including PCBs, DEHP, and mercury and determined that Mitigation Measure L-1 would reduce effects 
to a less-than-significant level. As the project involves demolition or renovation of any existing buildings, 
Mitigation Measure L-1 (Project Mitigation Measure 6), as outlined on page 25 of this Certificate, would 
apply tci the project. 

Soil and Groundwater Contamination 

The proposed project is located in a Maher area. The proposed project would involve excavation of up to 
300 cubic yards of soil.34 Therefore, 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). 

34 Toby Morris, Project Sponsor. Email to Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning Department, 1785 15111 Street- Foundation, May 29, 2014. 
This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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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 Phase I ESA, Work Plan, 
Phase II Environmentai Soil Investigation, and Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) to DPH for review and the 
SMP has been approved by DPH.35 Based on the Phase l ESA, the site was developed with residences in 
the late 1800s and a commercial use was established on the project site by 1914. Previous uses of the 
project site include a crank shaft grinding shop and an auto repair shop, both of which occurred during 
the 1960s. The results of the Phase II Environmental Soil Investigation reveal no detectable concentrations 
in soil or groundwater for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as diesel (TPHd), Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons as gasoline (TPHg), Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TRPH), or volatile 
organic compounds (VOC). Chromium, lead, and nickel were detected at elevated concentrations in some 
samples, which would be removed and disposed of during construction excavation following the 
procedures described in the SMP. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to hazards or hazardous 
materials that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Mitigation Measures 
In accordance with Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR requirements, the project sponsor has agreed to 
implement the following mitigation measures. 

Pro.f ect Mitigation Measure 1 - Archeological Resources (Mitigatiott Measure l-3 of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR) 

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect 
from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall 
retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified 
Archaeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The 
project sponsor shall contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact 
information for the next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant 
shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall 
be available to conduct an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required 
pursuant to this measure. The archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with 
this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports 
prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for 
review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until 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, 

35 DPH. Site Mitigation Plan AppnrPal, 1785 1511• Street, San Francisco,. CA, DPH SMED 905, dated May .7, 2013. This document is 

available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.0147E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. 
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the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the 
only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on a significant 
archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site36 associated with 
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other descendant group an appropriate 
representative37 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the 
descendant group shall be given the opporhmity to monitor archeological field investigations of the 
site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the site, of recovered 
data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archeological site. 
A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources Report shall be provided to the representative of the 
descendant group. 

Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for 
review and approval an archeological testing plan (A1P). The archeological testing program shall be 
conducted in accordance with ~e approved ATP. The A1P shall identify the property types of the 
expected archeological resource{s) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed 
project, the testing method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the 
archeological testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of 
archeological resources and to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource 
encountered on the site constitutes. an historical resource under CEQA. 

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a 
written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the 
archeological ·consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in 
consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. 
Additional measures that 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 determines that a significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant 
archeological resource; or 
B) A data recovery. program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the 
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive 
use of the resource is feasible. 

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

37 An "appropriate ;epresent~tive" 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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Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant 
determines that an archeological monitoring program shall be implemented the archeologica\ 
monitoring program shall minimally include the following provisions: 

• The archeol_ogica\ consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO 

in consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeo\ogical monitoring because 
of the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological resources and to their depositional 
context; 
• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence 
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological. 
resource; 
• The archeological monitor{s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with 
project archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no 
effects on significant archeological deposits; 
• The archeological. monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis; 
• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of 
the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/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 affect 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 consultant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a 
reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

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

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in 
accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project 
sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the 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 
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possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data 
recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be 
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods an~ Procedures. Descripti?ns 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. 
• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 
• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 
recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, 
and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall 
comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shail 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, 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 and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Informatic;m 
that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert 
within the final report. . 

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the 
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ERO shall receive a copy of the transmitta] of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning 
division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, 
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA 
DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest in or the high 
interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

Project Mitigation Measure 2 - Noise (Mitigatiott Measure F-2 of the Eastem Neighborhoods FEIR) . 

Where environmental review of a development project undertaken. subsequent to the adoption of the 
proposed zoning controls determines that construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature 
of planned construction practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning Director shall 
require that the sponsors of the subsequent development project develop .a set of site-specific noise 
attenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing 
construction, a plan for such measures shall be submitted to the Department of Building Inspection to 
ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall 
include as many of the following control strategies as feasible: . 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site 
adjoins noise-sensitive uses; 
• Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise 
emission from the site; 
• 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 
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed. 

Prof ect Mitigation Measure 3 - Noise (Mitigation Measure F~3 of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR) 

For new development including noise-sensitive uses located along streets with noise levels above 60 
dBA (Ldn), as shown in Figure 18, where such development is not already subject to the California 
Noise [nsulation Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the project sponsor shall 
conduct a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements. Such analysis shall be conducted by 
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering. Noise insulation features identified and 
recommended by the analysis shall be included in the design, as specified in the. San Francisco 
General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise to reduce potential interior 
noise levels to the maximum extent feasible. 

Proiect Mitigation Measure 4 - Noise (Mitigation Measure F-4 of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR) 

To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise-generating uses and new sensitive receptors, for 
new development including noise-sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall require the 
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise­
generating uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and 
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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 be prepared by persons 
qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty 
that Title 24 standards, where applicable, 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 completion 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 acceptable interior noise levels consistent with 
those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 

Proiect Mitigation Measure 5 - Noise (Mitigation Measure F-6 of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR) 

To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new development including noise sensitive 
uses, the Planning Department shall, through its building permit review process, in conjunction with. 
noise analysis required pursuant to Mitigation Measure F-4, require that open space required under 
the Planning Code· for such uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient 
noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of 
this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield "on­
site open space from the greatest noise 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. 

Project Mitigation Meas1ire 6 - Hazardous Building 'Materials (Mitigation Measure L-1 of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR) 

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the subsequent project 
sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are 
removed and properly disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the 
start of renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercury, are 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. 

Public Notice and Comment · 
A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on June 18, 2014 to owners of 
properties within 300 feet of the project site and adjacent occupants. One individual submitted his 
concerns related to potential shadow impacts that may result from the project. Shadow is discussed on 
pages 17 and 18 of this Certificate under the "Shadow" section. 

Comments that do not pertain to physical environmental issues and comments on the merits of the 
p~oposed project will be considered in the context of project approval or disapproval, independent of the 
environmental review process. While local concerns or other planning considerations may be grounds for 
modifying or denying the proposal, in the independent j1:dgment of the Planning Department, there is no 
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substantial evidence that the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment as 
addressed in this Categorical Exemption Certificate. 

Conclusion 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR incorporated and adequately addressed all potential impacts of the 
proposed 1785 151h Street project. As described above, the 1785 151h Street project would not have any 
additional or peculiar significant adverse effects not examined in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, nor 

has any new or additional information come to light that would alter the conclusions of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR. Thus, the proposed 1785 151h Street project would not have any new significant, 

peculiar effects on the environment not previously identified in the Eastern FEIR, nor would any 
environmental impacts be substantially greater than described in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. No 

mitigation measures previously found infeasible have been determined to be feasible, nor have any new 
mitigation measures or alternatives been identified but rejected by the project sponsor. Therefore, the 
proposed project is exempt from environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and 
Section 21083.3 of the California Public Resources Code. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and this Certificate of Exemption comprise the full and complete CEQA 
evaluation necessary for the proposed project. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 25 

3081 



;./,.._._ ·-·--··-·- ·._ - J 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

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

Attachment A 
Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

2012.0147E 
1785 15th Street 
RTO-M (Residential, Transit-Oriented - Mission Neighborhood) District 
55-X Height and Bulk District 
3555/036 
2,883 square feet 
Mission Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 
Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects, (415) 749-0302 
Lisa Gibson - (415) 575-9036 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The 2,883-square-foot (sf) project site is located on the south side of 151h Street between Guerrero 
Street to the west and Albion Street to the east in San Francisco's Mission District. The project si.te 
is located in the northwestern portion of the Mission Area Plan, which is one of the area plans 
adopted through the Eastern Neighborhoods Planning effort. 

The proposed project would involve: 1) demolition of an existing 18-foot-tall, single-story, 780-sf 
vacant, formerly industrial structurel,2,3; and 2) construction of a 55-foot-tall (plus approximately 
10.5-foot-tall stair penthouse and 8-foot-tall elevator overrun above the roof level), 6-story, 9,200-
sf residential building consisting of 9 residential units (four one-bedroom units, four two­
bedroom units, and one three bedroom unit). No parking is proposed as part of this project. The 
project would include approximately 675 sf of common open space (to be shared by 5 units) at 
the ground level and four private decks, totaling 963 sf in size. The Planning Department's 
Environmental Planning Division has determined that the existing structure and the shed that 
was demolished in December 2012 are not considered historical resources under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA}.4 

1 According to an email from Robert Huang at Kerman Morris Architects sent to Erika Jackson and Kei Zushi, staff 
planners, on January 3, 2013, the former use of the existing structure at the project site is an industrial warehouse (saw 
sharpening) and changes have been made to both the Assessor's Office records and demolition permit application 
(2012-1024-2073). 

2 The Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) for this project states that the existing use of the project site is 
residential use. The Planning Department Current Planning Division has determined that the existing use of the 
project site is industrial. 

3 Based on an email from Edward "Toby" Morris, Kerman/Morris Architects, Project Sponsor, sent to Kei Zushi, staff 
planner, on April 19, 2013, a 6-foot-tall, single-story, 134-sf metal storage shed located in the rear yard was 
demolished by squatters who were in the main structure on the project site at the end of 2012. 

4 Emails from Doug Vu, Preservation Planner, to Kei Zushi, Environmental Planner,. August 3, 2012. These are available 
for review as part of Case No. 2012.0147E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 
San Francisco, California 94103. 
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B. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This Community Plan Exemption Checklist examines the potential environmental impacts that 
would result from implementation of- the proposed project and indicates whether any such 
impacts are addressed in the applicable programmatic environmental impact report (PEIR), in 

this case the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR (FEIR) (Planning 
Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048).s,6 Items checked 
"Project-Specific Significant Impact Not Identified in PEIR'' identify topics for which the 
proposed project wotild result in a significant impact that is peculiar to the project, i.e., the 
impact is not identified as significant in the PBIR. Any impacts not identified in the PEIR are 
addressed in the CPE Checklist below. 

Items checked "Significant Unavotdable Impact Identified in PEIR" identify topics for which a 
significant impact is identified in the PEIR. In such cases; these topics are addressed in the CPE 
Certificate and the analysis considers whether the proposed project would result in impacts that 
would contribute to the impact identified in the PEIR. Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR 
are discussed under each topic area in the CPE Certificate, and mitigation measures that are 
applicable to the proposed project are identified under each topic area. 

For any topic that was found to result in less-than-significant (LTS) impacts in the PEIR and for 
the proposed project, or would have no impacts, the topic is marked "No Significant Impact 
(Project or PEIR)" and is discussed in the CPE Checklist below. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigatian Does Not Impact 
Identified. in Identifi~d in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PETR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

1. 

a) 

LAND USE AND LAND USE 
PLANNING-Would the project 

Physically divide an established D D D D D IX! 
community? 

5 In this CPE Checklist, the acronyms "FEIR" and "PEIR" both refer to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan FElR and are used 
interchangeably. 

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: htlp:/fuqi1w.sf­
i'll71ming.orglindex.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012. 
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Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PETR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in ldentified in Applies to Apply to (Project or 

Topics: PEIR PElR PEIR Project Project PElR) 

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

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

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PETR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PETR PETR PETR Project Project PEIR) 

2. AESTHETICS-Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on D D D D D lZI 
a scenic vista? 

b) Substantially damage scenic D D D D D [XI 
resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
other features of the built or natural 
environment which contribute to a 
scenic public setting? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing o. D D D D 
visual char<J.cter or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

d) Create a new source of substantial D D D D D 
light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area or which would 
substantially impact other people or 
properties? 

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 
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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, thus this checklist does not consider 
aesthetic~ in determining whether the project has the potential to result in significant 
environmental impacts under CEQA.7 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not. Impact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Pmject PEIR) 

3. 

a) 

b) 

c) 

POPULATION AND HOUSING-
Would the project: 

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

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

Displace substantial numbers of D D D D D 
people, 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 industrially zoned land to meet a citywide demand for 
additional housing. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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 

7 San Francisco Planning Departmenl Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 1785 15°' Street, 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. 2013.0147E. · 
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population increase would not, in itself, result in adverse physical effects, but would serve to 
advance key City policy objectives, such as providing housing in appropriate locations next to 
Downtown 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 Plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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 FEIR. 

The proposed project would increase the population on site by constructing nine new dwelling 
units. These direct effects of the proposed project on population and housing are within the scope 
of the population growth anticipated under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans, and evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on population 
and housing that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in .Identified in Applies to Apply to (Project or 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

4. CULTURAL AND 
PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the project: 

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

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a D 0 0 0 0 
unique paleonto!ogical resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, 0 D D D 0 
including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

--·- ---------- ........... ------ -·-------
Case No. 2012.0147E 



........ ' 

Project-
Specific Significat1t 

Significant Unavoidable 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation 
ldentifitd in Identified in Identified in 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND 
CIRCULATION-Would the 
project 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, D ~ 181 
ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation 
system, taking into account all 
modes of transportatiqn 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 D 
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 D 0 0 
patterns, inclµding e.ither an 
increase in traffic levels, 
obstructions to flight, or a change in 
location, that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due 0 0 0 
to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous.intersections) 
or incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency D 0 0 
access? 

t) Conflict with adopted policies, D ig] IZl 
plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 
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Project-
Specific Significant 

Significant Unavoidable 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation 
Identified in Identified in Identified in 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR 

6. NOISE-Would the project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or 0 0 
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 0 0 
generation of excessive 
groundbome vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

c) Result in a substantial permanent 0 0 
increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

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

e) For a project located within an 0 0 D 
airport land use plan area, or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing 
or working in the area to excessive 
noise levels? 

f) For a project located in the vicinity D D D 
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 D D 
noise levels? 

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 
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Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Sig1tifica1tt Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitiga~n Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified i1t Identified in Applies to Apply to (Project or 

Topics: PEIR · PETR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

7. AIR QUALITY: Where available, 'the signifkance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. - Would the project 

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

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to D D o· D D 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

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

Please see Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR. Mitigation Sig11ificant 
ImpaetNot Impact Mitigation Mitigatio11 Does Not Impact 
Identified i.11 Identified i11 Identified ht Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS-Would the project 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emiSsions, D D D D D IZI 
either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on 
the environment? 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, D D D D D IZI 
policy, or regulation of an agency 
adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR assessed the GHG emissions that could result from rezoning of 
the East SoMa Area Plan under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
Options A, B, and C are anticipated to result iri GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 
metric tons of C02E8 per service population,9 respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 
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 FEIR. 

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 has met and exceeded EO S-3-05, AB 32, and 
the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project 
was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG Reduction Strategy. Other existing 
regulations, such as those implemented through AB 32, will continue to reduce a proposed 
project's contribution to climate change. Therefore, the proposed project's GHG emissions would 
not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus the 
proposed project's contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable or 
generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 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 Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Project-
Specific . Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIRJ 

9. 

a) 

b) 

WIND AND SHADOW-Would 
the project: 

Alter wind in a manner that D D D D D fXI 
substantially affects public areas? 

. Create new shadow in a manner D ~ IZl D IZl D 
that substantially affects outdoor 
recreation facilities or other public 
areas? 

8 C02E, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greeRhouse gases in terms of the amount 
of Carbon Dioxide that would have an equal global warming potential. 

9 Memorandum from Jessica Range, MEA to MEA staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in 
Eastern 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 number of residents and employees) metric. 
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Wind · 
No significant impacts related to wind were anticipated to result from the implementation of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. Specific projects within Eastern 
Neighborhoods require analysis of wind impacts where deemed necessary. Thus, wind impacts 
were determined not to be significant in the Eastern Neighborhoods Initial Study and were not 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. No mitigation measures relative to wind impacts 
were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Based upon experience of the Planning Department 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. Based on the height and 
location of the proposed 55-foot-tall (plus approximately 10.5-foot-tall stair penthouse and 8-foot­
tall elevator overrun above the roof level) building, the proposed project does not have the 
potential to cause significant changes to the wind environment in ped.estrian areas adjacent or 
near the project site. As a result, the proposed project would not cause significant wind impacts 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Shadow 
Please see the Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Imp<!CtNot Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in 'Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PElR Project Project PETR) 

10. 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 
recreational resources? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 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 FEIR. 

As the proposed project does not dewade recreational facilities and is within the development 
projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area plans, there would be no 
additional recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified In Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS-Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

e) Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider that 
would serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the 
project's projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 
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Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEffi. Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Project or 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

f) Be served by a landfill with D. D D D D fgJ 
sufficient pennitted capacity to 
accommodate the project's solid 
waste disposal needs? 

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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 FEIR. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional Linpacts on utilities and service systems 
beyond those analyzed in.the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Topics: 

12. 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 
mair)tain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other 
performance objectives for any 
pub lie services such as fire 
protection, police protection, 
schools, parks, or other services? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would 
not result in a significant impact to public services, including fire protection, police protection, 
and public schools. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEiR. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on public services beyond those 
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Pl'oject-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Iinpact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Pl'oject or 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Pl'oject Project PEIR) 

13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES-
Would the project: 

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

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

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

e) Conflict with any local policies-or 
ordinances protecting biological 
r<;>Sources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

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

Project-
Specific 

Significant 
Impact Not 
Identified in 

PEIR 

D 

D 

Significant 
Unavoidable 

Impact Mitigation 
Identified in . Identified iii 

PEIR PEIR 

D D 

D D 

PEIR No 
PEIR Mitigation Significant 

Mitigation Does Nat Impact 
Applies to Apply to (Pi'oject or 

Project Project PEIR) 

D D ~ 

D D 

As discl.iSsed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, the Eastern Neighborhoods 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 be affected by the development anticipated under the Area 
Plan. In addition, development envisioned under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan would 
not substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species. For 
these reasons, the FEIR concluded .that implementation of the Area Plan would not result in 

significant impacts on biological resources, and no mitigation measures were identified. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on biological resources beyond · 
those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. · 

Topics: 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-Would 
the project 

a) Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 
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Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Sig11ificant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Imp11ctNot Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact J, 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIRJ 

b) 

c) 

d) 

c) 

f) 

i) Rupture of a known D D D D D [g! 
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 D D D D D [g! 
shaking? 

iii) Sei~mic-relatcd ground failure, D D D D D [g! 
including liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? D D D D D [g! 

Result in substantial soil erosion or D D D D 0 [g! 
the loss of topsoil? 

Be located on geologic UPlt or soil D D D D D [g! 
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? 

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

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

Change substantially the D D D D. D IZI 
topography qr any unique geologic 
or physical features of the site? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that implementation of the Plan would indirectly 
increase the population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced 
ground-shaking, liquefaction, and landslides. 
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The FEIR also noted that new 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 given the seismically active 
characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the FEIR concluded that the implementation oLthe Plan 
would not result-in significant impacts with regard to geology, and no mitigation measures were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

The project would be required to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the 
safety of all new construction in the City. Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic 
hazards such as landslide hazards and seismic stability of the project site would b.e addressed 
through the DBI requirement for a geotechnical or other subsurface report and review of the 
building permit application pursuant to its implementation of the Building Code. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a signific.ant effect related to 
seismic and geologic hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant 
impacts related to geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, 
and no mitigationmeasures are necessary. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified. in lde11tified in Applies to Apply to (Project or 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
· QUALITY-Wouldtheproject 

a) Violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requi~ements? 

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

c) Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site? 
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Project-
Spedfic Significant PEIR. No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 

Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 

Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

i) 

j) 

Substantially alter the existing D D D D D fZI 
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? 

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

Otherwise substantially degrade D D D D D fZI 
water quality? 

Place housing within a lOG-year D D D D D fZI 
flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative flood hazard 
delineation map? 

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

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

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 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 outflows. No mitigation measures were identified 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 
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As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on hydrology and water quality 
beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to hydrology 
and water quality that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Projector 

Topics: PEIR PEIR · PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS-Would the project 

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

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

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

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

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

£) 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? 
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Topics: 

Project­
Specific 

Significant 
Impact Not 
fdentified in 

PEIR 

Significant 
Unavoidable 

Impact 
Identified in 

PETR 

Mitigation · 
Identified in 

PEIR 

PEIR 
Mitigation 
Applies to 

Project 

PEIR 
Mitigation 
Does Not 
Apply to 
Project 

No 
Significant 

Impact 
(Project or 

PETR) 

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

D D D D D 

Please see the Certificate of Determination for discussion of this topic. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PEIR Mitigation Significa11t 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not Impact 
Identified in Identified in Identified in Applies to Apply to (Project or 

Topics: PEIR PEIR PEIR Project Project PEIR) 

17. 

a) 

b) 

c) 

MINERAL AND ENERGY 
RESOURCES-Would the project: 

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

Result in the loss of availability of a D D D D D 
locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan? 

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that the Area Plan 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, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of 
energy use 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 and 
standards concerning energy consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations 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 FEIR concluded that implementation of the Area Plan 

-------~--------· 
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would not result in a significant impact on mineral and energy resources. No mitigation 
measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts with respect to mineral and 
~ergy resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Project-
Specific Significant PEIR No 

Significant Unavoidable PETR Mitigation Significant 
Impact Not Impact Mitigation Mitigation Does Not I nip act 
Identified in Identified in Identified m Applies to Apply to (Projecl or 

Topics: PEIR PETR PEIR Project Project PETR) 

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

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

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

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-
fores~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 forest1and to 
non-forest use? 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area 
Plan; therefore the rezoning and Area Plan would have no effect on agricultural resources. No 
mitigation measure were identified in the FEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR did not 
analyze the effect on forest resources. 

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area plans, there would be no additional impacts on agricultural and forest 
resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

C. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this review, it can be determined that: 

!ZJ The proposed project qualifies for c~nsideration of a Community Plan exemption based on the 
applicable General Plan and zoning requirements; AND 

[ZI All potentially significant individual or cumulative impacts of the proposed proj~ct were 
identified in the applicable programmatic EIR (PEIR) for the Plan Area, and all applicable 
mitigation measures have been or incorporated into the proposed project or will be required in 
approval of the project. 

D The proposed project may have a-potentially significant impact not identified in the PEIR for 
the topic area(s) identified above, but that this impact can be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent. A focused Initial Study and MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION is required, 
analyzing the effects that remain to be addressed. 

D The proposed project may have a potentially significant impact not identified in the PEIR for 
the topic area(s) identified above. An ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT is required, 

Sarah B. Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 

for 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
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Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
City and County of San Francisco 

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer 

CERTIFICATE OF REDEMPTIONS OFFICER 
SHOWING TAXES AND 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. 3555 Lot No. 036 

Address: 178515Th St 

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

David Augustine, Tax Collector 

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

Dated this 13th day of October. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 
60 days from this date or December 31, 2017. If this certificate is no 
longer valid please contact the Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector to 
obtain another certificate. 

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

Property Tax Section 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer 

CERTIFICATE SHOWING TAXES A LIEN, BUT NOT YET DUE 

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

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

Code Section 66492 et. seq., that the subdivision designated on the 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. 3555 Lot No. 036 

Address: 178515Th St 

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

Map: $1,005,367 

Established or estimated tax rate: 

Estimated taxes liened but not yet due: 

Amount of Assessments not yet due: 

1.2000% 

$11,786.00 

$444.00 

These estimated taxes and special assessments have been paid. 

David Augustine, Tax Collector 

Dated this 13th day of October. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 
60 days from this date or December 31, 2017. If this certificate is no 
longer valid plea~e 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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OWNER':> STATEMENT 

THE UNDERSIGNED ARE THE ONLY PARTIES HAVING RECORD TTTlE INTEREST TO THE 
CONSENT, ro THE PREPARATION AND THE FILING OF THIS MAP COMPRtSING OF nvo 
(2) SHEETS. BY OUR SIGNATURE HERETO WE HEREBY CONSENT TO THE 
PREPARATION AND RECORDATION OF SAID MAP AS SHOWN wrm1N me DISTINCTIVE 
BORDERLINE. 

DWER: CfTY, LLC. A CAUFORNfA UM/TEO UABIUTY COMPANY . ,., -7i:,:..:r.•r1,(,. t'f..t•tl 

THOMAS HUNT. MANAGER 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
A NOTARY PUBUC OR OTHER OFFtcER COMPLETING THrs CC:RTIFICA TE VERIFIES ONLY THE 
IDENT11Y OF THE INDIVTDUAL MIO SIGNED THE DOCUM&ITTO WHICH mis CERTIFICATE IS 
ATTACHED AND NOT THE TRVTHFULNESS. ACCURACY OR VALIDITY OF rnATDOCIJMENT. 

STATEOFCAUFORNIA } 
COUNTYOF •;tt-f.J Y-iV.rJC15to J 

oN oq / o.{ ;101'1 BEFORE Me./-:: 10:::: nAMC"l2. 

A NOTARY PUBUC. PEF{SONALLYAFPEARED_,_T~'tl~OM=D~">~H~'"'-""''.cT------

atib PRDVEDTOMEOl'lfHE BASfS OFSAi1SFAC'tORY EVIDENCE.TtfBE THE PERSON(S} 
WHOSE NAME(S} tSIARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE WITT/IN tNSTRUMENT AND ACKNO~DGED TO 
ME THAT HEISHErrHEY EXECUTED THE SAME IN HtSIHERITHEIR Af.ITHORIZED CAPACrrY(1ES1 
AND BY HISIHERmlEIR S/GNATtJRE(S} ON THE fNSTRUMENTTHE PERSON(S/, OR THE ENTTTY 
UPON BEHALF OF WHICH rnE PERSON(S) ACTED. EXECUTED THE INSmUMENT. 
f CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE LA\IVS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
THAT THE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS tRUE AND CORREc;T. 

mmESS MY HAND: 

5/GNATVRE -r--~,...... - -~ 

(NOTE: SEAL OPTIONAL IF THE FOUOWfNG INFORMATION 15 COMPl..ETEDJ 

NOTARYPUBLJC. STATE OF CA COMMISSIONNa:~;;i_o_&_8~%~=o ______ _ 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES· cc.. I 0 s I ;;J 01 g 
COUNTY OF PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS: "71\°t.J "f" (.l,6tN f. t:;c~ O 

BENEFICIARY 

MECHANTCS.BANK .... ·.:; -?' -;;,o/. •
1 

SIGNED: ~;L7-"<•f?:::;Aic::'P"~%<"/..-----------
NAM"' awu- ,f..vcz_ V rITT£,~6"'·v"-'-1' ___ _ 

BENEFICIARY'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
A NOTARY PUDLJC OR omt:R OFFICER COMPLETING THIS CERTIFICATE VERIFIES O/Vl y THE: 
/DENTTTY OF THE INDIVIDUAL WHO SIGNED THE DOCUMENT TO WHtcHTHIS CERTIFICATE IS 
ATTACHED AND NOT THE TRUTHFULNESS. ACCURACY OR VALJotTY OF THAT DOCUMENT. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF cal< Tr!fl (.ln"ft 

ON 0"(r,;,f-.al1 BEFOREME....CLMCL<Mw.Dua..,,N ____ _ 

:;g~~~~~sibi~~;::i;:s::;A:~s=::"~,=~ro="c.!R~~".='-:=1o=EN~c=e=ro~•~•=rn=•~PER=s=oN=f=s1-
WHOsE NAME(S} ISIARE SUBSCRIBED ro THE WITHIN INSTRUMENT AND ACXNOMECJGED TO 
ME TffAT HE/SHE !THEY EXECUTED THE SAME IN HfSIHERITHEIR AUTHORIZED CAPACITY(IESJ 
AND BY HTSIHERtrHEIR S/GNATVRE(S} ON THE INSTRUMENT THE PERSON(SJ, OR THE ENTITY 
UPON BEHALF OF WHfCH THE PERSON( SJ ACTED, EXECUTED THE INSTRUMENT. 
I CERT1FY UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE LAI-VS OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
THAT THE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS TRUE AND CORRECT. 

WimESS MY HAND: 

SIGNATURE £.'t,,.J~~'_,_J-________________ _ 
(NOTE: SEAL OPTIONAL IF THE FOU.OYll"NG INFORMATION JS COMPLETED) 

NOTARY PUBLJC, STATE OF CA COMMtSS/ON NO,: JI 5 If S ~t 

MYCOMMfSSIONEXPIRES;o·_ "'-'""'"""'1--'-'/3!....";l>!!O"'-~o"'-----------­

COUNTYOF PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUS/IVESS:-'-A"'l/<"'M_,_! ~~· '~C~/)u"-H"-n'"--------

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 

THTS MAP WAS PREPARED BY ME OR U/'IDER MY DIRECTION AND IS BASED UPON A FIELD 
SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE. WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF rne SUBDfVISIDN MAP ACT ANO 
LOCAL ORDINANCE AT me REQUEST OF CITY. UC. A CALIFORNIA UM/TED LIABILITY 
COMPANY ON JUNE rs. 2016. I HEREBY STATE THAT ALL me MONUMENTS ARE OF THE 
CHARACTER AND OCCUPY THC POSlnDNS INDICATED OR 11-IATTHEYW/ll BE SETIN rnosE 
POSfT/DNS BEFORE SEPTEMBER 1, 2011 AND THAT THE MONUMENTS ARE. OR W7ll. BE, 
SVFFICIENTTO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO IJE RETRACED, AND THAT mis FINAL MAP 
SUBSTANTIAU.Y CONFORMS TO THE CONDITION ALL'( APPROVED TENTATIVE MAP. 

)CJ 1) _..L /....!-
av: .:/i?--! IC / ... ~---­

> DANTEL J. WESTOVER. LS. T779 

DATE: c{//c;// 7 

RECORDER'S STATEMENT 
FILED THfS -- DAY OF ___ .·---' 2fl _____ ,AT __ .M. 
fNBOOK ____ OFCONOOMINfUMMAPSATPAGES ___ ,AT 
THE REQUES! OF WESTOVER S{JRYEYING, INC. 

~~C~~R=e=co=R=o=ER------

CITY AND COUNTY SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT 

I HEREBY STATE THATr HA VE EXAMINED THIS MAP,· THAT THE SUBDIVISION AS 
SHOWN IS SUSSTANnALLY THE SAME AS iT APPEARED ON THE TENTATIVE MAP, AND 
ANY APPROVED ALTERATIONS THEREOP, THAT Al.L PROVISIONS OF THE CAUFORNIA 
SUBDIVISION MAP ACT AND ANY LOCAL ORDINANCE APPLICABLE AT THE TIME OF THE 
APPRDVAC.. OF THE TENTATIVE MAP HAVE SEEN COMPLIED WTTH: AND THATI AM 
SAnSFfED THIS MAP IS TECHNICAU Y CORRECT. 

BRUCE R. STORRS, CITY AND COUNTY SURVEYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAf'/RAfolCISCD 

.(} (,- :.!. 
BY:IC'!A- ~ 

'UCE R. STORR~. L.S. Cl91'!'. 

DATE: ~,£.~L._2izL:;L_. 

CLERK'S STATEMENT 

I, ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND 

g~~~~~t,:~~::~;~s;g:,.,~~'\~.PF CAl.IFORNfA, ~EREBY STA TE:~~~ BOARD 

'-,~,,.,~A~L M~A~P~.~ .. ~ •• ~. ---~"·--·APPROVED THIS MAP ENnneo 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY HAND AND CAUSED THE 
SEAL OF THE OFFfCE TO BE AFFIXED. 

gr~RifOFTHEBOARD OF SUPER~--- DATE..·------
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCfSCO 
STATE OF CALfFORNlA 

TAX STATEMENT 

I, ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCOi STATE OF CALIFORNIA. DO HEREBY STATE THAT THE 
SUBDIVIDER HAS FILED A STATEMENT FROM THE 'TREASURER AND TAX 
COLLECTOR OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCrsco, SHOWING THAT 
ACCORD/NG TO THE RECORDS OF HIS OR HER OFRCE mERE ARE NO UENS AGAINST 
THIS SUBDIVISION DR ANY PART THEREOF FOR UNPAID STATE. COUNTY, MUNICIPAL DR 
LOCAL TAXES, OR SPECTALASSESSMENTS COU£CTED AS TAXES, 

DATED: __ DAY OF 20 __ • 

· CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CrrY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STATE Of CALIFORNIA 

APPROVALS 

THISMAPISAPPROVEDTHIS ~2,lfTH DAYOF OCtf-1be-r- '"17 . 
BYORDERNO. /36{,0l. . --

BY: __________ _ 
DAfEI--~--,---

MOHAMMED NURU 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS AND ADV1SO#YAGENCY 
CtTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
STA TE OF CAi.JFDRNfA 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

DENNtS J. HERRERA, Ct.TY AITORNEY 

DEPUTY CffY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

·;, 

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR'S APPROVAL 

ON , 20_, THE BOARD q,: SUPERVISOR'S 

OF THE CfTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CAUFORNIA APFRO\/ED 

AND PASSED MOTION NO. · A COPY OF ~!CH/~ 0~ FILE IN ·, ' 

THE OFFICE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISOR'S IN FtlE NO''-----~ 

SPECIAL RES7RICTIONS 
TH rs FINAL MAP IS SUBJECT TO i1:iE CONDIT10NS 
IN THE FOlLOWING DOCUMEM"S: 

'DECLARATION OF USE LfMrTATION" 
RECORDE!D SEPtEMBt:R 05. 2013 AS 
DOCUMENt NO, 201.J../752-fBS OF OFFICfAL 
RECORDS. 
"DEClARA TION OF USE LJMITATION" 
RECORDED APRIL 21, 2015 AS DOCUMENT NO. 
2016-KOSotlOS OF OFFICIAL RECORDS . • 
"DECLARAT10N OF USE LIMl'rATJON• 
RECORDED APRIL 21, 2015 AS DOCUME:Nf NO. 
2015-KCJ51Jfj06 OF OFFICfAL RECORDS. 

FINAL' MAP No. 92.96 '''. 

A ·::~::,:~~:~r;:~:::~:;:~~r 
· pESCRIBED/NT1'fATCERTAINGRANTDEED :·'· 

~RECORDED Nov. io. 201.1 As DoclJMENTNUMBER'. 
20fT·J299-f-f4-00. OFf/CIAL RECORG~ OF"THE Clr;Y, 
. ANDCOUNTYOF"SANFRANtlSCO;;, ·' .'. •1 

_.BEING A PORTION OFM1ssroN BLOCK NO, 36 · .. ,. 

CrJY~NOCOV~OF~~~sco 
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DETATL "A'" 
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GENERAL NOTES 

2 STY. l+OOD FRAMf 

f. ALL ANGLES ARE PO DEGREES UNLESS omERmSE NOTED. 

2. ALL DISTANCES ARE MEASURED IN DECIMAL FEET UNLESS 
OTHER'MSE NOTED. 

3. All MEASURED VALUES ARE EQUAL TO RECORD VALUES 
SHOWN ON THE REFERENCES AS INDICATED HEREON 
UNLESS OTHERWTSE NOTED. 

<f. DIMENSIONS FROM PROPERTY LINES TO BUILDING 
CORNERS ARE FOR /NFORMAT10NAL PURPOSES ONLY AND 
REQUESTED BY THE CCSF SURVEYOR. THEY ARE NOT TO 
BE USED FOR RETRACEMENT OF THIS SURVEY. 
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THE FOLLOWTNG DOCUMENTS AND MAPS WE"RE REVIEWED AND CONSIDERED 
.ON THIS SURVEY. 

(R1} GRANT DEED RECORDED RECORDED f 1/10/2Uf I AS D.N. 2011..J29ll<f.f.f...00. RO,CCSF 

(R2} MONUMENT MAP NO. 25!1, SO,CCSF. 

THE MONUMENT LINES \IVlffiE ESTABLISHED BY RECORD OFFSET 
MEASUREMENTS FROM FOUND MONUMENTS AS SHOW ON MONUMENT MAP 
N0.239. THE GUERRERO STREET MONUMENTUNEWAS USED AS THE BAStS OF 
ORIENTATION FOR THIS SURVEY. 

(R3} PARCEL MAP FILED 61112009 TN BOOK 1fCJ CM, PAGES M;.67, RO,CCSF. 

(R4) PARCEL MAP Fil.EV 1019120f13 IN BOOK 83 CM, PAGES 17~79, RO,CCSF, 

[RS} PARCEL MAP FILED 612512003 IN BOOK 1!1 CM, PAGES 85-67. RO,GCSF. 

(RB} HISTORIC BLOCK DIAGRAM DATED 61811910. SO,CCSF. 

THE SOUTHERLY UNE OF 15111 STREET WAS ESTABLISHED AT AN OFFSET OF 
18.25' FRClM THE MONUMENT AS SHOWN ON REFERENCES (R3} ANO (R.f}, 
THE EASTERLY UNE OF GUERRERO STREET WAS ESTABUSHED AT AN OFFSET 
OF 21.6()' FROM THE MONUMENT LINE AS SHOWN ON REFERENCES {R3} (RS} 
AND (R6}. TI-IE BOUNDARIES OF l.OT 1 IA/ERE ESTABLISHED PER RECORD 
DISTANCES AS SHO'MI ON (R1). 
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FOUND NAIL & ~·DIA. BRASS TAG 
MARKED 't.S :J07r 

NAIL & TAG PER REFERCNCE. 
SEARCHED FOR, NOT FOUND 

SeTRJVETANDi•DIA BRASS 
TAG MARKED "l..S 1'mr 

------ PRDPERTYLINE 

MONUMENT l.INE PER [R2} 

RECORD MEASUREMENT WHEN 
DIFFERENT THAN MEJ.SURED ON THIS 
SURVEY 

IRil RE.FERENCE JD 

BLD.COR. BUILDING CORNER 

RO,CCSF RECORDER'S OFFICE, CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

50,CCSF SURVEYOR'S OFFICE, CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ON DOCUMENT NUMBER 

P.o.a. POINT OF BEGINNING 

APN ASSESSOR'S PARCEl NUMBER 

~~~ BU/LO/NG FOOTPRINT 

!:!QI§; 
THE PROFOSED ASSESSOR PARCEL 
NUMBERS SHOWN HEREON ARE FOR 
INFORMATlONAl use ONL y AND.SHClUL.D NOT 
BC REEL/ED UPON FOR ANY OTHl:R PURPOSE. 

UNIT NO. ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER 

1 3555-080 

2 3555-081 

J 3555-082 

4 3555-0BJ 

5 3555-064 

6 3555-085 

7 3555-086 

8 3555-087 

9 3555-088 

CONDOMINIUM GEfjERAL NOTES 
. . 

s} This mep l!t lhe survey mBp portion or Ii r:or1domh1/um pfBn ss 
dsscrlbed In Cnlifomls Ctvn Cade Sections 4120 and .f285. This 
Condomf11;um Projscl. /.s limifad to s inax-fmum or nine (9) rasidenffal 
conctomtnlum 1mi1s. 

b} A/I lngrns(es}, sgrass(es). patll(s} or travel, flre/rJmetpency axif(a} and 
e:lC/lln() components, exit pelhwaY(sJ end passageWaY(s}, stslrway(s}, 
aom"dor(s), efevalof(s). snd common use ar:cessibfe f11et11re(s) 11rtd 
facll11ies s11ch ss r&strooms that Iha Bui/ding Code requires fat: common 
11se shall be lleld m common 11ndfvlded lnlenist. · • -

c) Unless specified o/'1erwtse In the governing documernl!J ~f l!I 
cdndomlnfum homeownsr-!' assaciatian, lncluillng Rs cdnd/f/omt, 
cove11s1Jt.s, snd rusftfctfons, the honisowr1ers "e:boc/af/orJ ~/1a// be 
1;~ponsfble. In perpeluRy, for tfle me/11/enitn~~· ~p~1t. .;rid rs~lacs~n! .· 

(1J Alf gensra/ Uss common ares fmpii:lvemenf.s: and 
(fl) Alf fronting sldawalk!J, all permlllad ar1mpermftled priVattl,·= 1

', ~ '. 
encroachments and priv11lefy malnf11fned slnnd /l'Ju fron/fng thn. ,. 
propf'Jrly, snd any ofhsrobf1gsllon fmpasedon proper'>' owi1srs", ··.· ·._.. 
fronlfng a p11bflc rlghl-of-way pursunnl lo /he Pubf(C. Worl!S Cod" a!" ··: 
othsrspp/fcsbfe MunfcfpafC~d~s: · : · ·• ·:. . ; , . -; .. _j~:{ 

d} 111 the event the BfB8-' ldenlined in rCJ (11} !re nol properly_meinta/ned,;· ; 
repaired, and rsp/aced accardfnil to lhe Cl!y reqt1/remenfs, eac/1 · · · : ', : · .\ 
homeowner shall be teSpattslblEI ta Ill& axlsril of f!lsHJer pro~orllofla1S ,.,;:~.r,~ 
ab//getiorr lo lhrt homaoWneni' aasoc/afion for /he matnlenrmcs,' rupaf,:,~.\ ~: .' 
end rs placement of those snru. F1111uni la tmdertska .such msfntenence, :,;.".. 
mp sir, arld repl11csrmi11t mBy re sun /11 City imforcamBril arid nba/amsf!/: ::.."··. 
aclla11!J against //le /1omaowner3' usoclallon 1iidlcrlh~ lndfvfdusf.: ' .~ · .... 
homeowneffl, w/r;c/r may Include, but not be fi17Jlted lo lmpri.slllon of~ fhitJ .~ 
sgelnsl /he ~omeownar'!J properly: · ' · ·• , ~. ··• 

e} Approvsf of //f/s mnp .shan·nol bu dsemed apprtivai orihe de . .sfgn,' ••. . 
/ocafA:m, .slztt, density or u:tfi of any ~trucluru(.s} or sm:lllBry sma.! Or /he ·~ 
prop6·11y ossoclsled 1-n7h &trucfurtis, new orSklsllng; which ha vs naf bsli~ ;: 
rsvlawad a.~ approved by sppropriets·cny ~gsnc/e;s nor a/in" S~li : ·_: : __ ;· .. - . 

~':J!~.V,:~,~~":i~~/c~p~ic,,:~:,~J:t~o~~~~:;i,!:,~'/::':!fr::r:~ ~nf. \-·.:: I: .~ ::·- ·.·.-~;~-~<cf' t 
subsequent lo spproval of lhls Ftnsl Msp aha/I ciimpfy with sit 111/evimr )~:·. ·." 
mun/clpa/ code!J, including but no/ limned lo iM ptsnnfna~ holl!Jtnrf Ilnd ~r:~·, 
buOdfng codes, In effect st lhs llffle of Bny spp//cs(iOri fi:irl"B~llt~t ,:.,~·~7-\-;_·~~ 

permits. . , , · ··::.·:: ,"· ... ·:'.· ,'.' ·:_. ,:/:.:.:.:.~;:-~~J·~'-:i.( 
I} Bny windows, nrs esr:spe& and ofhsi .imcroschment:s (If. Bn.Y .Shown ,. :~ .~-; '. 
heruo11, lhnf eitlst, or 1/isr may~" ~onstrucled} oiflii Orove~ 151h" St~"el• .. · :';..,·. 
a/Tl pennllfed through and srv !JUbJecf ir:i rh& feslrlclfons'sel forth /rt the;:·~:.~~; 
Bui/ding Code snd Plsnnfng Cads 011/he cny Shd County of Sen . ··1(_ ·~.~· .. ~:•·. 
Fninclsco, fltls msp do&s nol cOl)'VB}' any awnetsli/p f11tnr:u~( ~n .iuc~::;:'.· ?:~.~_':; 

:~:::::~::~~:;:.::~:::::::~;~::::~;lb/o ~ri;~:''...:'.~£ I •·'o'\;:-i.•1··:. .1 
observad, are naiad hereon. However, /f./1 aclmowlsdged lhst ofllef"'-~: }" '. 
encroacl1msnl8 from/on/a sdjofnlnri propart!tia.:msy sJcbl orb~." · .1:: ":!-{_-:." I ~ ~·~:~ t\:r:~:.;.-·.:~ 
con.!lruclerd, n :shsn be /he. nu;porl:slblftty solety oflhs prop&rly owner:T·""'.~c:- -
Involved lo resolve eny ls!Juas lh&I m11y adss Jh1m nny i.ncn:iachmen~.s . '•:;.·,: 
whelherdepicted hereon Of' not, 111/s _m1Jp·doas.pof purport I~ a~n~~Y. _enY: '.~ 
ownsrnh/p fntersst In an srn:roacfrmen/ ~ru !o. a_nj propsrty _owner. .,·:· :. :.·-~ 

• ' I "°' • ,. • •.• :~;<~-~::• 
FINAL: Mlle No:_ 929q::';t 

:~LJ~dRNIA 

" ·. .· ~-.~~~~:~f;t(;"f 
_.·:3~~~~~~~."~~.~!;· 

~-~,!!,~~~g:c~:;_·. 
. ·, SHE~;i aF·'.f SHJ.r~,"· 

""'~~IR~. 


