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FILE NO. 180286 MOTION NO. 

1 [Final Map 9264 - 1238 Sutter Street] 

2 

3 Motion approving Final Map 9264, a 37 residential unit and two commercial unit, mixed-

4 use condominium project, located at 1238 Sutter Street, being a subdivision of 

5 Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0670, Lot No. 011; and adopting findings pursuant to the 

6 (3eneral Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

7 

8 MOVED, That the certain map entitled "FINAL MAP 9264", a 37 residential unit and tw 

·9 commercial unit, mixed-use condominium project, located at 1238 Sutter Street, being a 

10 subdivision of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 0670, Lot 011, comprising thre~ sheets, approved 

11 March 16, 2018, by Department of Public Works Order No. 187363 is hereby approved and 

12 said map is adopted as an Official Final Map 9264; 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 06, 2017, that the proposed subdivision is 

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

17 Planning Code, Section 101.1; and, be it 

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

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

20 the Final Map and authorizes the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to execute the Clerk's 

21 Statement as set forth herein; and, be it 

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

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

24 amendments thereto. 

25 

Public Works 
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Bruce R. Storrs, PLS 

City and County Surveyor 
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City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Public Works 

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

San Francisco, Ca 94103 
(415) 554-5827 ::r www.SFPublicWorks.org 

Mark Farrell, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor 

Public Works Order No: 187363 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS 

APPROVING FINAL MAP 9264, 1238 SUTTER STREET, A 39 UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM 
PROJECT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER 0670-011 

A 39 UNIT MIXED-USE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

The City Planning Department in its letter dated April, 06, 2017 stated that the subdivision is consistent 
with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 101.1. 

The Direcfor 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 9264", comprising 3 sheets. 

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

4. On.e (1) copy of the letter dated April, 06, 2017, from the City Planning Department stating the . 
subdivision is consistent 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. 1: 
....... r-.... ·. 

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

Storrs, Bruce 

City and County Surveyor 

Signed by: Storrs, Bruce· 

3/16/2018 

XM 
Nuru, Mohammed 

Director, DPW 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

. San Francisco Public Works 

-

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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911'11•1 City and Courity of San Francisco 
San Fr<incisco Public Works· Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

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

.. llliilllililiiiiil sfpubllcworks.org ·tel 415·554-5810 • fax 415·554-6161 

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION 
Date: February 2, 2017 Project ID: 9264 

Project Type: 37 Residential and 2 Commercial Units New 
Department of City Planning 
1650 Mission Streeti Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Attention: Mr. Scott F. Sanchez 

Construction Condominium Units 
Address# IStreetName !Block 

1238 SUTTER ST p67o 
rentative Map Referral 

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

Sincerely, 
·- --- ·-" 

1
· . .o; -- - J~mes Ryan . . · · , .· 

£,,.,.._. .. JI f'.r- 2017.02.0116.14.20 -0800 
I" t7 I/ 

.. . . . -

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

!Lot 
p11 

i · { ·1 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 Class; ~z __ ·: · !., CEQA Determination Date;41~0/1~ _ ·: . . · ·;, based on the attached checklist. 

. · -. The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable 
pro"visiOns of the Planning Code subject to the attached conditions. 

; ·- -} 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 followingreason(s): 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date:4/6/17 

Planner's Name ;wa.yne ·i=arre~~ · 
for, Scott F. san:c.c.,h~e~z-, Zo-run-.-g~.-A-dm-im~--.s-tr-at_o_r ___ _ 
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SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmental Review 

Case No.: 2013.1238E 
Project Title: 1238 Sutter Street 
Zoning: RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) Use District 

Van Ness Automotive Special Use District 
130-V Height and Bulk D~strict 

Block/Lot: · 0670/011 
Lot Size: 4,826 square feet 
Project Sponsor: Juancho C. Isidoro Jr., D-Scheme Studio 

(415) 252-0888 
Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Laura Lynch - ( 415) 575-9045 
Laura.I ynch@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The project site is located .midblock on a regularly shaped through-lot with frontages on Sutter and Fern 
Streets. The project site is on a block bounded by Fern Street to the north, Sutter Street to the south, Polk 
Street to the east and Van Ness Avenue to the west, within the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. 
The proposed project would preserve the fa<;ade fronting Sutter Street of the existing building and 
construct a nine-story, 86-foot-tall, 43,943 square-foot (sf) residential and commercial building. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 32 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15332) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements. 

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Juancho C. isidoro Jr., Project Sponsor Historic Preservation Distribution 

Sara Vellve, Current Planner Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 

Gretchen Hilyard, Preservation Planner Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued): 

Case No. 2013.1238E 
1238 Sutter Street 

The project site (block 0670/lot 011) currently contains a one-story, 4,380 sf commercial building built in 
1932. The project site has frontages on both Fern and Sutter Streets. Sutter Street consists of an.umber of 
mixed-use residential and commercial uses including restaurants and neighborhood and regional retail 
services. In addition, the project is adjaqmt to the historic American Pacific Enterprises building located 
·afl244 Sutter Street. Fern Street is an alley running from Van Ness Avenue to Polk Street that contains 
on-street parking and access to the existing commercial use. 

The proposed mixed-use building would provide up to 37 residential units (33,943 sf) and two retail 
spaces (4,250 sf). One two-story retail space would front Sutter Street and a smaller ground-floor retail 
space would. front Fern Street. The proposed project would also propose sidewalk improvements aiong 
the Fern Street frontage including sidewalk widening and new planters. The building would include a 
mix of studios and one-to-two-bedroom units. The project would involve approximately 537 cubic yards 
of soil disturbance. The proposed building would include 51 Class I bicycle parking spaces located at the 
ground floor and accessible from Fem Street. Two Class II bicycle parking spaces would be added on the 
Sutter Street' sidewalk. No on-site vehicle parking would be provided. 

Project Approvals 

The proposed project would require the following approvals: 

• Conditional Use Authorization (Planning Commission). The proposed project would require a 

conditional use authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 253.2(a) for proposing a 
build~ng with a height exceeding 50 feet. 

• Variance (Zoning Administrator). The proposed project would require a variance from Planning 

Code Sections 134 - Rear Yard and 145.1-Street Frontage and Active Uses, 

• Site Permit (Department of Building Inspection) (DBI). The proposed proj~ct would require 

approval from DBI for a site permit. 

• Demolition Permit (Department of Building Inspection) (DBI). The proposed project would require 

approval from DBI for a demolition permit. 

• Encroachment Peri.nit (Department of Public Works) (DPW). The proposed project would require 

approval from DPW for the Class II bicycle parking, street trees and the proposed sidewalk 

widening along Fern Street. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to notification under Section 306.3 of the Planning 
Code. Jhe Planning Commission Hearing associated with the Conditional Use Application. would 
constitute the Approval Action for the project. 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. 

lJpd,:;r.::tl ;!/'Ui1'1 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING PEPAi;rrMENT 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

REMARKS: 

Case No. 2013.1238E 
1238 Sutter Street 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, provides an 
exemption from environmental review for in-fill development projects which meet the following 
conditions:· 

a) The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with applicable zoning 
designations. 

The San Francisco General Plan, which provides general polides and objectives to guide land use decisions, 
contains some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. The proposed project would not 
conflict with any such policy. The project site is located within the Residential-Commercial, High Density 
(RC-4) Use District and 130-V Height and Bulk district in the Downtown/<;::ivic .Center neighborhood of 
San Francisco. The proposed project would introduce new retail and residential uses to the sitei these 
uses are principally permitted within the designated RC-4 use district. The project would require 
Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 253.2(a) for proposing a building with 
a height exceeding 50 feet. The proposed project would require variances from Planning Code Sections 
134- Rea:r Yard and 145.1 - Street Frontage and Active Uses. Section 305 of the Planning Code allows for 
certain projects to receive variances from the strict application of quantitative standards of the Planning 
Code. The granting of these variances and the conditional use authorizations would be determined by the 
Planning Commission and the Zoning Administrator; approval of these variances and conditional uses 
would be consistent with all applicable zoning and general plan policies. Thus, the proposed project is 
consistent with all General Plan policies and designations and the· applicable zoning de_signation. 

b) The development occurs within city limits on a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban uses. 

The 0.11-acre (4,826 sf) project site is located within a fully developed area of San Francisco. The 
surrounding uses are primarily commercial and residential. Therefore, the proposed project would be 
properly characterized as in-.fill development of less than five acres, completely surrounded by urban 

uses. 

c) The project site has no habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species,· 

The project site is located within a fully developed urban area, occupied by an existing commercial 
building, with no landscaping. No contiguous and substantial habitat for any rare or endangered plant or 
animal species is located near or on the project site or within the project site vicinity. 

d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air. quality, or water. 
quality. 

Traffic. The project site is located on the north side of Sutter Street, on the block bounded by Fern Street to 
the north, Polk Sheet to the east and Van Ness Avenue to the west, within the Downtown/Civic Center 

3 
SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1238E 
1238 Sutter Street 

neighborhood. As set forth in the Planning Department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Environmental Review (Transportation Guidelines), the Planning Department evaluates traffic conditions 
for the weekday PM peak period. to determine the significance of an adverse environmental impact. 
Weekday PM peak hour conditions (between the hours of 4 PM to 6 PM) typically represent the worst­
case conditions for the local transportation network. Using the Transportation Guidelines, the proposed 
project at 1238 Sutter Street would generate an estimated 318 average daily person-trips. Of the 318 
average daily person-trips generated by the proposed project, there would be approxim~tely 55 PM peak 
hour person-trips. These PM peak hour person-trips would be distributed among various modes ·of 
transportation, including. 10 automobile trips, 12 transit trips, 30 walking trips, and three trips by other 
means, which includes bicycles and motorcycles.1 

The minimal increase in daily automobile person-trips generated by the proposed project would not 
substantially contribute ~o traffic delays at local intersections. Traffic impacts associated with the 
proposed project during the PM peak hour would not be a substantial increase relative to the existing 
capacity of the surrounding street system. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause an increase in 
traffic that could not be accommodated by the existing infrastructure capacity, and thus would not result 
in significant adverse traffic-related impacts. 

Transit. The project site is located in an area well-served by transit. Specifically, the project site is within 
one-quarter mile of 'transit stops for Muni routes ~-California, 2-Clement, 3-Jackson, 19-Polk, 27-Bryant, 
38-Geary, 38L-Geary Limited, 47- Van Ness, 49 MissionNan Ness and 76X-Marin Headlands Express. In 
addition, Golden Gate Transit lines 10, 54, 70, 80, 93, 101 and 101X are within one-quarter mile from the 
project site. The existing commercial use generates approximately 10 daily PM peak hour transit trips and 
the proposed project would generate 11 additional PM peak hour transit trips. The proposed project's 
transit trips would be accommodated by the existing transit network. In addition, the proposed project 

. does not include any off-street vehicular parking and the existing curb cut would be removed; thus, there 
would be no vehicular conflict with existing transit lines. 

Pedestrian. The proposed project would not provide any vehicular access to the proposed project, in 
addition the existing 10 foot curb cut on Fem Street would be removed and additional streetscape 
improvements would occur. The existing commercial use produces approximately 21 PM peak hour 
pedestrian trips, and the proposed project would add approximately 29 PM peak hour pedestrian trips. 
The minimal increase of 29 PM peak hour pedestrian trips generated by the· proposed project would not 
substantially overcrowd sidewalks in the project vicinity or otherwise interfere with pedestrian 
accessibility tq the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, as a result of the proposed project, pedestrian­
related impacts would be less than significant. 

Bicycle. Three bicycle routes (#16, #25, and #310) are within a half-mile of the project site. Bicycle Route 
#16 is located along Sutter Street. The proposed project would comply with Planning Code Section 155.2.11 
by providing 51 new Class I and two Class II bicycle spaces~ The minimal increase in bicycle trips would 
be accommodated by the existing bicycle network. The project would not add any new curb cuts to streets 

t Mode split data for the uses were obtained from the Guidelines for Census Tract 120 and for Superdistrict 1, where the project site 
is located. Please note that these numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 

4 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1238E 
1238 Sutter Street 

containing an existing bicycle network and would. not create potentially hazardous conditions for 
bicyclists. Therefore, as a result of the proposed project, bicycle impacts would be less than significant. 

Loading. The proposed project would not add or eliminate loading zones. Planning Code Section 152 
would not require any off-street frei.ght loading zones for the proposed project. Based on the Planning 
Department's Guidelines for residential and commercial use trip rates, the proposed project would have a 
daily loading demand of 0.07 trucks per hour, and 0.09 trucks during the hours of 10am to 1pm. Given 
the low loading demand for the proposed project, on-street loading would occur at Fern Street where the 
traffic volume is less than Sutter Street. Therefore, loading impacts would be less than significant. 

Emergency Access. Existing streets or access to public use areas would not be impaired as a result of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to 
emergency vehicle access. 

Construction Traffic. Construction would last app.roximately 16 months (64 weeks), assuming work 
would occur five days per week. Construction impacts would be predominantly limited to the project 
site, and would be temporary and limited in duration. Construction-related traffic impacts would be less 
than significant as a result of the proposed project. 

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 doe.s ·not 
·consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of -project impacts under CEQA.2 The 
Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the 
decision makers. Therefore, this determination presents a parking demand analysis for informational 

purpose.s. 

Per the requirements of Section 151.1 of the Planning Code, nine off-street parking spaces are required. The 
Transportation Guidelines determined that parking demand for the proposed project would be 46 off­
street spaces. The proposed project would not provide any off stree·t vehicle parking and would instead 

provide bicycle parking. Therefore, the proposed project would have an unmet parking demand of 46 off­
street parking spaces. Regardless, the proposed project would not result in a substantial parking deficit 

2 Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 1238 Sutter Street, March 7, 2014. This document is on file and available for 
public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013. l238E. 

5 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1238E 
1238 Sutter Street 

that would create hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or 
pedestrians; at this location, the unmet parking demand could be accommodated within existing on-street 
and off-street parking spaces within a rec:-sonable distance of the project vicinity. Additionally, the project 
site is well served by public transit and bicycle facilities. Therefore, any unmet parking demand 
associated with the project would not materially affect the overall parking conditions in the project 
vicinity such that hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or 
pedestrians are created. 

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to 
night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a 
permanent physical condition, but changes over time as p~ople change their modes and patterns of travel. 
While parking conditions change over time, a substan~al deficit in parking caused by a project that 
creates hazardous conditions or significant delays to traffic, trans.it, bicycles or pedestrians could 
adversely affect tl:ie physical environment. Whether a deficit in parking creates such conditions will 
depend on the magnitude of the shortfall and the ability of drivers to change travel patterns or switch to 
other travel modes. If a substantial deficit in parking caused by a project creates hazardous condition8 or 
significant delays in travel, sueh a condition could also result in secondary physical environmental 
impacts (e.g., air quality or noise impacts cause by congestion), depending on the project and its setting. 
The absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to a~to travel (e.g., · 
transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, 
induces many drivers to seek and find alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or 
change their overall travel habits. Any such resulting shifts to transit service or other modes (walking and 
biking), would be in keeping with the City's "Transit Firsf' policy and numerous San Francisco General 
Plan Polices, including those in the Transportation Element. The City's Transit First Policy, established in 
the City's Charter Article BA, Section 8A.115, provides that "parking policies for areas well served by 
public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation .and alternative 
transportation." 

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

If the project were ultimately approved with no off-street parking spaces, the proposed project would 
have an unmet demand of 46 spaces. As mentioned above, the unmet parking demand of 46 spaces could 
be accommodated by existing on-street and off-street parking facilities. Given that the unmet demand 
could be met by existing facilities and that the proposed project site is well-served by transit and bicycle 

Upd•111;d 7:/i 3tl<l 
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Exemption from Environmental Revi.ew Case No. 2013.1238E 
1238 Sutter Street 

facilities, the reduction in off-street parking spaces r.esulting from the proposed project would not result 
in significant delays or hazardous conditions. 

In summary, the proposed project would not result in a substantial parking deficit such that it would 
create hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles or pedestrians. 
Therefore, parking impacts would not be significant. 

· Noise .. Ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site are typical of neighborhoods in San 
Francisco, which are dominated by vehicular traffic, including Muni vehicles, trucks, cars, emergency 
vehicles, and by land use activities, such as commercial businesses or street maintenance. Noises 
generated by residential uses are common and generally accepted in urban areas. An approximate 
doubling in traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase ii:\ ambient noise levels 
noticeable to most people (3 decibel [dB] increase).3 The proposed project would not double traffic 
volumes because the proposed residential buildings would generate a total of 10 average daily PM peak 
hour vehicle trips near the Van Ness Avenue/Sutter Street intersection, which according to the California 
Pacific Medical Center Long Range Development Plan EIR has a PM peak hour volume of 1,444 
automobiles. Given the project's relatively small contribution to the traffic volume of a nearby high-traffic 
volume roadway, the project would not result in increased noise levels related to project-generated. 
traffic. In addition, the proposed project's rooftop operational equipment includes nois.e atte~uation 
features that would ensure compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in less-than-significant noise impacts related to a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. 

A noise analysis was prepared for the proposed project by a firm qualified in acoustical analysis, and the 
results are summarized below.4 In the vicinity of the project site existing vehicular traffic is the main 
source of environmental noi.se.5 To determine the existing noise exposure. levels impacting the site, noise 
surveys were conducted between January 18th and January 28th, 2014. These measurements were placed 
along both Sutter and Fern Street The measured noise level at the Sutter Street fa<;ade is approximately 75 
dBA Ldn and 72- dBA Lcin at the Fern Street facade. 

The noise analysis provides design recommendations to achieve interior habitable spaces to not exceed 45 
dBA from exterior noise sources. These recommendations include, but are not limited to, using sound-

. rated full window assemblies (windows and frames) at the exterior building fa<;ade and using concrete 
shear walls or heavy gauge metal studs along the property line walls. Since windows and doors· must be 
closed to achieve the interior noise level criteria of 45 dBA, an alternate means of providing air to 
habitable spaces (e.g., heating, ventilation and air conditioning [HVAC) with fresh-air intake, etc.) would 

3 A decibel is a unit of measurement describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of 
the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals. 

4 Walsh Norris Associates, Inc., Exterior Noise E1.1aluation, 1238 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, February 3, 2014. A copy of 
this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case 
File 2013.1238E. 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1238E 

1238 Sutter Street 

b.e required for the proposed project. The proposed project would be subject to noise requirements in 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. For the reasons above, the proposed project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to significant noise levels. 

Construction Noise. During project construction, all diesel and gasoline-powered engines would be 

equipped with noise-arresting mufflers. Delivery truck trips and construction equipment would generate 

noise that may be considered an annoyance by _occupants of nearby properties. Construction noise is 

regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the City Police Code). Section 2907 of the 

Police Code requires that noise levels from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than 

unpact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 .feet from the source. Impact tools (such as 

jackhammers and impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the 

Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohibits construction yvork between 8:00 p.m. 

and 7:00 a.m. if the construction noise would exceed the ambient noise level _by 5 dBA at the project 

property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works. Construction noise 

impacts related to the project would be temporary and intermittent in nature. Considering the above, the 

proposed project would not result in a significant impact with respect to noise. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in ·significant noise impacts related to 
generating excessive noise levels or exposing noise-sensitive receptors to excessive interior noise levels. 

Air Quality. In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified 
for the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter ~M), 
nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02) and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based criteria as 
the basis for.setting permissible levels. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) in 
their CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011), has developed screening criteria to determine if projects 
would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants within the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin. If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then the project would result in less-than­
significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening c~iteria may require a 
detailed air qualify assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions would exceed 
significance thresholds. The proposed project would not exceed criteria air pollutant screening levels for 
operation or construction.6 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). TACs 
collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causir:i.g chronic (i.e., of long­
duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to J:mman health, including carcinogenic 
effects. In response to growing concerns of TACs and their human health effects, the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors approved a series· of amendments to the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, 
generally' referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation. Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments 

6 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1. 
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or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of 
Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and 
imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the 
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Projects within the .Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project's activities would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already ·adversely affected by poor air quality. 

The proposed project is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not result in a significant impact with respect to siting new sensitive receptors in areas with 
substantial levels of air 'pollution. The proposed project would require construction activities for the 
approximate 16-week construction phase. However, construction emissions would be temporary and 
variable in' nature and would not be expecte? to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to, and comply with, California regul~tions limiting · 
idling to no more than five minutes,8 which would further reduce nearby sensitive receptors' exposure to 
temporary and variable TAC emissions. Therefore, construction period TAC emissions would not result 
in a significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air pollution. 

In conclusion, the proposed project would not result in significant air quality impacts. 

Water Quality. The proposed project would not involve 5,000 square feet or more of the ground surface 
disturbance; thus the project would not require a Stormwater Control Plan. The project would not 
generate wastewater or result in discharges that would have the potential to degrade water quality or 
contaminate a public water supply. 

The project site is completely covered with impervious surfaces and natural ·groundwater flow would 
continue under and around the site. Construction of the proposed projed would not increase impervious 
surface coverage on i:he site nor reduce infiltration and groundwater recharge. Project-related wastewater 
and stormwater would flow to the City's combined sewer system and would be treated to standards 
contained in the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the 
Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
substantially alter existing groundwater quality or surface .flow conditions, and would not result in 
significant water quality impacts. 

e) The site can be adequ.ately served by all required utilities and public services. 

The project site is located in a dense urban area where all public services and utilities are available.' The 
proposed project would be connected with the City's water, electric, and wastewater services. Prior .to 
receiving a building permit, the project would be reviewed by the City to ensure compliance with City. 
and State fire and building code r.egulations concerning building standards and fire protection. The 

8 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485. This regulation applies to on-road heavy 
duty vehicles and not off-road equipment. 
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proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in intensity of use or demand for utilities or 
:public services that would necessitate any expansion of public utilities or publk service facilities. 

Other Environmental Concerns 

Historic Architectural Resources. In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from 
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department 
must first determine whether the building. at 1238 Sutter Street is a historical resource as defined by 
CEQA, A property may be considered a historic resource if it meets any of the California Register of 
Historical Resources criteria related to (1) Events, (2) Persons, (3) Architecture, or· (4) Information 
Potential or if it is within an eligible historic district. 

According the Planning Department files, the subject property at 1238 Sutter Street was previously 
identified as a contributory building in the Van Ness Area Plan in 1995. The project site was constructed· 
in 1932, by P .F. Reilly and John Grace. The Planning Department preservation staff has re-evaluated the 
project based on a consultant prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)9• The HRE concluded that the 
subject prop~rty.is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria. No known historic 
events occurred at the property (Criteria 1), none of the owners or occupants have been identified as 
important to history (Criteria 2), and the building is not architechirally distinct (Criterion 3) such that it 
would qualify for listing in the California. Register. In addition although the adjacent property at 1244 
Sutter Street is a known historic resource, the surrounding block exhibits a variety of architectural styles, 
periods and building types and is not representative of a potential or eligible historic district. The 
Planning Department's preservation staff concurs with the HRE that the subject building .has been 
significantly altered from its original appearance and therefore the proposed project would not cause a 
significant adverse impact upon historic resources as defined by CEQA. 

Shadow. Section 295 of the Planning Code was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed November 
1984). Planning Code Section 295 mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would.cast 
additional shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to . be acquired by, the 
Recreation and Parks Department (RPD) can only be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow is determined to be 
insignificant or not adverse to the use of 'the park. The proposed project would fuclude the construction 
of an 86-foot-tall residential/commercial building. Therefore, a preliminary shadow fan analysis for the 
proposed project was prep~ed in compliance with Section 295 of the Planning Code. 10 The preliminary 
shadow fan analysis found that no parks would receive new shadow as a result of the proposed project. 

The proposed 86-foot-tall residential/commercial building would potentially result in increased shadows 
on the adjacent properties and their open spaces. However, reduction in the amount of lighting into a 

9 1238 Sutt~ Street Historical Resource Report, Left Coast Architectural :History, March 21, 2014. This document is available for 
·review as part of the case number 2013.1238E at the San Francisco Planning Department, Suit\! 400, 1650 Mission Street, San 
Francisco, CA 

10 Christine Lamorena, Current Planner, Prelimina1y Shadow Fan Analysis for 1238 Sutter Street, San Francisco, California, October 18, 
· 2013. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 

as part of Case File 2013.l238E. 
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private parcel resulting from development on an adjacent parcel would not be considered a significant 
physical environment impact under CEQA. The proposed building would also shade portions of nearby 
streets and sidewalks at times within the project vicinity. These new shadows woµld not exceed levels 
commonly expected in urban areas; and would be considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA. 

Wind. Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes.wind criteria to determine impacts for 
the purposes of environmental review in C-3 districts, which the proposed project at 1238 Sutter Street is 
not located. Nonetheless, Section 148 can be applied to assess wind impacts resulting for the proposed 86-
foot-tall residential/commercial building. Section 148 identifies comfort levels of 7 mph equivalent wind 
speed for public seating areas, and 11 mph equivalent wind speed for areas of substantial pedestrian use. 
These comfort levels are not to be exceeded more than ten percent of the time between the hours of 7:00 
am and 6:00 pm. In addition Section 148 establishes a hazard criterion, which is a 26 mph equivalent wind 
speed for a single full hour of the year. 

Due to the proposed building height of 86 feet, a wind assessment was prepared for the proposed project 
analyzing potential wind impacts and compliance with Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code.11 
The wind analysis concluded that compliance with Section 148, wind criteria can only be ascertained 
through wind tunnel testing. Previous wind tunnel tests conducted on other nearby proposed 
developments provide information on whether the comfort or hazard criteria are met in the project 
vicinity. Wind tunnel tests conducted for the 1285 Sutter Street project, west and across Sutter Street from 
the project site, provide information about existing- winds near the 1238 Sutter project site. The 1285 
Sutter wind tests included sidewalk measurement points directly in front of the 1238 Sutter project site on 
both sides of Sutter Street. Winds at the locations directly in front of 1238 Sutter Street were found to be 
in compliance with the Section 148 comfort and hazard criteria both before and after construction of the 
1285 Sutter Street development. That project's design was found lo not have the potential to cause 
significant changes to the wind environment in pedestrian areas adjacent or near the site. 

The wind assessment concludes that the project's exposure to prevailing winds is limited by the shelter 
from existing buildings and its small dimensions. In addition, based. on the exposure, massing and 
orientation of the proposed project, there is no potential to cause significant changes to the wind 
environment in pedestrian areas adjacent or near the site; Thus, Section 148 wind criteria are currently 
met at the project site and the project should not cause the criteria to be exceeded. 

Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would develop a property that is currently used as a paint 
store and historically used as a lighting warehouse. 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). 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. The Phase I determines the potential· for site 
contamination and level of exposure risk associated with the project. The project sponsor has provided a 

11 Donald Ballanti, Consulting Meteorologist. Wind and Comfort Analysis of the Proposed 1238 Sutter Street Project, San Francisco, 
California, February 7, 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File 2013.1238E. · 
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Phase 112 noting that the project can be Classified as having a "Low Environmental Risk" and "Low 
Cleanup Risk" but may· require asbestos sampiing prior to demolition. In addition, based on DPH's 
review of the Phase 1, the project sponsor may be required to conduct soil and/or groundwater sampling 
and analysis. Where such analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances in excess of state or 
federal standards, the project sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan (SMP) to DPH or other 
appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to remediate any site contamination in accordance with an 
approved ·sMP prior to issuance of any building permit. The project applicant has submitted a Maher 
Application to DPH and would be required to remediate potential soil and/or groundwater 
contamination in accordance with Article 22A of the Health Code. Thus, the proposed project would not 
result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the release of hazardous materials. 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on April 9, 2014 to owners of·. 
properties within 300 .feet of the project site and to adjacent occupants. . 

The Planning Department received one comment in response to the notice. There were no concerns raised 
in the public comment regarding the environmental review of this project. No significant, adverse 
environmental impacts from issues of concern have been identified. Comments that do not pertain to 
physical environmental issues and comments on the merits of the proposed project will be considered in 
the context of project approval or disapproval, independent of.the environmental revi~w process. While 
local concerns or other planriing considerations may be grounds for modifying or denying the proposal, 
in the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemption of an in-fill development 
meeting various conditions. As described above, the proposed project is an in-fill development that 
would have no significant adverse environmental effects and would meet ·an the various conditions 
prescribed by Class 32. Accordingly, the proposed project is .appropriately exempt from CEQA under 
Section 15332. 

CONCLUSION: 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 s~ates that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an 
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activitj will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited 

12 Environmental ·Site Assessment 1238 Sutter Street San Francisco, California, 91'109, AEI Environmental Consultants, December 2, 
2013. Titls document can be reviewed under Case Number 2013.1238E at the San Francisco Planning Department reception, 1650 
Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 
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classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental 
review. 
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 
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Pre.servatio~ Team Meeting Date:. Da.te of.Form Completion 5/2/2014 

PROJECT INFORMATION! ,1 : . : ... . . ' 

Gretchen Hilyard 1238 Sutter Street 

0670/011 Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 . 

CEQA tcitegqr:t:·;. · · ; 
A 

Planning 
Information: ;<·,:, ... ,/.;;.: ~'A~·:1oii.1£ ', <. :::'.., .;:·;.·'.: · '.. ' .. :· · ·spA/case~'Nq.;:.::, .. , .. :i:-..;-..·· .. ·'\.;:::;;,",.::-:;\: ... \::~· 415.558.6377 

n/a 2013.1238E 

PU~POSE. O,F,J~~VIEW! · .. °.;( ·: "" : .. ::. ";'\/ 'i .. : ::··:, .. ;:: .. ·-.... :; .. P.R~~Eq DE5-C"l.~IO.N:.' ._: . >}: .. :i; ~.::;.;:.:;;: : ".:·/; '.,, .:< 
(e' CEQA- I (' Article 10/11 j (' Preliminary/PIC (' Alteration. I le Demo/New Construction 

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

~ If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

S\Jbmitted: Historic Resource Evaluation for 11238 Sutter Street prepared by Left Coast 
Architectural History, dated March 21, 2014. 

Proposed project: Demolition of existing building and construction of a new 35, 150 
square foot, 9-story building. 

:,~~~.s~.,yAt1~~ .. 1~~~i~~1E..\.'f~.:",;:;~:::: \;~.~;;·<~~:::;Y:1i;:,·~.,~~;:,:):~f;:;J£,,.ll;~;:~:~»·.,}.k~i:~:h1/;·i·f'; :]f;i.i~i~~~~i~ii~/t· 
· ~r~iOrit·:~,e~.o,urc~.r.~~s~~f ··'./··\\~.=frL_. : .... ;;~· "\;'"·:/:::: ;;, .. ;._"/,..~··. ·.': .. ;:i. j (Yes I (e'No * I ('N/A 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: ('Yes le No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: ('Yes (e' No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: ('Yes (e' No 

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ('Yes le No 

Period of Significance: ] I 

Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or m·ore of 
the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 

Criterion 2 -Persons: 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: 

Criterion 4- lnfo. Potential: 

(' Yes (e' No 

('Yes le No 

(' Yes (e' No 

('Yes le No 

Period of Significance: I I 
~~~~~~~~ 

(' Contributor t Non-Contributor 
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CYes CNo 

CYes @No 

('.:Yes <!;No 

QYes (e)No 

~Yes C;No 

*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or . 
Preservation Coordinator is required. 

C~)N/A 

According to Planning Department files, the subject property at 1238 Sutter Street was 
previously identified as a "contributory" building in the Van Ness Area Plan in 1995 and is 
flagged as a historic resource in the Planning Information Map. According to the detailed. 
analysis provided in the Historic Resource·Evaluation (HRE) prepared by Left Coast 
Architectural History (dated March 21, 2014) the property does not appear to be significant 
under any criteria and should be reclassified to Category C (Not a Historic Resource) due to 
lack of significance as outlined below. 

The subject property contains a single-story, early-twentieth century commercial building 
with some Classical Revival ornamentation, originally designed as a post office in 1932 and 
built by contractors P.F. Reilly and John Grace. The building is a common example of an 

· early twentieth-century commercial building and does not display a specific era of 
standardized post office design in the United States. The building lacks desig.n features 
that would have distinguished it as a post office and in its current state is not recognizable 
as a post office. 

The Department concurs with the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not 
eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria, specifically: No known 
historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1 ), none of the owners or occupants 
have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2), and the building is not 
architecturally distinct (Criterion 3) such that it would qualify for listing in th~ California 
Register. The subject block exhibits a wide variety of architectural styles, periods and 
building types and is not cohesive in a manner that would suggest a historic district is. 
present in the area. Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the 
California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district. 

The Department agrees with the findings pf the HRE that the existing building has been 
significantly altered from its original appearance. The proposed project therefore does not 
directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause a significant adverse 
impact upon'a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 
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1238 Sutter ca. 1982. Source: San Francisco Heritage Field Survey, 1982. 
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1238 Sutter Street in 2014. Source: Tim Kelley Consulting, 2014. 
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Office of ·the treasurer & Tax Collector 
.City and County .of San Francisco 

P~f>i!rty lhx Section 
Jose ci·sner~· 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. 0670 Lot No. -011 

Address: 1238 Sutter 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 8th day of February. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 
60 days from this date or December 31; 2018. If this.certificate is no 
longer valid please contact the Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector to 
obtain another certificate. 

C'rty tia:1f .. Room.140 ! H>r .. carlt~.m a. Goodlett. Pl~ce • Sall Francisco. CA~Moi--4~38 
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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. 0670 Lot No. 011 

Address: 1238 Sutter St 

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

Map: $14,480,459 

Established or estimated tax rate: 

Estimated taxe.s liened but not yet due: 

Amount of Assessments not yet due: 

1.2000% 

$173,766.00 

$5,402.00 

These estimated taxes and special assessments have been paid. 

David Augustine, Tax Collector 

Dated this 8th day of February. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 
60 days from this date or December 31, 2018. 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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OWNER'S STATEMENT: 

"WE HEREBY STATE THAT WE ARE ALL THE OWNERS OF AND HOLDERS DP SECURJTY iNTEREST OR 
HAVE SOME RIGHT. TITLE. OR INTEREST IN ANo·ro THE REA! PROPERTY INCLUDED WJTH/NTHE 
SUBDIVISIOIV SHOWN UPON THIS MAP; THAT WE ARE »IE ONLY PERSONS WHOSE' CONSElff/S 
NECESSARY TD PASS A CLEAR TlTLE TO SAlp REAL.PROPERTY; THAT"1E.HEREBYCONSENTTD 
MAXJNG AND RECORDING OF SAID MAP:AS SHOWN WITH/ff.THEDIST1NCT1VEBORDERUNE;7HAT 

:'g~:~~~:~z~g~~s~~~~p~~~.=::a~~=~~1:~i!t~·~:n: 
OF GAUFORft{IA; AND THAT WE HEREBY CONSENTT9 THE AIAKJNG AND REOORDIN,G-OF SAID MAP 
fURSUANTTO DIVISION 4, PART 5, CHAPTER 3, ARTICLE 4 OF THE CIVIL CODE OFTHE STATE OF 
CAUFORNTA". 

. . 
JN WffNESS WHEREOF, WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HAYE CAUSED THIS f>!ATEMENTTD BE EXECUTED. 

OWNERS: 

~
DEvl'il.f'PMENT LLC, A CALJFORN/A LIMllEJ UABIUTYCOl.IPAllY 

·i . ' 
PAUL o~iiis!aff~t{~;.;tEMBEii-·-.. -- . . ·. 

BENEFICIARY: 

BOSTON' PRJVATE BA.NK & 1RUSTCOMPANY 

. . . . 

-~k~16.·.·-·-
BY: · ·l . 

.· .s..l<l.~-. .M~G..r.::::&.'"f .. •·~-- . 
PRINT NAME: . I . . . . 

· ... :S..e.v.-:.k.c.,.V..Lc.e .. :.P.c.ei~ + 
TIT!.e 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT:. 

A NOTARY PUBLfd DR OTHER OFFICER COMPLETJNG-THts CERT7RCATE vf=RIFJES DNLYTHE 
IDENTITY OF THE IND/VJDtJAL WHO SIGNED THE DOCUMENT TD WHICH THIS CERTIFlcATC IS 

• I ATTACHED, AND NOTTI-IE TRUTHFULNESS, ACCURAOY.,DR.VALIDlTYOFTHi.rDOouMENT •. 

STA1E' OF CALIFORNIA , . , . 

COUNTY OF ~~Q:.i:i .• E-::?.::l..'?:i.! . .f<l. ... . . : . . . , . .. . 

oNJ.Qi.':l.../!2.~~TJ.llL,.BEFORE ME. ..±!:~.~-i:J..!_f.d.1-.'.3."1!!.-: .•. _,, NDTARl-~aua .. •:' 
P~R~ONALLYAPPEi,RED; .. ;.: .. : ... ;£.g .. <j.:L.. .. ~r;;,,~.f..oj~_,~ ........ ;_.:.::~: ... : .. ,,:.:_~.~··.· .. 
WHO.PROVED TO·ME ON THS BAS(S OF SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE TO BETHE PERSON{lJ] WHOSE , . 
NAME(8tf>/~ SUBSCRIBED TO THE W~N INSTRUMENT AftDAc.KNOWlEDGED TO ME THAT · ' ·' 

;

°SHE/'T}jetEXECUTEDTHESAMEIN 'erf1.AUTHORIZED CAPACITY{JBS};AND THAT BY . 
~ SIGNATUREJBJ ON "fl1E I STRUMENT !flE PERSON(8f OR THE EN11fr' UPO~ ~EHALF', 
WHICH.THEPERS0Nf6'·ACTED1 EXECl/TEfJTHEINS~UMENT.· _ ·: ·' ..... : · 

1ciRT1FYUNDffiPENAL-i-YoF~ERJURYUNO'ERTttEuWsoFiHE:srAn:oF'CAUFoR!J'iA'THAT 
THE FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS TRUE AND GORRECJ; ' ' 

· wrrNEss MY HAND AND ornctALSFAL 

. sis;,~ ........ ~ ....... -... : ... J2:s:2~.,.tli ..... 1:::~.$:;,,_,_,_.,_, 
PRINTED NAME· . 

...... J!. .. ~.~ .. : ..... '.'.'.Li.2:.£:1.::i_~ ... -·~:....... . .... _ .. Z,_t .. P..:.':i..!. .• ':i.: ...... :,,_,, _____ ;_.,.~-
COMMISSION EXPIRES; .COMMISSION·# 9J7.NO.TARY: 

So..,., F;.c.....wt:o . 
. PRiNCJPAL~CbUNTY~FBi;SiiiESS~ ...... _ .. __ ,....... · 

. -; 
... " 

JOB·#1s0-H 
. ,,. 

RECORDER'S STATEMENT: 

FILED THIS···--····-.......... ..: ..... DAY OF ... :.. .. - .... - ... - ....... _. __ ,_,_ ........ 20 ........ AT. ___ M. 

JN BOOK-..... _ ......... OF CONDOMINIUM MAPS ATPAGE{S) .,.,_..;.~ •• - ....... .,AT THE REQUEST OF 
FREDERICK T: SEHER.' ,, 

SIGNED ..... ~-----·-·-··-··------.-----
COUNTY RECORDER 

BENEFICIARY ACKNOWIEDGEMENT: 

A NOTARY PUBLIC DR OTHER OFFICER COMPLET1NG THIS CERT/FICA.TE VER.IF/ES ONLY THE 
IDENTITY OF THE INDN/DflAL WHO SIGNED THE DOCUMENTTd WHICH THIS CE.RTJFICATE IS 
ATTACHED, AND NOT THE TRUTHFULNESS, ACCURACY; DR VALIDlTY OF THAT DOCUMENT. 

:::r;;::c;.=~~~~ ' :. . . . .. · . · .. · .. ' .• 
oN • .J..~.J!?..,..h.ri.r.I aEFol..i,.,i;,· •• 1i:.~~~./':i.1. .. :..t..M.~.i .. ~.--.: .. NorARYPuBl.lc 

· · · . .J>i'!"- ·.·(INSERT NAME} · . . :-1 . . . 
• {)_~ ~ . . : hcG:v,-Hi . 

·~~'b~~~bA;,":-"~~£~0FSiri=v·~oiiN'CE'ra-8E7ii~&0i/r'i~e·· . 
~~=i:::l:i~Nw~~M~~:=~~~~~J:J~v .. 
~SIGNATURE~ ON THE INSTRUMENT THEPERSON'8/ DR1HE ENTTTY.UPClN BEHALF , 
IE PERSONp;J ACTED, EXECllTfiD 1HE INSTRUl>IEWT. . ' 

.f oERTIFY UNDER"PEWJ..TY oF PERJURY UNDER mE Uiws OF THE sf ATE oF·CAUFORNIA 'THAT THE. 
FOREGOING PARAGRAPH IS TRUE ANO CORRECT. 

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAl,. 

m6"NA~~:-:~'- ·. p£~~/1-··..J=:~3~7----~ 
. ............. &.Q~~;~CJl~~..?d.?.. ;., .. :.2~:~ . : .,.,_?...L.~.;!.::Li..t:f: .. _:~-.:~-----· .. -

COMl.llSS/ON EXPIRES: .. • . , ; ,· COMM/SSION#OFNDTARY: 

.... : ...... '.:£~ ... :..f~.~.~: ..... -c ... '.. 
PRINCIPAL COUNTY OFBUSJNESS: ' 

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT: 

THIS MAP. WAS'PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION AND IS BASED UPON A FIELD SURVEY IN· 
CONFORMANCC WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT AND LOC\L ORDINANCE 
ATTHE: REQUEST OF PAl.JL O'DRISCOLL ON NOVEMBER B, 2014. I HCREBYSTATETHAT ALL THE 
MONUMENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER AND OCCUPY 1HCPosmoNSJNDICATED ANO·THATTHE 
MO/'JUMENTS'A.RE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SUR\ll:Y TO BE RETRACED, N-10 THAT THIS FINAL 

· MAP SUBSTANTIALJ. Y CONFORMS TO,THE CONDITIONALLY APPROVED TENTATNE.JMP. 

'F~··j.;/ .. / 
LICSVSENO.,zi'f""'PLS . ·--~ 
DA'[E ___ f!.. . .Z. ' tJ fr j 0 -·-.. ~-~~-·--· .. --·-

CITY AND COUNTY SU~VEYOR'S STATEMENT: . 

. · / HERE~Y STATE 1HATI HAVE EXAMINED THIS MAP; THAT1HESUBDIVIS/i,N AS SHOWN IS 
· SUBSTANT1ALL YTHE SAME AS IT APPEARED ON THE TENTATIVE MAP, AND ANY APPROVED 

AL TEFfATi_ONS THEREOF,· THAT ALL PROVISIONS OF THE CAUFORNIA SUBDtvrSJON IMP ACT AND 
ANY LOC41.: ORDINANCES APPLICABLE AT THE TIME OF THE APPROVAL OFTHEIENTATIVE MAP 
HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH,' AND THAT I.AM SATISFIED THIS MAP JS ·TECHNICALLY CORRECT. 

BRUCE R. STORRS," .CfTY AND COUNTY SURVEYOR 
:CITYANC·' COUNTYOFSA'f'RANCISCO 

'.· . ~ . :~u~Eii.00STDRRS :....~ ..... __ , ______ ,_. 

. OATE:~t.i.:. ... .1...6.., ....... ~ft!i' 

:··· 

FINAL MAP fvQ. 9264 
A 37RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND 2 

. COMMERCfAL ·UNfT MIXEDUSE 
·. CONDOM/NlUMPROJECT . · ··. 

.BEING A suaDtWstoN OF.THAT cEilrAtfrn;,_L PROPERTY As DESCRIBED tN 
THAT CERTAIN DEED FILED FOR RECORD ON JANUARY 3, 2014, DOCUMENT. 

. NUMBER 20H-J814981-00 OF, OFFIDIAL.REOORDS,.ON FILE IN THE OFFICE: OF · 
THE RECORDER OF THE Cl~AND COUNTY OF.SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA • 

.AL;O SE/NG APA'RT OF WES~ERNADDITION~LOCK NO. 67 

·oJTY AND couiviYoF-iiANFRANcisoo "CALIFORNIA 
JANUARY, 2018 

~
· ... ·· ;,·., . 

· . Frederick T. Seher &Associates, Inc. 
· . PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS . 

· : 841 LOMBARD STREET, sAN FRANCISCO, CA 94.133 • 
. ·~. PHO~E(4-16) Q2f~749a.F>X(416) r121~785~ . 

· SHEiETONEOFTHREESHEETS 

:. APN; 067IJ..011 . · 1238.SUTTER STREET 



TAX STATEEMBIT: 

/,ANGELA CALVILLO, CLERK DF THE BOARD OF SUPERVJSORS oFl'HE CIT( AND COUNTY bF sAN 
.FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DD HEREBY STATE THAT THE 5UBDJ\11DER HAS RI.ED A 
STATEMENT FROM THE TREASURER AND TN< COLLECTOR OF THE CfTY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO, SHOWING THAT ACCORDING TO THE RECORDS OF HIS OR HER OFF!CETHEREAAE ND 
LJENS AGAINST THIS SUBDIVISION OR ANY PART THEREOF FOR UNPAID STATE; COUNTY. MUNICIPAL 
OR LOCAL TAXES, OR SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS COLLECTED AS TAXES • . 

DATED •••• ..:__.,.-:······-····-·····-~··• DAY OF.:. .... ,_,..,_,_.; ..... ~ .............. , 20 __ .. 

CLERK'OF'THitBOARDOFSiiP'ERVrSQRS-....... ,_ ........ ._ .. 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SW FRANCISCO 
STATE Of CALIFORNIA 

CLERK'S STATEM~NT: 
. l •. ANGC!A CALVILLO; cuiRk i:iF:THE 8oA~o:ci~ ~LJ~E.R·vts~S 0~~E.01TYA~(;'·d,~/rry OF siw 

FRANCISCO, STATE DF. CALIFORNIA, "HEREBY STAlE THAT SAfD BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BY 

ITS MOTION NO.·•·•·-··•··•·• .. ••• .. -········• ADOPTED ••••• ;.,._: ............... -:, ... _ ... :._, 20.;,; .. , /IPPROVED THIS IMP 
ENTITtED, •FfNAl MAP NO. 9264~ 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNro SUBSCRIBED MY HAND 'AND bAus£O THE sEAt OF THE 
OFFICE TO BE AFFIXED. 

BY: ···•··-···--'"-········~········"""; .. 1 •• _ .......... _ .. , ....... _,_,. DATE: ............................ - .............. , ........ ,_,_. 
CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

. STATE OF CALJFORNlA 

APPROVALS: . . . 

THIS W.P·ls APPROVE~ THIS : ••• JI!....:!! ............. , DAY OF •• tdii.&1!_,_~-.~-... ......... ; 20.J$ .. 

. BY ORDER ~o: ·: .. ..f§..7.?/'."1 . .2 ..... ,_, .. , · . . . . 

BY: ..... ~ ........... :.~.-·•·•·•-......... -·····----·-•·--··-.. ·-- DATE: ......... _ ............. , .. ~.:.:...--:···•·~ .. --.. .,. .... , 

MOHAMMED NURU '.' , , 
DIRECTOR OF PUBtlC WORKS AND ADVISORY AGENCY 
CITY.AND COUNTY OF SAN"FRANCISCD 
sTiiTE OF CAUFORNIA 

·APPROVED ASTO FORM; 

·' . ~ENN1s J. H~RER~, CITY ATTORNEY 

' . 
BY: ................ ,.;. .•• :."; ..... _ ...... :... •. : ................................ -7·-···'--........... .,.., ....... ,. ... ,_,...,, .... .. 

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUN1Y OF SAN FRAf/CISco 

BOARD OF'SUPEERVISORS1APPRDVAL:' 

ON ..... ~-... - ............................................ : •. , 20.~:._, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Of THE CITY A!'JD 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, STATE OF CAI:JFORNIA APPROVED AND PASSED MOTION NO. ' ., 

• -·~-.. :.~ ..... ~ .......... u •• ~ ..... _ •• :.;,:_,,,. ... , .A COPY Of WH~~ ts' ON Ftl:.E /~"THE Off/CE~F ffl~ BOARD 

. ~F.~UPER~SORS I~ ~/Le ~a~ .......... ~~~~~~:.::: ... ~ .. ·-·--~::: ..... :.'..: .... .. 

. JOB#1M0-14: 

GEENB?ALNOTEES: 

A) THIS MAP IS THE SURVEY MAP PORTION OF A CDNDDMfNJUM PLAN A$ DESCRIBED IN CALIFORNIA 
CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 4120 AND 4285. THIS CONDOMINIUM PROJECT IS UMfTED TO A MAXIMUM 
NUMBER OF THIRTY.SEVEN (37) DWELLING UNITS AND TW'O (2) COMMERCIAL UNfTS. 

8) ALL INGRESS(ES). EGRESS(ES), PATH(S) OF l'RAVE~ FIR&EMERGENCY saT(S) AND EXmNG· 
COMPONENTS, EXIT PATHWAY(S) AND PASSAGEWAY(S), STAIRWAY(S); COFIRIOOR(S); El.EVA10R(S), 

. AND COMMON USE ACCESSIBLE FEATURE{S) AND FAC/Lfr/ES SUCH AS RESTROOMS THAT THE 
BUILDING CODE REQUIRES FOR COMMON USE SHAU. BE HB.D IN COMMON UNDMDED INTEREST:. 

CJ UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE JN THE GOVERNING DOCUMENTS OF A qDNDOMlN/UM • 
HOMEOWNERS1ASSOCIAT10N, INCLUDING rrs coNomoNs, COVENANTS,ANDRESTRfCTJDNS. THE 
HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION SHAµ. BE RESPONSIBLE, JN PERPETUITY, FOR THE MAINTE.NANCE, 
REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT OF: 
(Q AU. GENERAL USE COMMON AREA IMPROVEMENTS{ AND , . . · . 
(JI) ALL FRQNTING SIDE.WALKS, ALL PEFlMIITED OR UNPERAllTTED PRNATEENCRfJA.ci-fMENTSAND 
PRIVATELY MAINTAINED STREET TREES FRONTING THE PROPERTY, AND ANY OTHER OBLJGATION 
IMPOSED ON PROPERTY OWNERS FRONTING A PUBLJC RJGHT-OF-WAYPURSUANT10 THE PUBLIC 
WORKS CODE OR OTHER APPLICABLE MUNICIPAL GOpES.. . 

D) IN THE EVENTTHE.ARE'AS IDENTIFIED IN fC)(ll) ARE NOT PR;.ERLY J.IAINTAfNED, REPJIJRED,.AND 

~g'-Mi~°o~/f,;J~,{pio~~~~~':ff~:~~~T~~~~:~~~~:J/:iR1s~!J.fios;J;.~s;;LE 
FDR THE MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, 'AND REPLACEMENT OF THOSE AREAS. FAJLURE TO UNDERTAKE 
SUCH MAINTENANCE, REPAIR, AND REPLACEMENT MAY RESULT IN CITY ENFORCEMENT AND 
ABATEMENT ACTIONS AGAINST.THE HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION ANOOR THE INDMDUAL· 
HOMEOWNERS, Wi-llCH Ah\Y INCLUDE, BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO IMPOSmoN OF A LleN AGAINST THE 
HOMEOWNER'S PRO~TY. . 

EJ APPROVAL oF THIS IMP SHALL tio'r .BE DEEMED ;o..0PRbvAL OF THE DESIGN;LOGAnoN, s1ZE.. • 
DENSfTY OR USE OF ANY STRUCTURE(S) OR ANCILLARY AREAS Of.THE PRdPERTY ASSOCIATED. 

~~~~A0:~~~~g~~~~~~:t~~i~~~~g~:~~~=wA-:c::g~~~y ·. 
SUBDJVIDER.'S OBUGA.T/ON. TO ABATE ANY OUTSTANDING MUNICIPAL CODE.VIOLATIONS.ANY 
STRUCTURES CONSTRUCTED SUSSEQUENTTO'APPROVAL OF 1HJS FJNAl.MAP SHALL COMPLY WITH 
ALL RELEVANT MUNICIPAL CODES., INCLUDING BUT NOT UM/TED ioTHE PL.ANNING, HOU:SING'AND 
BUILDING CODES, IN EFFECT AT THE TIME .OF ANY APPUCAT/Of'( FOR REQUIRED PERMITS. 

F) BAY WINDOWS, FIRE E8CAPES AND.OTHER ENCROACH°>JENTS {IF ANY SHOWN HFREON, THAT·. 
EXIST, OR THAT MA YBECDNSTfWCTED) ONTO OR O\iER SUTTER STRJ2ET.AND 'FERN STREET ARE· 
PERMITTED THROUGH AND ARE SUBJECT TO THE RESTRIOT!Of'JS S£T FORTH JN ntE'BUILDING CODE 
AND PLANNING CODE DF·THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. THIS W.P DOES NOT CONVEY 
ANY OWNERSHIP JNTEREST IN SUCH ENCROACHMENT AREAS TO THE°CoNDOMINIUM UNrr 

,OWNER(S). . 

e) SIGNIFICANT ENcRoADHME/l/rS, ,TO.THE EXTENT THEY wERE VISIBLE AND bBSERVEb, ARC . 
NOTED f!Ef?EON. HDWEVER,.ff,ISACKNOWCEDGED THAT.OTHER f:#OROACHMENTS FROMIOl'(TO 
ADJOIN/NG P.RDPERTIESMAY EXIST OR BE CONSTRUCTED;' IT SHALL BETHE RESPONSJBIUTY 
SOLELY OF'THE PROPERTY' OWNERS ,,.,\/otveo.ro-RES~4V?·ANY ISSUES THAT MA y ARISE FROM 
ANY ENCRDAOHMEN""(S. WHETHER DEPICTED HERE(:JN Ofl NOT. THI~ W.PDOES f'JOT P'JRPDRT,Td 
CONVEY ANY OWNERSHIP- INTEREST /N"J.N ENCROACHMENT AREA TO·ANYPRoPEFffY OWNER. 

NO TEES: . . . . - . . . 
: ms PROPERTY SHOWN HER!Z!N JS SUBJECT TO THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS AS DESCRIBED IN THE 

FOU.OWING RECORDED"DOCUMENTS: ' 

"PARAPET'AGREEMEN'fw 
RECORDED ON NOVEMBER 1a, 1;go, 
DOCU~ENTNO. EB110.fB-OO; REEL~51 ATIMAG~0.201 , 

•NOTJCE.OF"SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PU.NNING CODE" 

. ~~~ia~~~~~~~~~~93Df~OO 
w'ortcE-OF °sPEcML REsrR1cr10Ns.uNoER mE PLANNING cor:ie• 

RECORDED DNAUGUST25, 2015 
DOCUMENT NUMBER 2015-K114Qp..oo . . . 

"NOTICE OF-sPE~JAL RESTRJciioNs·UNDER 7HE PLANf.JiNG copi? 
RECORDED Of'J OCTOBER 21, 2015. 
DOCUMENT NUMBER 2015-K147477..00 

; ... 

."> 

FifiJAL M'AP NG .. 92S4 ' 
. . . ,. . 
A37 RESIDENT.IAL ldNIT AND 2 
COMMERCIAL IJNIT MIXED··i:JSE 

GONDOMINJtiM PROdECT ' 
· BEEtNCi A ~uab1v1s10N of!rliA t o£FirAiN REEAL f>fiopifiT'f MoEEsc1<1sEio 1N 

THAT CEERTAIN DEEEEO FILED· FOR REECORD C!!N JANUARY3, 2014, DOCUMEENT · 
' NUMBEER 2D14-'dB149B1~oo dF OFFICIAL RECORDS; ON FILE IN THEE OFFICEE OF . 

• THE REECORDEER OF THE CITY AND OOU/flY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALJFORNIA, 

'~Lso ~€1NG A Pi>.kTbFiWEEsTEFiN ~oomoN aLaoK Nd. ~7 
CITY A~O COU;,;;y DFSAN FRANb(sco . 

1 

. . CALIFORNIA 
JANUARY..2018 

~
. . ·, · ..•. . F°rederlck T; stiher & Assodlates, Inc • 

. . . · ~ROFiESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS 

-··:. : 
. 
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MONUMENTLJNEANDBOUNbAkY CONTROL . '. . 

ASSESSO~;; PARC~L NUMBER IAPN! NOT~i 
, .BOUNDARY NOTES: 

1. ·ALL ANGLES ARcoo•, UNLESS DTHER\wiE NOTED°;· .MONUMENT· 
LINES ARE AS' sHOWN. 

z ALL DISTANCES SHOWN·HEREON ARE MEASURED UNt..Ess ; ·. 
SHOWN OTHERWISE.. 

·3. . 'ALL DtsrAivcESARE.ME:A.SURED IN FE£r .ANo·oec1MALS 
THEREOF. 

4. . MONUMENT MARKS WITHlf.hHE SUBJECT BLOCK foR' ' 
. : ESTABUSHED MONUMENT LINES NOT.SHOWN HEREON WERE 

SEARCHED FOR, NOT FOUND.· . 

·BASIS OF SURVEv: :.:" 
,·' .:. 
·:; ... 

BLOCK LJNES OF BLOCKoelOwcRE ~ABL/SHED:PAAmEL ,,,,;. '' . 
PERPENDICULAR TD THE CITY.MONUMENT LINE IDeffiF/ED AS BA~S 
OF SUF(VE:YLJNE. ' 

. LTNETYPES! 

.MONUMENT:i.JNE 

~~a;-~1zr:°'w.' 
--.-·....:...:.. ADJOINJNG·LOT!:JNE 

' " 
JDB#f&f0-14 .. : 

' MAP AND DEED REFERENCES: 

. G) i' .aRANr DEED ·RECORDED JANUARY 3, 2014, oOcuMe{TNUMBER 
. 20H..JB14981-00,. ON F/LE·/N THE OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF 
THE CITYAND COUNTY.Of SAN fflANC(SCO. ~· · • · 

@ . MONulJENrw..PN0. 017;0NFI~·INTHEO~FfCE~F'~~~;,.,AND . 
'COUNTY SURVEYOR: . , · . o.'. _,. . 

·,@ 

...:·· 

. e~a~.b~AeRAM OF W~siERN.ADDfTI~ BL~Cf(~~ ~61,:~~·-.. 
MA.Y 2(], 1908; ON FILE AS 'Da70C• /N ·THE OFFICE OF THE CITY AND, 

. CO':JNTY ~~RVEYOR.' 
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THE PROPOSED AsSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS (APN~ • 
SHOWN HEREON ARE FOR INFDRMA.T!ONAL USE ONLY 

. ANO SHOULD NOT BE RElJED UPON FbR ANY OTHER . 
PURPOSE, ., ; 

'" 
UNl.TNO.: PROl'OSED APN: TYPE: 

. mo sUTTER·sr. 001'"'127 .. ·CCI.I 

I 161 FERNS~ 0870.C2B CO/,I 

. ' 201 :..203 :· ''0B7o.D291HRU~1 .RES 

301-305; .. •Q670-032.THRU.038 RES 

401:-:.fOS. ·0870-037 THRU 041 RES 

:·501 .. sos 0670-o42 THRl:J CHB RES 

itJ01·00S . . OOTIH>lT 111RU 061 RES 

101.:.106 Ot170-<J62 THRU 066 'RES 

so1 .. so6 · OfJ70-D67 THRU 061 RES 

901-904 ·OB7o-DB21HRU 085 RES 

·'" 

6B.75'WfDE 

SCALE:, 1':20' 

FINAL MAP NO~ 9264·' 
A37 RESIDENTIAL UNIT AND 2' 

' COMMERCIAL UNIT MIXED usE!.· 
. CONDOMINIUM' PROJECT 

BEINGA SUBDIVISION OFTHATCERTAIN.REAL'PROPERTYAS DESORIBEDIN 
THAT CERTAIN DEED-FILED FOR RECORD· ON JANUARY 3, 2014, DOCUMENT' 

:NUMBER 2014-.1814981·00 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS, ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF 
:THE RECORDER OF THE CITYAND cotJNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALJFORNIA., 

ALSO BEING~ PA~TOF ,Wf=STE{<NADDrilON·BLOCK NO. 57 . 

cii'i iNo couN; oF:Siw FRANc1sco · · .. CALIFORNIA 
,JANUARY, 2018. . -SCALE ·AS N~TEO . ·.: .. 

·~.--• .. _-·· 
-~ 

Frederick T. Seher·& Assodates('fnc. · 
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS 
841 C:.DMBAffp STREET. SAN FRANCISCO, 0A·94t33 

. PHONE (416) .921~7890 FAX (416) 921w7~66' 
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