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AMENDED IN BOARD 
FILE NO. 180816 10/16/20.18 ORDINANCE NO. 

[General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project} 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, · 

and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation and Open Space 

Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed-Use Project; adopting findings under the 

Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code 

Section 340, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font: 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethro'tigh italics Times}lew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are· in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 

(a) California Environmental Quality Act. 

(1) At its hearing on July 26, 2018, and prior to recommending the proposed 

General Plan Amendments for approval, by Motion No. 20247, the Planning Commission 

certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the India Basin Mixed-Use District 

Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. 

Section 15000 et seq .), and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. A copy of said Motion is 

on file with the Clerk of the.Soard of Supervisors in File No. 180816, and is incorporated 

herein by reference. In .accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board has 

Mayor Breed ; Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

· 742 
Page 1 



' ' --..,,_ 

. . . 

1 reviewed the FEIR, concurs with its conclusions, affirms the Planning Commission's 

2 certification of the FEIR, and finds that the actions contemplated herein are within the scope 

3 ·of the Project d_escribed and analyzed in the FEIR 

4 (2) In approving the Project at its hearing on July 26, 2018, by Resolution No. 
. . . . . . . . . 

5 20248, the Planning Commission also adopted findings under CEQA, including a statement of 

6 overriding consideration, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) . The 

7 Planning Department issued a memorandum dated October 10. 2018 to address certain 

8 revisions to air quality mitigation measures for the Project. Specifically. the October 10. 2018 

9 .memorandum recommended amending Mitigation Measures M- AO- 1 a: Minimize Off- Road 

1 O Construction Equipment Emissions and M- AO- 1 e: Implement Best Available Control 

11 Technology for Operational Diesel Generators. to require diesel powered equipment to use 

· 12 renewable diesel to the extent feasible. · /\ copy Copies of said Motion= a-R-€1- MMRP and 

13 memorandum are on file _with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180681, and i-& 

14 are incorporated herein by reference. The Board hereby adopts and _incorporates by reference 

15 as though fully set forth herein the Planning Commission's CEQA approval findings , including 

-16 the statement of overriding considerations. The Board also adopts and incorporates by 
. . . . . 

. . . . 

17 · reference as though fully set forth herein the Project's MMRP, dated July 2018 and on file With 

18 - the Clerk of the Board in File No.180681, as revised by the October .10, 2018 memorandum. 
. . 

19 (b) Planning Code Findings. 
. . . . 

. . . . 

20 · (1) Under San Francisco Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 

21 340, any amendments to the General Plan shall first be considered by the Planning 

22 Commission and thereafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of 

23 Supervisors. On June 21, 2018, by Resolution No. 20215, the Commission conducted a duly 

24 noticed public hearing on the General Plan Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section 

25 340 , and found that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare required the 

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Cohen 
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proposed.General Plan Amendments, adopted General Plan Amendments, and 

recommended them for approval to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of the Planning 

Commission Resolution No. 20215, is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File. 

No. 180816, and incorporated by reference herein. 

(2) On August 23, 2018, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20261, 

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, . 

with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

Board adopts these findings as its own: A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of. 

the Board of Supervisors in File No. 1808.16, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

. . . 

Section 2. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Bayview_ Hunters 

Point Area Plan, as follows: 

Figure 3, "Land Use Map-," revise by changing the land use designation from "Light 

Industrial" to "Mixed Use" for the India Basin site. 

Delete P~licy 1.6: 

POLIGY!.6 

Encourage de';elopment ofa healthy mix of residential, retail, open space, and small trade 

shops along Innes Avenue to buffer the India Basin industrial area from the Hunters Point residential 

community. 

The stretch o_finnes Avenue leading up to the northernpoint o_fentry of the Hunters Point 

Shipyard serves as a b'bl.jfer benveen the heavy industrial US:es in India Basin and the residential uses on 

Hunters Point Hill. This area is undergoing modeStprivate revitalization ',~·ith apote1~tial interesting 

mix of uses taking place. The base of the area, at the comer ofHawes and Innes Avenues, is th.e site for 

Our Lady o.fthe Lourdes, the oldest Catholic church in th.e district. Several single family homes are 

also located in the vicinity. Innes Avenue leading i,,p to the shipyard 1 vas changerifrom CW to NC 2 on 

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Cohen 
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the-ciwrthern side of the street as a result of rezoning actions taken after the 1995 update of this Plan. 

Additionally, an RH 1 district on the southern side of Jrmes Avenue ,vas rezoned to RH l(S), which 

accommodates the development o.f one accessory dwelling unit per fot. Directly 1iorth of Innes Avenue, 

an industrial park is proposed. Ifde,•eloped, it would be bordered by open space lands acquired by the 

Recreation andParkDepartment that willprovide directpublic access to the India Basin shoreline. 

This healthy co mingling of diverse residential, light industrial, small retail, and heavy commercial 

uses with; natural oriented open space areas should continue to be encouraged. 

Delete Figure 6, "Innes Avenue Buffer Zone." 

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Urban Design 

Element, as follows: 

Map 4 - Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings, add new shading on India 

Basin site and add new height range to legend that indicates 30-160 feet. 

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Commerce and 

Industry Element, as follows: 

Map 1 - Generalized Commercial and Industrial Land Use Plan, remove Light Industry 

designation from India Basin site. 

Section 5. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Recreation and Open 

Space Element, as follows: · 

POLICY 2.4 

Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 

* * * * 

Southeastern Waterfront 

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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The recent development of Mission Bay, the passage of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

plans (Mission, East SoMa, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill , and Central Waterfront Area 

Plans), the India Basin Shoreline Plan and the proposed Candlestick Point and Hunters Point 

Shipyard developments will bring growth, which will require increased access and open 

spaces throughout the Southeast. Most of these plans are accompanied by specific open 

space strategies for parkland along the waterfront, where active water-oriented uses such as 

shoreline fishing , swimming, and boating should be promot~d . 

* * * ·* 

Section 6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. · Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

Section 7. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs , subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Cohen 
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the official title of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Cohen 
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FILE NO. 180816 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(Amended in Board, 10/16/2018) 

·[General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, 
and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation and Open Space 
Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed~Use Project; adopting findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code, 
Section 340,.and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

There are currently no references to the India Basin Mixed-Use Project in the General Plan. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The proposed legislation would amend the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point 
Area Plan, and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation and Open Space 
Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed-Use Project. 

Background Information 

The lndi.a Basin Mixed Use Project is located generally along the India Basin shoreline, in the · 
South-East part of San Francisco. The Project involves construction of infrastructure, public 
open space and other public facilities, new building construction, and rehabilitation of historic 
resources, resulting in a mix of market-rate and affordable residential uses, office space, 
commercial uses, research and develepment uses, and shoreline improvements . 

. The Planning Commission certified and approved a final environmental impact report on the 
Project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), adopted findings under the 
CEQA, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), and recommended the 
approval this General Plan Amendment to the Board of Supervisors. 

By separate legislation, the Board is considering a number of actions in furtherance of the 
Project, including the approval of amendments to the Planning Code to create the India Basin 
Special .Use District, and approval of a Development Agreement. 

n:\legana\as2018\1800706\01300913.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEP . 

Appeal of Planning Case No. 2014-002541 ENV 

India Basin Mixed Use Project 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: . 

October 10, 2018 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer - (415) 575-90.32 

Joy Navarrete, Principal Environmental Planner - (415) 575-9040 

Michael Li, Environmental Coordinator - (415) 575-9107 

Wade Wietgrefe, Principal Planner- (415) 575-9050 

BOS File No. 180841, 
Planning Department Case No. 2014-002541ENV - Appeal of the 
Certification of the Environmental Imp11-ct Report for the India Basin 
Mixed Use Project 

1650 Mission St, 
Suite 400 
San Frariclsco, 
CA 94103~Z479 

Reception: 
4.1 s.5sil.637B 

Fax: 
41~:558'. 6409 

Pianning 
lnformaticiii: 
4l5.55K6377 

HEARING DATE: October 16, 2018 (Continued from September 25 and October 2, 2018) 

ATTACHMENTS: Attachment A - Memorandum to the Board of Supervisors; Revisions 

to air quality mitigation measures for the India Basin Mixed-Use Project, 

Planning Department Case No. 2014-002541ENV, October 2, 2018. 
Attachment B - Modification to Design Standards and Guidelines 

PROJECT SPONSOR: BUILD 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
Supervisor Cohen (legislative sponsor) 

APPELLANT: Mikhail Brodsky on behalf of Archimedes Banya SF and 748 Innes 
Ave.HOA 
Bradley Angel on behalf of Greenaction for Health & Environmental 
Justice 

INTRODUCTION: 

Summary of Key Events at October 2, 2018 Board Hearing on India Basin EIR Appeal 

On October 2, 2018, the Board of Supervisors (the "Board") conducted an appeal hearing regarding the 
Planning Commission's ("Commission's") certification of the Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for 
the India Basin Mixed-Use Project ("proposed project") under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
On the day of the hearing, a staff member of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (" Air 
District") informed Planning Department ("Department") staff that Air District staff would attend the 

~ll FRANCISCO 
PLANNI.NG DEPARTMENT 
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BOS Final EIR Appeal 
Hearing Date: October 16, 2018 

CASE No. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

hearing to present oral comments including recommendations for additional air quality mitigation 
measures that could be considered for the proposed project. 

In response, in the hours before the hearing, Department staff prepared a memorandum that described 
how the construction air quality mitigation measures in the Eill. could be revised to reflect the Air 
District's recommendation that diesel-powered equipment be fueled with renewable diesel fuel (see 
Attachment A). Planning staff distributed that memorandum, dated October 2, 2018, to the Board at the 
hearing, where it was also presented to the appellants. The Board conducted the hearing and closed 
public comment, continuing the hearing to October 16, 2018 to allow for the public and the Board to 
consider the information presented at the hearing and to take further public testimony on the air quality 
analysis and the potential mitigation relating to air quality. 

Purpose of This Memorandum 

The purpose of this memorandum is to: 1) provide greater context for the Air District's comments; 2) 
clarify the intent of the Department's October 2, 2018 memorandum; 3) describe how the Board may elect 

· to incorporate the Air District's recommended language as part of its consideration of whether to 
approve the proposed project, and how taking such action would not affect the adequacy of the Eill. or 
require recirculation; and 4) justify why the air quality analysis in the Eill., as certified by the 
Commission, complies with the requirements of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code. As indicated below, the comments raised by the Air District do not 
indicate the possibility of any new significant impact or increa~e in the severity of an impact, or the 
existence of a feasible mitigation measure considerably . different from others previously analyzed that 
would lessen the proposed project's impacts, but that the project sponsor declines to adopt. Therefore, the 
Department recommends that the Board uphold the EIR., and then consider. proposed revisions to the 
mitigation measures as part of the project approvals to further reduce the significant air quality impacts. 
The proposed minor revisions to the existing mitigation measures, if supported by the Board, would not 
require recircu~ation of the Eill. under CEQA. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Department staff previously submitted appeal response memoranda on September 17, 2018 ("Original 
Appeal Response") and on September 21, 2018 ("Supplemental Appeal Response" ), addressing concerns 
raised in two appeal letters.1 Please refer to the Department's Original · Appeal Response, dated 
September 17, 2018, for a description of the Project. 

1 San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 180841. 

SAi) FRANCISCO'. . . . . . 
.PLANNl~G· DEPARTMENT 

2 

750 



BOS Final EIR Appeal 
Hearing Date: October 16, 2018 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS: 

CASE No. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

As it relates to EIR certification, CEQA Guidelines section 15090(a) state that: 

Prior to approving a project the lead agency shall certify that: 

(1) The final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

(2) The final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the 
decision-maki11g body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR 
prior to approving the project; and 

(3) The final EIR reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. 

As it relates to EIR recirculation, CEQA Guidelines section 15088.S(a) states that: 

a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the 
EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review but before 
certification. As u sed in this section, the term "information" can include changes in the project or 
environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added to 
an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid s.uch an effect . (including a feasible project 
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement. "Significant new 
information" requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

. (1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implem ented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project's proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
. meaningful public review and comment were precluded. [Citation omitted.] 

Given the purpose of this memo, criteria 2 and 4 are not relevant and are not discussed further. 

SAN FR~.NCls"CO . . . 3 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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BOS Final EIR Appeal 
Hearing Date: October 16, 2018 

CASE No. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND AIR DISTRICT. COORDINATION 

Planning Department Notification to Air District during Environmental Review Process for Proposed 
Project 

Consistent with standard practice for EIRs, the Department solicited comments from the Air District on 
two occasions during the environmental review process for the India Basin EIR. The Department first 
requested comment from the Air District by mailing a Notice of Availability of the EIR Notice of 
Preparation (comment period of June 1 to July 1, 2016). Next, the Department sent the Air District the 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR (comment period of September 13 to October 30, 2017). In addition, 
the Department sent these documents to the State Clearinghouse, which coordinates the state-level 
review of environmental docwnents. The Air District did not comment on the project during either of 
these EIR comment periods or at any time before certification of the EIR. 

Air District Comments Subsequent to EIR Certification 

As noted above, on October 2, 2018, Air District staff indicated for the first time that they planned to 
attend the Board hearing and make recommendations, modifications, and additions to the proposed 
mitigation measures relating to air quality.2 Following this initial contact by Air District staff, and in 
response to the recommendations that were communicated to Department staff by telephone in the hours 
before the hearing, Department staff promptly prepared a memorandum describing minor revisions to 
two air quality mitigation measures for consideration by the Board at the hearing on the CEQA appeal. 
The minor revisions would require the use of ·renewable diesel for . all diesel-powered equipment under 
the control of the property owner and used during construction and operation (see Attachment A) At the 
hearing, Department staff indicated that these minor revisions did not speak to the adequacy of the EIR 
or revise the EIR in any way. Certain adverse unavoidable air quality impacts would occur with or 
without these revisions. As a result, if the Board denies the CEQA appeal, it would need to make a 
statement of overriding considerations as part of any project approval action. in short, if the CEQA 
appeal is denied, the Board may wish to consider whether to make the minor revisions as part of the 
project approval actions. Department staff also noted that the project sponsor has agreed to the proposed 
revisions.3 

2 Air District staff contacted the Department at 4 pm on October 1, 2018-the day before the Board appeal hearing-:
to provide a heads up that they would have comments on the EIR., but they did not provide any specifics details 
about the nature of their comments. 

3 To the extent the October 2, 2018 memorandum to the Board suggested that the revisions to mitigation measures M
AQ-la and M-AQ le would be made by revising the DEIR., that was incorrect. Under Chapter 31, when an EIR. is 
appealed, the Board may affirm or reverse the EIR. by a majority vote. (See Admin. Code, Section 31.16(b)(8).) If 
the Board finds the EIR. was adequate, accurate and objective, reflecting the independent judgment and analysis of · 
the City, and completed in compliance with CEQA, it'can affirm certification of the EIR.. Under Chapter 31, the 
Board cannot revise the EIR.. However, the Bo.ard can revise the mitigation measures at the time of project approval 
actions, under Pub. Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (CEQA Findings) . 

SAIHRANGISOci :. . , .. . 4 
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BOS Final EIR Appeal 
Hearing Date: October 16, 2018 

AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS IN THE EIR: 

CASE No. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Consistent with standard practice, the Department relied upon Air District guidance for the India Basin 
EIR, except that the Department used more health protective thresholds of significance for local air · 
pollution. Based on modeling, including a health risk analysis, the EIR identified significant regional 
criteria air pollutant and local substantial pollutant concentration impacts. The Department identified six 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts. However, giveri the magnitude of some impacts and the 
uncertainty of full implementation of some of the mitigation measures, the Department identified the 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

· AIR DISTRICT STAFF COMMENTS ON INDIA BASIN EIR: 

On October 2, 2018, the day of the appeal hearing, Air District staff telephoned Department staff and 
indicated their general . support of infill, mixed use development. In addition, Air District staff 
recommended refinements of mitigation measures to furth~r reduce the project's significant and 
unavoidable impact related to fine particulate matter, referred to in the EIR as PMi.s. ·Since 2010, the Air 
District provided comment letters to the Department in connection with seven projects subject to CEQA.4 

With the exception of referencing biodiesel on one project and in their guidance document, the Air 
District has never made the recommendation listed below in connection with any prior project in the City 
nor does the Air District include these recommendations in their current Air Quality Guidelines. 

Air District staff stated those recommendations as follows: 

For Construction: 

(1) if use of Tier 4 off-road engines is not available, use bio or renewable diesel with lower tiered engines, 

(2) investigate the availability of Tier 4 pile drivers and cranes for shoreline work, and 

(3) review changes recently made to the Air District's Regulation 6 regarding construction mitigation 
measures and confirm that the project has incorporated all feasible construction mitigations. 

For Operations: 

(1) investigate the availability of hybrid or alternative fueled delivery trucks and electrification of loading 
docks, and 

(2) continue to investigate ways to reduce exposure to toxic air pollutants in existing buildings, such as 
through measures like the Central SoMa improvement strategy to explore a retrofit funding program for 
existing buildings. 

Air District staff did not raise concerns regarding the adequacy of the EIR's air quality analysis and did 
not identify any new significant air quality impacts not _already disclosed in the EIR. The Department's 
responses to each suggestion are provided below. 

4 Refer to http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/califomia-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/ceqa-comment
letters for those letters. 

s·;.:1 FRAIJCISCo' 
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BOS Final EIR Appeal 
Hearing Date: October 16, 2018 

CASE No. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE TO AIR DISTRICT COMMENTS: 

Department staff, with assistance from the proposed project's air quality consultants and the project 
sponsor, have evaluated all the above recommendations and determined that, aside from the two 
exceptions mentioned below in Planning responses 1 and 4, the recommendations are either: 1) already 
included in the proposed project, 2) already included in the mitigation measures, 3) already included 
through existing regulatory requirements, 4) infeasible, and/or 5) the Department will continue to work 
with the Air District on such strategies. The following provides a discussion of each of the recommended 
measures. 

Air District Recommendation 1: For construction, if use of Tier 4 engines is not available, use bio or 
renewable diesel 

Planning Response 1: The Board could incorporate this recommendation into Mitigation Measures M
AQ-la and M-AQ-le as part of itr, consideration of whether to approve the project. 

Existing Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: Minimize Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions (" off-road 
equipment measure") requires all off-road equipment that cannot be electrically powered to comply with 
Tier 4 final emissions standards, which are the most stringent emissions .standards in the country. 
Although Tier 4 equipment is becoming more available, the demand for such equipment is also 
increasing. Past project sponsors have expressed concerns that the availability of Tier 4 equipment 
continues to be limited. Recognizing this, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la requires the sponsor to comply 
with the next cleanest available piece of equipment when Tier 4 equipment is not available. 

Air District staff recommended use of biodiesel, Department staff does not recommend biodiesel for this 
project because biodiesel may increase the significant and unavoidable oxides of nitrogen emissions. The 
Air Board's evaluation of biodiesel concludes that biodiesel fuel results in a reduction in particulate 
matter, but also increases oxides of nitrogen emissions.5 Because use of biodiesel may actually result in 
increases in oxides of nitrogen emissions, which are significant and unavoidable for the proposed project, 
and because renewable diesel would result in a reduction in both particulate matter and oxides of 
nitrogen, Department staff does not recommend use of biodiesel. 

Air District staff also recommended use of renewable diesel. Notwithstanding the existing requirements · 
of the off-road equipment measure, the Board could consider amending Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la 
and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le to require that all diesel engines be fueled with renewable diesel, while 
allowing for exceptions. In response to concerns about the availability of renewable diesel raised at the 
October 2, 2018 Board hearing, Department staff conducted the following additional analysis to assess the 
feasibility of requiring that all diesel engines be fueled with renewable diesel. Renewable diesel fuel is 
fuel derived from non-petroleum renewable resources, which can include plant-based sources, or 
recycled fats and oils. Renewable diesel has the potentia_l to reduce particuiate matter emissions by about 
30 percent and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions by 10 percent,6 compared to petroleum diesel. 
Renewable diesel's combustion quality results in similar or better vehicle performance compared to 

5 California Envirorunental Protection Agency, Staff Report: Multimedia Evaluation of Biodeisel, May 2015. This 
document is available at: https:ljww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-08/Biodiesel Multimedia Evaluatio·n 5-21-
15.pdf. Accessed October 3, 2018. 

6 California Envirorunental Protection Agency, 2015, Staff Report: Multimedia Evaluation of Renewable Diesel, Available 
at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/diesel/altdiesel/20150521RD StaffReport.pdf. Accessed: October 3, 2018. 
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conventional diesel and can be used in diesel vehicles without any engine modifications.7 Between 2011 
and 2016, renewable diesel u se in California has increased from less than 2 million to more than 250 
million gallons per year.s 

There are no retail locations for renewable diesel in San Francisco, and only one retailer, Propel Fuels, 
sells such diesel in the Bay Area, sold as diesel HPR. There are seven Propel Fuels locations within the 
Bay Area, which includes three locations in San Jose, and locations in Redwood City, Fremont, Oakland 
and Berkeley. Outside the Bay Area, there are 11 Propel Fuels stations in the greater Sacramento area.9 
The Propel Fuel stations are part of other retail gas stations and are open 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. 
As of October 3, 2018, the average monthly price per gallon of standard diesel10 and the current daily 
price of diesel HPR11 were similar. 

The project sponsor has indicated a willingness to agree to the minor. revisions to Mitigation Measure M
AQ-la and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le, which are detailed in Attachment A Given there is only one 
retailer in the Bay Area, Propel Fuels, there could be unforeseen constraints that prohibit use of 
renewable diesel such as supply or production constraints, particularly as it relates to on-road haul 
trucks.12 Therefore, taking all the considerations above, Department staff.believes that use of renewable 
diesel is feasible, but _the measure should include exceptions to this requirement. 

Should the Board choose to incorporate these revisions as part of project approvals, mitigation measures 
M-AQ-la and M-AQ-le would not be considerably different from those previously analyzed, the project 
sponsor agrees to adopt it and the minor revisions would not result in a new significant impact. Further, 
because the project sponsor is willing to implement the revised mitigation measures, the revisions do not 
meet the requirements for recirculation under CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

7 U.S. Department of Energy, 2017, Biodiesel Basics, Available at: 
https://www.afdc.energy.gov/uploads/publication/biodiesel basics.pdf. Accessed: October 3, 2018. 

8 California Air Resources Board, 2018, Public Hearing to Consider Proposed Amendments to the low Carbon Fuel Standard 
Regulation and to the Regulation on Commercialization of Alternative Diesel Fuels, Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons, 
Available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/20l8/lcfs18/isor.pd£, Accessed: October 3, 2018. 

9 Propel Fuels Locations, Available at: https://propelfuels.com/locations, Accessed: October 3, 2018. 
10 U.S. Energy Information Administration, California No. 2 Diesel Retail Prices, Dollars per Gallon, Available: 

https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/hist/LeafHandler.ashx?n=PET&s=EMD EPD2D PTE SCA DPG&f=M. Accessed: 
October 3, 2018. Average September price: $3.97 per gallon. 

11 Propel Fuels iPhone Application, Diesel HPR Prices. Accessed: October 3, 2018. Price on October 3, 2018: $3.99 per 
gallon. 

12 Based on communications with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff, using renewable diesel for on
roii.d haul trucks (as specified in the minimize on-road construction equipment emissions mitigation measures) is 
more challenging than using it for off-road equipment (as specified in the off-road equipment measure). For 
example, renewable diesel refueling vendors can come to a construction site to refuel off-road equipment. On-road 
trucks travel throughout the region and state. A truck driver may not encounter a renewable diesel refueling 
station along their shortest path of travel between their origin and destination or they may not require refueling 
their tank prior to coming to the construction site. 
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Air District Recommendation 2: For construction, investigate the availability of Tier 4 pile drivers and 
cranes for shoreline work. 

Planning Response 2: This measure is already required as part of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la. 

Mitigation measure M-AQ-la in the India Basin EIR. ·requires · all off-road equipment that cannot be 
electrically powered to comply with Tier 4 final emissions standards. This requirement is applicable to 
pile drivers and cranes and is therefore already included in the EIR.. 

Air District Recommendation 3: For construction, review changes recently made to the Air District's 
Regulation 6 regarding construction mitigation measures and confirm that the project has 
incorporated all feasible construction mitigations. 

Planning Response 3: This measure is already required as part of existing regulatory requirements to 
which the proposed project would be subject. 

Regulation 6, adopted by the Air District in August 2018 relates to particulate matter. Regulation 6 
includes rules 1 through 6 that are related to specific types of uses (commercial cooking equipment, wood 
burning devices, metal recycling and shredding operation; emissions from refineries, and road dust). 
Should the occupants of the commercial and retail businesses include commercial cooking or wood 
burning devices (such as wood-fired ovens), those uses would be required to comply with Regulation 6. 
Regulation 6, Rule 6 limits particulate matter in the form of fugitive dust from large construction sites 
greater than 1 acre. The proposed project's construction activities would be required to comply with this 
regulation in addition to the City's Construction Dust Control Ordinance. 

Regulation 6 is focused primarily on enforcement and determination of a violation of particulate matter 
for facilities or operations subject to the regulation. Regulation 6, Rule 6 does not identify specific 
measures that are required to be implemented to reduce fugitive dust. In contrast, the Dust Control 
Ordinance is focused on having the best available control technologies on the proposed project site prior 
to any earth disturbing work. The Draft EIR. discusses the requirements of the construction dust control 
ordinance beginning on page 3.7-45. The proposed project is required to have a dust control plan 
approved by the Department of Public Health. Public Health will review the_ dust control plan to ensure 
that sufficient measures are included to reduce visible dust during construction of the proposed project. 
Draft EIR. page 3.7-45 lists the minimum requirements of the dust control plan. To make sure the Plan 
reduces dust as intended, Public Health witl require particulate dust monitors dur.ing construction to 
record particulate levels. Public Health will respond to concerns regarding compliance with the 
construction dust control ordinance and, if necessary, Public Health will coordinate with the Department 
of Building Inspection to issue violations. Compliance with the City's Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance is based on visual observations of whether airborne dust on the site crosses the property line. 
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Air District Recommendation 4: For operation, investigate the availability of hybrid or alternative 
fueled delivery trucks and electrification of loading docks 

Planning Response 4: Control of future third-party delivery services is not considered feasible, and the 
project sponsor will incorporate electrification of loading docks or an equivalent technology for the 
grocery store as part of ·the proposed project. 

As a mostly residential project, the project would not generate a substantial number of delivery truck 
trips. The proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 231 daily truck trips. During the years 
2020 through 2022; the analysis assumes construction-related and operational emissions would overlap. 
The analysis estimates emissions to be the· greatest in 2020 for oxides of nitrogen and in 2021 for PMi.s. In 
2020, the proposed project would generate approximately 141.4 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen, 
and, in 2021, the proposed project would generate approximately 10.9 pouri.ds per day of PMi.s. Of this 
amount, the analysis es.timates approximately 3.3 and 0.6 of oxides of nitrogen and PMi.s pounds per day, 
respectively, from those daily truck trips. 

The City has no authority to regulate vehicular emissions; vehicle emissions are regulated at the state and 
federal level. In addition, while the EIR estimates the number of daily truck trips, the company or source 
of future deliveries at the project site cannot be known or regulated. Future commercial and residential 
tenants of the project site would dictate the types and source of products to the project site, which the 
project sponsor and the City would not have the ability to con~rol. Therefore, the Department did not 
investigate the availability of hybrid or alternative fueled delivery trucks further as this recommendation 
is considered infeasible. 

While overall emissions from daily delivery trucks would be small, erruss10ns from transportation 
refrigeration units would be even smaller.13 Despite this, the project sponsor has agreed to incorporate 
electrification of loading docks or an equivalent technology for the grocery store as part of the design 
standards and guidelines (refer to Attachment B). 

Air District Recommendation 5: Continue to investigate ways to reduce exposure to toxic air pollutants 
in existing buildings, such as measures to explore a retrofit funding program for existing buildings. 

Planning Response 5: Although retrofitting of existing buildings is currently considered infeasible, 

the Department will continue to work with the community and the Air District on this and other toxic 

air pollutant reduction strategies. 

The project site is almost entirely undeveloped. On the 700 Innes property, there are no existing buildings 
or structures except for a single house that the project sponsor intends to relocate and ·~other structure 
that the project would demolish. On the 900 Innes site, which the City owns, no residences or sensitive 
receptors exist. The Planning and Public Health departments, in coordination with the Air District, are 
developing a comprehensive citywide plan to protect human health from the negative effects of a1r 
pollution in a Community Risk Reduction Plan. One of the goals of this plan is to reduce exposure to 
harmful air pollutants. The Plan would establish the policy foundation to explore mechanisms to fund the 
retrofit of existing buildings or provide air filtration devices. However, there are many challenges to 
retrofitting existing buildings: some buildings would require substantial upgrades to their heating and 

13 Based on modeling of the effectiveness of this type of measure for Potrero Power Station Mixed-Use Development 
Project, as shown iri that project's draft EIR. 
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ventilation systems; buildings may need to be appropriately weatherized to ensure that outdoor air 
intrusion is limited; and existing buildings may face other environmental conditions that need. to be 
abated, such as mold or lead paint removal.14 As of October 2017, no occupied residential buildings in San 
Francisco have been fully retrofitted to comply with the article 38 air filtration requirement.is 

In summary, the Planning and Public Health departments, with Air District coordination, are exploring 
various ways to provide air filtration · devices to existing buildings through the Community Risk 
Reduction Plan, including those buildings in locations within health vulnerable zip codes, like the India 
Basin area and other areas of the city with potential existing and future sources of pollution (e.g., Central , 
SoMa). The Department welcomes additional opportunities to collaborate with the Air District on ways to 
reduce exposure to air pollutants. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT COORDINATION WITH AIR DISTRICT TO REDUCE THE ADVERSE 
EFFECTS OF DEVELOPMENT ON AIR QUALITY: 

At .the October 2, 2018 Board hearing, members of the Board raised questions about the l~vel of 
coordination between the Department and the Air District regarding environmental review and air 
quality policy. The Department would like to assure the Board that the Department and the Air District 
routinely coordinate on environment review of projects, as well as a variety of initiatives aimed at 
reducing the adverse effects of development on air quality. As a representative of the Air District noted at 

. the October 2, 2018 hearing, the Air District did receive notice from the Department regarding the India 
Basin EIR., and their lack of comment was not due to a failure to coordinate. The following is a summary 
of collaborative efforts between these parties. 

Environmental Review 

When analyzing air quality impacts under CEQA, the Department relies on Air District guidance and 
resources. In some cases, the Department modifies Air District approaches for analyzing impacts to 
achieve the most health protective results. In those cases, the Department consults with the Air District 
regarding such modifications and seeks concurrence. For example, as it relates to localized air pollution, 
the Department uses more health protective thresholds of significance for determining project 
contributions to impacts than the Air District. The Department uses these thresholds in locations where 
existing air quality is poor or .where a high percentage of residents are health vulnerable, such as in the. 
India Basin zip code. The Air District supports the Department's use of inore health protective thresholds. 

In instances. where project characteristics warrant a health risk analysis that is different than a typical, 
mixed use project, the Department consults with the Air District regarding methodologies, impacts, and 
mitigation measures outside the formal consultation process (e.g., data centers, San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission Biosolids Digesters Facilities Project, and computational fluid dynamic modeling 
conducted for. the 429 Beale street project). 

14 Jonathan Piakis, "Re: Central SoMa AQ Mitigation Measures," Email message to Elizabeth White (SF Planning 
Department), October 20, 2017. 

15 Timothy Nagata, "Central SoMa - Another request for DBI assistance from Planning Dept," Email message to 
Elizabeth White (SF Planning Department), November 9, 2017. 
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PoliCJJ Initiatives 

The Air District and the Department routinely coordinate on a variety of initiatives aimed at reducing the 
adverse effect of development on air quality. The public health benefits of these efforts extend to 
communities in the India Bas.in project vicinity: Examples include policy development such as enhanced 
ventilation requirements in new development (article 38 of the health code), the clean construction 
ordinance (chapter 25 of the environment code, requiring public projects to reduce emissions at 
construction sites), the transportation demand management program (section 169 of the planning code, to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled generated by new development projects), and greenhouse gas reduction 
strategy. For these policies, Air District staff came to hearings or wrote a letter to indicate support of such 
policies. The Air District is currently providing technical air quality modeling support to the Department 
in the development of a Community Risk Reduction Plan, which is a comprehensive citywide plan to 
protect human health from the negative effects of air pollution within San Francisco. Further, the Air 
District recommends such measures for other communities in their owri. guidance documents.16 · 

CONCLUSION: 

The Department reviewed therecommendations of the Air District in the context of the overall air quality 
analysis included in the EIR. The Department maintains that the EIR's air quality analysis meets the 
requirements of CEQA. It is accurate, thorough and complete, and studies all potential air quality impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project. The EIR imposes all feasible mitigation 
measures to alleviate those impacts. For those reasons, the Department respectfully requests that the 
Board reject the appeals and uphold certification of the EIR. 

The Board may wish to consider, in its project approval actions, specifically in the CEQA Findings and 
adoption of the :Ml'v1RP, incorporating additional recommendations from Air District staff, resulting in 
minor revisions to existing mitigation measures and design standards and guidelines as part of the 
project approval documents. All other recommendations are either 1) already included in the proposed 
project, 2) already included in the mitigation measures, 3) already included through existing regulatory 
requirements, 4) are infeasible, and/or 5) the Department wiHcontinue to work with the Air District on 
such strategies. 

Following review of the comments submitted by the Air District, the Department has determined that the 
comments, which relate to an impact that was identified in the EIR, do not constitute new information 
that has deprived the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial environmental 
effect of the project; they do no raise any new significant impacts, nor a substantial increase the severity 
of already identified impacts; nor do they raise a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the 
project's proponents have declined to implement. As a result, the Air District's comments do not require 
that the EIR be recirculated pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

16 Example is Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Planning Healthy Places, A Guidebook for Addressing 
Local Sources of Air Pollutants in Community Plan, May 2016, http://wvvw.baaqmd.gov/-/media/filesLplanning
and-research/planning-healthy-placesLphp may20 2016-pdf .pdf?la=en. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

October 2, 2018 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Michael Li, Environmental Planning 

Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 

Jessica Range, Environmental Planning 

Revisions to air quality mitigation measures for the India 
Basin Mixed-Use Project, Planning Department Case No. 
2014-002541ENV 

In response to comments regarding the use of renewable diesel for the India Basin Mixed-Use 
Project, the following revisions are made to Mitigation Measures M-AQ-la: Minimize Off-Road 
Construction Equipment Emissions and Mitigation Measure Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le: 
Implement Best Available Control Technology for Operational Diesel Generators to require 
deisel powered equipment to use renewable deisel to the extent feasible. Use of renewable diesel 
would further reduce the significant and unavoidable nitrogen oxide emissions and PM.2.s 
emissions during construction and operation, but not to less than significant levels. Renewable 
diesel RlOO has the potential to reduce particulate matter emissions by about 30 percent and NOx 
emissions by 10 percent.1 Revisions to the below mitigation measures do not require recirculation 
of the EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

The following revision is made to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la in Table S-2 beginning on Draft 

EIR page S-29 and on Draft EIR page 3.7-39. New text is shown in double underline: deleted text 

is shown in strikethrough: 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-la: Minimize Off-Road Construction Equipment 

Emissions 

The project sponsors shall comply with the fo llowing requirements: 

A. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before a construction permit is issued 

. for each project phase or property, as applicable, the project sponsors shall submit 

construction emissions minimization plans to the Environmental Review Officer 

(ERO) or the ERO 's designated representative for review and approval. The 

construction emissions minimization plans shall detail compliance with the fo llowing 

requirements: 

1 California Environmental Protection Agency, Staff Report: Multimedia Evaluation of Renewable 
Diesel, May 2015. This document is available at: 
http://www.arb.ca. gov /fuels/mul timedia/meetings/RenewableDieselStaffReport_N ov2013. pd£. 
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(1) All off-road equipment greater than 25 hp and operating for more than 20 total 

hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following 

requirements: 

a) Where access to alternative sources of power is reasonably available, 

portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. . 

b) Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of 

power are not reasonably available, all off-road equipment shall have 

engines that meet either EPA or ARB Tier 4 Final off-road emission 

standards. If engin?s that comply with Tier 4 Final off-road emission 

standards are not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall 

provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the 

step-down schedules in Table M-AQ-la-1 . 

i. For purposes of this mitigation measure, "commercially available" 

shall mean the availability of Tier 4 Final engines taking into 

consideration factors such as (i) critical-path timing of construction; 

(ii) geographic proximity to the project site of equipment;· and (iii) 

geographic proximity of access to off-haul deposit sites. 

ii. The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to 

comply with this requirement. 

c) A ll diesel powered engines subiect to this mitigation measure and 
mitigation measures M-AO-Jb andM-AO-lc shall be fueled with 
renewable diesel {at least 99 percent renewable diesel or R99! Exceptions 
to this requirement may be granted ifthe proiect sponsor has submitted 
information providing evidence to the satisfaction ofthe ERO that 
renewable diesel is not feasible for a particular piece of equipment or not 
commercially available in the SFR4.AB With respect to renewable diesel 
"commercially available" shall mean the availability taking into 
consideration factors such as· {i) critical path timing of construction 
(ii/geographic proximity offuel source to the proiect site: and (iii/cost of 
renewable diesel is within 10 percent of low Sulfur Diesel #2 market price 

TABLE M-AQ-la-1 . 

OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE 

Compliance Alternative Engine Emissions Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 4 Interim NIA 

2 Tier 3 ARB Level 3 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 ARB Level 3 VDECS 

How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(l)(b) .cannot be met, then the 

project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project 

sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Complianc.e 

Alternative 1, then Compliance A lternative 2 would need to be met. Should the 
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project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance 

Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met, etc. 

(2) The project sponsor shall require in its construction contracts that the idling time 

for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than 2 minutes, except 

as provided in exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding idling for 

off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in 

multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas 

and at the construction site to remind operators of the 2-minute idling limit. 

(3) · The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain 

and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

(4) The construction emissions minimization plan shall include estimates of the 

construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road 

equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment 

descriptions and information may include but are not limited to equipment type, 

equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, 

engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and 

expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology 

type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, 

and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road 

equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative 

fuel being used. 

(5) The project sponsor shall keep the construction emissions minimization plan . 

available for public review on-site during working hours. The project sponsor 

shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign 

summarizing the requirements of the plan. The sign shall also state that the 

public may ask to inspect the construction emissions minimization plan at any · 

time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the 

plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public 

right-of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of the construction 

emissions minimization plan to members of the public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be subn1itted to the ERO or the ERO 's designated 

representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information 

used during each phase, including the information required in A(4). 

SAil FRAUCISCO 

(I) Within 6 months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor 

shall sub~nit to the ERO or the ERO 's designated representative a final report 

summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and 
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end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report 

shall include detailed information required in A(4). 

C. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Before the start of construction 

activities, the project sponsor must certify that it is in compliance with the 

const,;uction emissions minimization plan, and that all applicable requirements of the 

plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 

The following revision is made to Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le Table S-2 on Draft EIR page S-34 

and on Draft EIR page beginning on page 3.7-50. New text is shown in double underline; deleted 

text is shown in strikethrough: 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-le: Implement Best Available Control Technology for 

Operational Diesel Generators 

To reduce operational NOx and PM emissions under the proposed project or variant, the 

project sponsors, as applicable, shall require in applicable contracts that the operational 

backup diesel generators: 

(I) comply with ARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure emissions standards for 

model year 2008 or newer engines; and 

(2) meet or exceed one of the following emission standards for particulate matter: 

(A) Tier 4 final certified engine or (B) Tier 4 interim or Tier 3 certified engine 

that is equipped with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. A nonverified diesel emissions 

control s'trategy may be used if the filter has the same PM reduction as the 

identical ARB-verified model and BAAQMD approves of its use:- · and 

(3) be fueled with renewable diesel R99 ifcommerciallv available "Commercially 

available" shall mean the availability taking into consideration factors such as: 

{i) critical path timing ofconstruction (ii/geographic proximity offuel source to 

the proiect site: and {iii/cost ofrenewable diesel is within JO percent ofLow 

Sulfur Diesel #2 market price. 

The project sponsors, as applicable, shall submit documentation of compliance with the 

BAAQMD NSR permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and Regulation 2, Rule 5) and 

the emissions standard requirement of this measure to the Planning Department for 

review and approval before a permit for a backup diesel generator is issued by any City 

agency. 

Once operational, all diesel backup generators shall be maintained in good working 

order for the life of the equipment and any future replacement of the diesel backup 

generators shall be required to be consistent with these emissions specifications. The 
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operator of the facility at which the generator is located shall maintain records of the 

testing schedule for each diesel backup generator for the life of that diesel backup 

generator. The facility operator shall provide this information for review to the Planning 

Department within 3 months of a request for such information. 
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Modification to the India Basin Design Standards and Guidelines 

The India Basin Design Standards and Guidelines (DSG) Section 3 .3 .2 "Site-Wide Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions" will be updated at page 218 to add the following: 

"3.3.2.5 Electrified Loading Docks For Groce1y Store Incorporate electrification of loading 
docks or equivalent technology for the grocery store." 
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Planning Commission MotionNo. 20247 
HEARING DATE: July 261 2018 . 

Case No.: 

Project Arldress: 

Zoning: 

Block/Lot 

2014-002541ENV 

India Basin Mixed-Use Project (700 Innes Avenue, 900 Innes Avenue, 
India Basin Open_ Space, and India Basin Shoreline Park) 
M-1 (Light'Jndustrial), M-2 (Heavy Industrial), NC-2 (Small-Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial), and P (Public) Districts 
40-X and OS {Open Space) Height and Bulk Districts 
Various Lots oh Blocks 4596, 4597, 4605, 4606, 4607, 4620, 4621, 4622, 
4629A, 4630, 4631, 4644, 4645, and 4646 

Project Sponsor: Courtney Pash, BUILD 
(415) 551-7626 or courtney@bldsf.com 
Nicole Avril, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department · 
(415) 305-8438 or nicole.avril@sfgov.org 

Staff Contact: Michael Li, San Francisco Planning Department 
(415) 575-9107 or michael.j.li@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 . 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR A PROPOSED PROJECT AT 700 INNES AVENUE, 900 INNES AVENUE, INDIA BASIN OPEN SPACE, AND 
INDIA BASIN SHORELINE PARK, THE AREA GENERALLY BOUNDED BY INNES AVENUE ON THE WEST, 
HUNTERS POINT BLVD. ON THE NORTH, THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY ON THE EAST AND THE EARL STREET 
RIGHT-OF-WAY ON THE SOUTH (LARGELY EXCLUDING PARCELS WITH STRUCTURES) TOTALING ABOUT 
38.24 ACRES. THE BUILD PORTION OF THE INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT WOULD INCLUDE THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF ABOUT 29.26 UNDEVELOPED ACRES (PARCELS AND DESIGNATED RIGHTS-OF-WAY) 
THAT WOULD RESULT IN APP ROXI MA TEL Y 1,575 RESIDENTIAL UNITS, 209,000 GSF OF NONRESIDENTIAL 
USE, UP TO 1,800 .PARKING SPACES, 1,575 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES, ·15.5 ACRES OF NEW AND 
IMPROVED PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SPACE, NEW STREETS AND OTHER PUBLIC REALM 
IMP.ROVEMENTS. THE RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT COMPONENT OF THE PROJECT 
CONSISTS OF MAKING IMPROVEMENTS TO THE 900 INNES, INDIA BASIN OPEN SPACE, AND INDIA BASIN 
SHORELINE PARK PROPERTIES. THESE IMPROVEMENTS WOULD INCLUDE ENHANCING EXISTING AND 
DEVELOPING NEW OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION FACILITIES TOTALING ABOUT 8.98 ACRES. THE 
SUBJECT SITES ARE CURRENTLY WITHIN THE M-1 (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL). M-2 (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL), NC-2 
(SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL}, AND P (PUBLIC} USE DISTRICTS AND 40-X AND OS 
(OPEN SPACE} HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS. 
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CASE NO. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 

Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR'') identified as Case No. 2014-002541ENV, !;he 
"India Basin Mixed-Use Project" at 700 Innes Avenue, 900 Innes Avenue, India Basin Open Space, and 
India Basin Shoreline Park (hereinafter "the Project"), based upon the following findings: 

.1. The City and County of San Francisco; acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter ''the 
Department'') fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. 
Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Admi.h. 
Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Ch11pter 31"). 

A. The Department determined that an Envirorunental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was 
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 

general circulation on June 1, 2016. 

B. The Department published the Draft EIR (hereinafter "DEIR") on September 13, 2017, and 
provided public notice in a newspaper of geri.eral circulation of the availability of the DEIR for 

. public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing 
on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice and 
to property owners and occupants within a 300-focit radius of the site on September 13, 2017. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of ~e date and time of the public hearing were posted near 
the project site by the project sponsor on September 13, 2017. 

D. Copies of _the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered ·to a list of persons requesting it, to those 
noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and to government 
agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse, on September.13, 2017. 

E. A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State 
Clearinghouse on September 13, 2017. 

2. The Commission hel.d a duly advertised public hearing on said. DEIR on October 19, 2017, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on October 30, 2017. 

3. The Department prep·ared responses to comments on environrne;,_tal issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of 
the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that became available 
during the public review period, and corrected errors · in the DEIR. This material was presented in 
Responses to Comments (hereinafter "RTC") document published on July 11, 2018, distributed to the 
Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request 

at the Department. 

4. An FEIR has been prepared by the Department, consisting of the DEIR, ariy consultations and 
comments received during the review process, any additional information that became available, and 
the RTC document, all as required by law. 

2 . 
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5. Project Ell. files have been made avail!'lble for review by the Commission and the public. These files 
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the 
record before the Commission. 

6. On July 26, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information conta:ined in the FEIR 
and .here'by does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 

· Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Revised Project 
analyzed in the DEill. and the RTC document. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2014-002541ENV 
reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
accurate and objective, and that the RTC document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and 
hereby does CERTIFY TI-IE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

9. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the Project 
described in the EIR: 

A. Will have significant unavoidable project-level environmental effects on cultural resour~es, noise, 
air quality, and wind; and · 

B. Will have significant cumulative environmental effects on cultural resources, transportation and 
circulation, noise, and air quality. 

10. The Planning Commission reviewed and consid.ered the information contained in the FEIR prior to 
approving the Project. · · 

1 hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Pianning Commission a.t its regular 
meeting of July 26, 2018. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Richards 

None 

Hillis, Mo.ore 

July 26, 20i8 

P~NING PEPJ\.RTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No .. 20250 
HEARING DATE: JULY 26, 2018 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Existing Zoning: 

2014-002541GP A 
India Basin Mixed Use Project 
M-1 (Light Industrial) 
M-2 (Heavy Industrial) 

NC-2 (Small Scale Neighborhood Commercial) 
P (Public) 

40-X and OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk Districts 
Proposed Zoning: NC-2, MUG, P 

India Basin Special Use District (SUD) 

20/160-IB, OS 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Block/Lot: Various Lots on Blocks 4596, 4597, 4605, 4606, 4607, 4620, 4621, 4622, 
4629A, 4630, 4631, 4644, 4645, and 4646 

Project Sponsor: 
Staff Con tact: 

Recreation and Park Department and India Basin Associates, LLC .. 

Mathew Snyder -(415) 575-6891 
Mathew.Snyder@sfgov.org 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE 
AMENDMENTS TO THE BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN, THE URBAN DESIGN 
ELEMENT, THE COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT AND THE RECREATION AND OPEN 
SPACE ELEMENT AND MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN 

. AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1, AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend General Plan Amendments to the 
Board of Supervisors; and 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(C), the Planning Commission 
("Commission") initiated a General Plan Amendment for the India Basin Mixed-Use Project, per Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 20215, on June 21, 2018. 

WHEREAS, The General Plan Amendments would enable the India Basin Mixed-Use Project 
("Project"). BUILD, the owners of roughly 17 acres at 700 Innes Avenue, and the San Francisco 
Recreation and Park Department ("RPD") jointly submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning 
Department ("Department") for Environmental Review to analyze the India Basin Mixed-Use Project 
("Project"). The India Basin Mixed-Use Project ("Project") comprises a project site of approximately 
38.24-acres along the India Basin shoreline of San Francisco Bay ("Bay"). The combined Project site 
encompasses publicly and privately owned dry land parcels, including existing unaccepted rights-of-way 

· wvvw.sfplanning.or~J 
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("ROW") (including some ROW owned by the Port of San Francisco ("Port"). The Project is a mixed-use 
development containing an. integrated network of new public parks, wetland habitat, and a mixed-use 
urban village. As envisioned, the Project would include a significant amount of public open space, 
shoreline improvements, rnarket~rate and affordable residential · uses, commercial use, . parking, 
environmental cleanup and infrastructure development and street improvements. 

WHEREAS, The Froject includes an RPO component and a BUILD component, as described 
below. 

WHEREAS, RPD would redevelop approximately 8.98 acres of publicly owned parcels along the 
shoreline to create a new publicly accessible network of improved parkland and open space (collectively, 
the "RPD Project"). The RPO development area comprises the existing 5.6-acre India Basin Shoreline 
Park, the 1.8-acre 900 Innes/Historic Boatyard site ("900 Innes"), and 1.58 acres of unimproved ROW. This 
new shoreline park network would provide space for active and passive recreation, picnicking, and water 
access; extend the Blue Greenway (a portion of the San Francisco Bay Trail ("Bay Trail'')); rehabilitate and 
celebrate the historic India Basin Scow Schooner Boatyard; and provide pedestrian and bicycle 
connections to and along the shoreline, fronting the Bay. The RPO development represents approximately 
23.5 percent of the Project area (RPD developed properties· are collectively referred to as the "RPD 
Properties"). 

WHEREAS, BUILD would redevelop approximately 29.26 acres of privately and publicly owned 
parcels along the shoreline to create a new publicly accessible network of improved parkland and open 
space and a mixed-use urban village, including approximately 1,575 units, 209,000 of commercial use, 
1,800 off street parking space, and 1,575 bicycle parking spaces (collectively, the ''BUILD Project"). The 
BUILD development area comprises 17.12 acres of privately owned parcels (collectively, "700 Innes"), the 
existing 6.2-acre of RPD property located along the shoreline (the 
"India Basin Open Space"), and 5.94 acres of partially unimproved and unaccepted ROW. Approximately 
11 acres of the BUILD development area would be developed in three phases into privately owned 
buildings as part of a mixed-use urban village. The remainder of the BUILD development, approximately 
18 acres, would be developed into a mix of improved ROW, significant new public parkland and open 
space, new public plazas, new private gardens and open space, and restored and enhanced wetland 
habitat. Buildings on the BUILD site are proposed to range from 20 feet to 160 feet in height that would 
step with the site's terrain down to the water. 

WHEREAS, approvals required for the entire Project include CEQA certification, adoption of 
CEQA findings, and Planning Code Zoning Map amendments. The BUILD Project also requires approval 
of (1) General Plan Amendments, (2) Planning Code Text Amendments creating the India Basin Special 
Use District ("SUD"), (3) a Development Agreement ("DA") between BUILD and the City and County of 
San Francisco, (4) Design Standards and Guidelines ("DSG") document; and (5) adoption of Shadow 
findings under Planning Code section 295. 

WHEREAS, a majority of the BUILD Project Site is referenced in the General Plan as being 
designated for industrial use with a height limit of 40-feet. As such, the Project ·could not be constructed 
under the current provisions of the General Plan. 

WHEREAS, the subject General Plan Amendments would (1) remove Policy 1.6 and Figure 6 and 
amend Figure 3 of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, which currently identifies the subject site for 

SAN FRAIICISCO 
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industrial use; (2) amend Urban Design Element Map 4 by establishing maximum heights consistent with 
the proposal; (3) amend Commerce and Industry Element Map 3 by removing the land use industrial 
designation; and (4) and amend the Recreation and Open Space Element Policy 2.4 by removing the 
reference to the India Basin Shoreline Plan, which was previously proposed but not adopted. 

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2018, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR. 
for the India Basin Mixed-Use Project ("FEIR") and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, 
thus reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that 
the summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified 
the FEIR. for the Project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the 
CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 by Motion No. 20247. 

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2018, the Commission by Motion No. 20248 approved CEQA Findings; 
including adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), under Case No. 2014-
002541ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings and MMRP are incorporated by reference as 
though fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on the proposed General Plan Amendments and has considered the 
information included in the File for these Amendments, the staff reports and presentations, public 
testimony and written comments, as well as the information provided about the Project from other City 
departments. 

WHEREAS, a draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as 
to form, would amend the General Plan by (1) removing Policy 1.6 and Figure 6 and amend Figure 3 of 
the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan; (2) amending Urban Design Element Map 4; (3) amending 
Commerce and Industry Element Map 3; and (4) and amending the Recreation and Open Space Element 
Policy 2.4. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby finds that the General 
Plan Amendments promote the public welfare, convenience and necessity for the following reasons: 

1. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the India Basin Mixed-Use Project 
development, thereby evolving currently under-utilized land for needed housing, commercial 
space, parks and open space, and other related uses. · 

2. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the India Basin Project11 which in turn, 
would provide employment opportunities for local residents during construction and post
occupancy, as well as community facilities and parks for new and existing residents. 

3. The General Plan Amendments would help implement the India Basin Mixed-Use Project by 
enabling the creation of a mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood, with new infrastructure. The 
new neighborhood would improve the site's connectivity to and integration with the 
surrounding City fabric, and connect existing neighborhoods to the southeast Waterfront. 

4. The General Plan Amendments would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and 
connectedneighborhood, including new parks and open spaces. The General Plan Amendments 
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would help ensure a vibrant neighborhood with active streets and open spaces, high quality and 
well-designed buildings, and thoughtful relationships between buildings and the public realm, 
including the waterfront. 

5. The General Plan Amendments would enable construction of new housing, including new on-site· 
affordable housing, a wide mix of Bayfront waterfront recreational opportunities and other 
related uses, including commercial uses. These new uses would create a new mixed-use 
neighborhood that would strengthen and complement nearby neighborhoods. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds these General Plan 
Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan, and the Project and its approvals 
associated therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit E to the Development Agreement on file . 
with the Planning Department in Case No. 2014-002541DVA are each on balance, consistent with the 
following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended as follows. These 
General Plan Findings are for the entirety . of the Project and contemplate approval actions that, in 
addition to the General Plan Amendments, include but are not limited to Planning Code Text and Zoning 
Map Amendments, DA approval, DSG approval, adoption of Shadow findings under Planning Code 
Section 295, land acquisitions and conveyances as necessary to implement the public trust exchange 
contemplated in the DA, and actions by the Board of Supervisors and applicable City agencies approving 
the vacation of portions of Griffith Street, Hudson Avenue, Earl Street and Arelious Walker Avenue 
within the Project Site as contemplated by the DA; and 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That in regard to any other later approvals that are consistent with 
and further the Project, this Commission and the Department, to the maximum extent practicable, shall 
rely on these General Plan consistency findings. 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

0B]ECT1VE1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the CittJ and County of San Francisco, especially affordable 
housing. 

POLICY1.8 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, in new 
commercial, institutional or other single use development projects. 

POLICY1.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, whe:re households can easily rely on public 
transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 
The Project is a mixed-use development with up to 1,575 dwelling units at full project build-out, 
which provides a wide range ·of housing options. As detailed in the Development Agreement, the 
Project exceeds the inclusionary affordable housing requirements of the Planning Code, by 
reaching a 25% affordability level. . 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

POI1CY11.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, 
and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character .. 

POLICY11.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 
The Project, as described in the Development Agreement and the Design Standards and 
Guidelines (DSG), includes a program of substantial community benefits designed to revitalize 
an underutilized industrial site and complement the surrounding neighborhood, with a mix of 
housing, commercial and open space uses. 

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE 
CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

POLICY12.1 
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement. 

POLICY12.2 
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and neighborhood services, 
when developing new housing units. 

The Project appropriately balances housing with new and improved infrastructure and related 
public benefits. 

The project will contribute to enhancing transit wher~ currently little exist. The Project includes 
incentives for the use of transit, walking and bicycling through its TDM program. In addition, 

· the Project's streetscape design would enhance bicycle and pedestrian access and connectivity 
through the site. The Project would contribute to enabling enhanced transit immediately adjacent 
to the site, and would provide shuttle service through the TDM Program, as set forth in the 
Transportation Plan. Therefore, new residential and commercial buildings constructed as part of 
the Project would be able to rely on transit use, bicycling and other environmentally sustainable 
patterns of movement. · 

Along with the housing, the BUILD Project would also provide and. maintain approximately 
fourteen new and improved acres of open space for a variety of activities, including the Big 
Green, a Public Market, Town Triangle, a Transit Plaza, among many other recreational 
opportunities. In total, the Project would create and improve up to 14 acres of new and 
improved Shoreline open space. 
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The Project includes substantial contributions related to quality of life elements such as open 
· space, affordable housing, transportation improvements, childcare, and potential schools, arts 

and cultural facilities and activities, and workforce development. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY UVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY1.1 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable consequences. 
Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated. 

The Project is intended to provide a distinct mixed-use development with residential, 
commercial, cultural, and open space uses. The ProjE:ct would leverage the Project site's location 
on the Bayview Waterfront by building a dense mixed-use development that allows people to 
work and live close to transit. The Project's buildings would be developed in a manner that 
reflects the Project's unique location on an underutilized Bayfront property. The Project would 
incorporate varying heights, massing and scale, maintaining a strong streetwall along streets, and 
focused attention around public open spaces. The Project would create substantial new on-site 
open space, and sufficient density to support and activate the new active ground floor uses and 
open space. in the Project . . 

The Project would also construct high-quality housing with sufficient density to contribute to 18-
hour activity on the Project site, while offeri.pg a mix of unit types, sizes, and levels of 
affordability to accommodate a range of potential residents. The Project would facilitate a 
vibrant, interactive ground plane for Proj_ect and neighborhood residents, commercial users, and 
the public, with public spaces that could accommodate a yariety of events and programs. 

OBJECTIVE3 
PROVIDE EXP ANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITTES FOR CITY · RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

POLICY3.2 
Promote measures designed to increase the number of San Francisco fobs held by San Francisco residents. 
The Project would help meet the job creation -goals established in the City's Economic 
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job creation 
across all sectors. The Project will provide . expanded employment opportunities for City 
residents at all employment levels, both during and after construction. The Development 
Agreement, as part of the extensive community benefit programs, includes focused workforce 
first source hiring -:-both construction and end-user - as well as a local business enterprise 
component. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

0BJECTIVE2 
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USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

POLICY2.1 
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for desirable · 
development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 

POLICY2.5 
Provide incentives for th_e use of transit, carp.ools, vanpools, walking and bicycling and reduce the need for 
new or expanded automobile and automobile parking facilities. 

The Project is located on underutilized land, and would contribute to the creation ·of new local 
transportation services. The Project is located on Innes A venue, for which new transit service is 
plarmed in conjunction with development of the Hunters Point Shipyard, which in addition to 
providing improved transit on existing SF Muni lines, would also introduce a new bus line with 
direct service to Downtown. The Project would contribute to the transit service by providing a 
transit plaza at the intersection of Innes Avenue and Arelious Walker Drive, new intersection 
signals and pedestrian crosswalks at intersections, left . tum pockets, and Innes Avenue 
streetscape improvements, as well as · new bus stops, and contributing to potentially 
reconfiguring Irmes for optimal bus service. Shuttle service would be offered until such transit 
service is available for those living, working, and visiting the Project. The Project includes a 
detailed TOM program, including various p~rformance measures, physical improvements and 
monitoring and enforcement measures designed to create incentives for transit and other 
alternative to the single occupancy vehicle for both residential and commercial buildings. In 
addition, the Project's design, including its streetscape elements, fo intended to promote and 
enhance walking and bicycling. The Project features a cycle track that would be a key bicycle 
linkage to the Bayview's waterfront from the rest of the City. 

OBJECTIVE 23 
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, 
PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT. 

POLICY23.1 
Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congestion in accordance with 
a pedestrian street classification system. 

POLICY23.2 
Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or institutional activihJ is present, sidewalks are 
congested, where sidewalks are less than adequately wide to provide appropriate pedes trian amenities, or 
where residential densities are high. 

POLICY23.6 
Ensure convenient and safe pedestria_n crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to cross 
a street. 

The Project establish a new street network on the project site, and would provide pedestrian 
improvements and streetscape enhancement measures as described in the Design Standards and 
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Guidelines document and reflected in the MMRP and Transportation Plan in the Development 
Agreement. The Project would establish "New Hudson" Street that would run parallel to Innes 
providing both local access along with a robust bike facility. The construction of Griffith, 
Arelious Walker, and an internal loop road would also add to the sites connectivity between 

. Innes, the Big Green and the shoreline. Each of the new streets would have sidewalks and 
streetscape improvements as is consistent with the Be.tter Streets Plan. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT . 

OBJECTIVE I 
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PA'ITERN WHICH GWES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION. 

POUCY1.1 
Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to tlwse of open space and water. 
As explained in the DSG, the Project uses a mix of scales with this basic massing further 
articulated through shaping the buildings to create views and variety on the project site, as well 
as pedestrian-friendly, engaging spaces on the ground. The Project maintains open view 
corridors to the waterfront. 

POLICY1.2 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to topography. 

POLICY1.3 
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city and its 
districts. 

The Project would establish a street grid on the on the project site where one does not exist, and 
would construct new buildings, which would generally range in height from 20 and 80 feet with 
two buildings reaching 160 feet. The sites for the two 160-foot buildings have been carefully 
selected; they are at the higher elevations enabling the overall urban form to step toward the 
water; and on portions of the site on bedrock, enabling higher concentrations of development and 
enabling other portions of the site to be kept free and clear of development. 

0BJECTIVE2 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINWTY 
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 

The Project would include reserving a large portion of the site for open space. The new open 
space; "The Big Green" would be designed in conjunction with the proposed rehabilitation of 
India Basin Shoreline Open Space, which together the India Basin Shoreline Park and 900 Innes 
would contribute to a series of linked Bayfront open spaces. The open space network, 
particul;:irly the Big Green and the India Basin Shoreline Open Space would have robust 
ecological components and enable visitors to experience different aspects of the natural 
waterfront. The property at 900 Innes would be rezoned for P(Public) from M-l(Light Industrial) 
assuring that this shoreline asset can be reserved for public enjoyment along the waterfront. 
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ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE 
SYSTEM. 

POLICY1.1 
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and 
open space uses, where appropriate. 

POLICY1.3 
Preserve existing open spaces by restricting its conversion to other uses and limiting encroachment Jann 
other uses, assuring no loss of quality of open space. 

The Project would result in a net gain in acreage of open space along with the improvement of 
the existing India Basin Shoreline Park and India Basin Open Space, and the creation of the new 
Big Green. While new green infrastructure is being planned as an integrated element of the Big 
Green, and two outflows are proposed to cross below the India Basin Open Space, the net result 
of the Project would be to greatly improve both the quality and access to this shoreline asset. As 
a result, there would not be a net degradation of the quality of the India Basin Open Space but 
instead the open space would be enhanced, thereby meeting this Policy 1.3. 

POLICY1.7 
Support public art as an essential component of open space design. 

The DSG envisions the Big Green as an ideal place for public art, and provides guidelines on its 
placement and curation. 

POUCY1.12 
Preserve historic and culturally significant landscapes, sites, structures, buildings and objects. 

The Project would revitalize the 900 Innes property, and would preserve and rehabilitate 
important historic resources, including the historic Shipwright's Cottage, which would be 
retained and restored in accordance_ with the Secretary of the ·Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. The project would include an interpretive exhibit explaining the history of the 
India Basin Scow Schooner Boatyard; the interpretive exhibit would be developed and installed 
in India Basin Shoreline Park and the 900 Innes Property. New construction at 900 Innes would . 
be designed to be compatible, yet differentiated, with the existing historic context. 

OB]ECTIVE3 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SP ACE. 

POLlCY3.1 
Creatively develop existing publicly-owned right-of-ways and streets into open space. 

The Project provides approximately 23 acres of new and improved public open space and opens 
up new connections to the shoreline in the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood through 
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improvements to the India Basin Shoreline Park and India Basin Open Space, and the 
introduction of new open space at 900 Innes Avenue and with the Big Green, to provide 
connections to the Blue Greenway/Bay Trail, Class 1 bikeway and pedestrian and bicycle access to 
the shoreline. The Project would encourage non-automobile transportation to and from open 
spaces, and would ensure physicai accessibility these open spaces to the extent feasible. 

ENVIRNONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE3 
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND ,SHORELINE AREAS. 

POLICY3.2 
Promote the use and develapment of shoreline areas consist with the General Plan and the best interest of 
San Francisco, 

POLICY3.4 
Encourage and assist privately aperated programs to conserve the resources of the Bay, Ocean, and 
Shoreline. 

OBJECTIVE7 
ASSURE THAT THE LAND RESOURCES IN SAN FRANCISCO AND USED IN WAYS THAT 
BOTH RESPECT AND PRESERVE THE NATURAL VALUES OF THE LAND AND SERVE THE 
BEST INTERESTS OF ALL THE CITY'S CITIZENS. 

POLICY7.1 
Preserve and add to public open space in accordance with the objectives and policies of the Recreation and 
Open Space Element. 

The Project would add more than seven acres of new shoreline open space through 
improvements to 900 Innes and the proposed Big Green, and would furthermore improve and 
rehabilitate existing public open space at India Basin Shoreline Park and India Basin Open Space, 
thus creating new connections to the shoreline in the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood. 

The Project's design is specifically suited for the shoreline.location with a strong emphasis of 
adding to, rehabilitating, and improving shoreline habitat. The India Basin Open Space's design 
anticipates and strategizes for sea level rise and needed habit adaptation . while enhancing the 
public's opportunity to experience and enjoy the different aspects of this special open space 
resource. The Project also includes future funding for <1dditional future sea level rise 
improvements on the BUILD property as described in the Development Agreement and 
Financing Plan. 

The design for 900 Innes proposes to celebrate the site's maritime past with rehabilitating the 
shipwright's cottage and integrating other ship building aspects into the park's design. 

OBJECTIVE 13 
ENHANCE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF HOUSING IN SAN FRANCISCO. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Improve the energy efficiency of existing homes and apartment buildings. 

The DSG includes goals and guidelines that direct development to reduce energy use consistent 
with or above local and State requirements. 

BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN 

Transportation 

OB]ECTIVE4 
DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A SYSTEM FOR THE EASY MOVEMENT OF. PEOPLE AND 
GOODS~ TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANTICIPATED NEEDS OF BOTH LOCAL AND 
THROUGH TRAFFIC. 

Policy 4.2 
Develop the necessary improvements in public transit to move people efficiently and comfortably between 
different neighborhoods of Bayview Hunters Point, to and from Candlestick Park Point, and to and from 
Downtown a11d other parts of the region. 

POLICY4.5 
Create a c.omprehensive system for pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 

The India Basin Mixed-Use Project includes a robust integrated transportation plan that among 
other .aspects, would contribute to changing the nature of the immediate area to one that 
accommodates and encourages use of traveling by bike and by foot. The Project would include. 
providing key missing regional linkages to the Bay Trail and the Blue Greenway, and would 
provide a robust bike facility on New Hudson, enabling bikes routes to be taken off of Innes. 

Land Use 

OBJECTIVE6 
ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET RATE 
HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL 
RESIDENTIAL QUAUTY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 

The Subject Project would provide up to 1,575 units, including on-site affordable housing on an 
underutilized site. The Project is planned to maximize housing, while at the same time assuring 
that the site contributes to providing access to Bayfront open space. Thus, the Project would 
include enough residential density to create a viable comml!nity that supports neighborhood 
serving retail, community facilities, and transit infrastructure·and service. 

Urban Design 

POUCY10.1 
Better define Bayview's designated open space areas by enabling appropriate, quality development in 
surrounding areas. 
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IMPROVE DEFINITION OF THE OVERALL URBAN PAITERN OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS 
POINT. 

POLICY11.2 
Increase awareness and use of the pedestrian/bicycle trail system that links subareas in · Bayview Hunters 
Point with the rest of the City 

The India Basin Mixed-Use Project includes a site plan from the India Basin Shoreline Park to 
boundary of the Shipyard that is uniquely designed for this one-of-a-kind location. A significant 
portion of the site that is privately owned would be dedicated as open space for the public. The 
open space and new street network would feature robust bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
providing a key pedestrian and bike linkages to Hunters Point Shipyard. Overall, the Project 
would create a dense, compact land use plan located in close walking proximity to a multi-modal 
transit node, residents, employees and visitors are encouraged to choose walking, bicycling and 
transit over the automobile. 

Recreation and Open Space 

OBJECTIVE 12 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN ADEQUATELY LOCATED, WELL DESIGNED, FULLY EQUIPPED 
RECREATION FACILITIES AND ENCOURAGE THEIR USE. 

POLICY12.3 
Renovate and expand Bayview's parks and recreation facilities, as needed. 

OBJECTIVE 13 
PROVIDE CONTINUOUS PUBLIC OPEN SPACE ALONG THE SHORELINE OF BAYVIEW 
HUNTERS POINT UNLESS PUBLIC ACCESS CLEARLY CONFLICTS WITH MARITIME USES 
OR OTHER NON-OPEN SPACE USES REQUIRING A WATERFRONT LOCATION. 

POLICY13.1 
Assure that new development adjacent to the shoreline capitalizes on the unique waterfront location by 
improving visual and physical access to the water in conformance with urban design policies. 

POLICY13.2 
Maintain and improve the quality of existing shoreline open space. 

POLICY 13.3 . 
Complete the San Francisco Bay Trail around the perimeter of the City which links open space areas along 
the shoreline and provides for maximum waterfront access. 

POLICY13.4 
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Provide new public open spaces along the shoreline -- at Islais Creek, Heron's Head, India Basin, Hunters 
Point Shipyard, and Candlestick Point/South Basin. 

The India Basin Mixed Use Project is focused on the delivery of high-quality open space that 
would participate in creating a continuous series of Bayfront parks and open spaces in the 
Bayview. A significant portion of the privately-owned_ property would be left open for open 
space, and the Development Agreement would assure that the India Basin Open Space would be 
rehabilitated and maintained. The Project also envisions the redesign of India Basin Shoreline 
Park and the addition of a new park land at 900 Irmes as part of the RPD component of the 
Project. Overall, the Project will create an approximately 23-acre network of new and/or 
improved parkland and open space, pathways, trails, ecological, recreational, neighborhood and 
cultural areas, including: a new shoreline network which would extend the Blue Greenway/Bay 
Trail and would provide pedestrian and bicycle connections to and along the shoreline, passive 
open space, recreation areas, piers, fishing areas, plazas, event areas, tidal marshes, facilities for 
concessions, drinking fountains, restrooms, passive recreational areas for picnicking, shade 
structures, bicycle parking, wayfinding signage, and historical and educational displays. 

POUCY13.4 
Provide new public open spaces along the shoreline - at Islais Creek, Heron's Head, India Basin, Hunters 
Point Shipyard, and Candlestick Point/South Basin. 

A key aspect of the India Basin Mixed-Use Project is its contribution to Bayfront recreation and 
open space. Between the newly provided open space and the rehabilitation of India Basin 
Shoreline Park and the India Basin Open Space, the Project would feature a variety of recreational 
opportunities for its Bayview and Citywide residents, workers and visitors including, but not 
limited to children's play areas, dog runs, public market, ecological trails, and a variety of other 
small plazas and publicly accessible terraces. Moreover, the India Basin open spaces are designed 
to link in with a larger network of Bayfront recreational parks and other opportunities, 

OBJECTIVE 17 
SUPPORT COMM11NITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REVITALIZATION IBROUGH 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES. 

POLICY17.1 
Promote the Bayview as an area for implementing energy conservation and altemative energi; supply 
initiatives. 

POLI<;Y 17.2 
Strengthen linkages between district energy planning efforts and overall community development goals and 
objectives. 

OBJECTIVE 18 
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REDUCE TIIE OUTFLOW OF DOLLARS FROM THE COMMUNITY DUE TO EXPENDITURES 
ON ENERGY THROUGH TIIE IMPROVED ENERGY MANAGEMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING, COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY, AND COMMUNITY 
FACILITIES. 

The India Basin Mixed-Use Project includes robust green infrastructure including onsite gray 
water and decentralized wastewater treatment and re-use system, net-zero public realm, 
comprehensive site-wide storm-water treatment, implementation of an on-site energy microgrid. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds these General Plan 
Amendments are in general conformity with the Planning Code Section 101.1, and the Project and its 
approvals associated . therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit B to the Development 
Agreement on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2014-004521DVA, are each on balance, 
consistent with the following Objectives and.Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended 
as described herein, and as follows: 

1) That existing neighbor-serving retail uses would be preserved and enhanced, and future opportunities for 
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

No neighborhood-serving retail uses are present on the Project site. Once constructed, the Project 
would contain new retail, arts and other commercial uses that would provide opportunities for 
employment and ownership of retail businesses in the community. These new uses would serve 
nearby residents and the surrounding community. The Development Agreement includes 
commitments related to local ·hiring. The construction of the Project will provide opportunities to 
generate thousands of annual construction jobs and hundreds of permanent jobs at project 
completion, encouraging partic;ipation by small and local business enterprises through a 
comprehensive employment and contracting policy. 

2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the 
cultural and economic diversif:tJ of our neighborhoods; 

The Proje_ct would provide at full build-out up to 1,575 new residential units, including 
affordable .housing, although one existing residential unit would be demolished in order to 
facilitate the construction of the Project. The Project is designed to revitalize an underutilized 
Bayfront vacant site and provide a varied land u,se program that would enhance the surrounding 
Hunters Point / India Basin neighborhood. The Project provides a new neighborhood complete 
with residential, office, retail, and potential artisan uses, along with new transit and street 
infrastructure, and public open space. The Project design provides a desirable, pedestrian
friendly experience with interactive and engaged ground floors. Thus, the Project would preserve 
and contribute to housing within the surrounding neighborhood and the larger City, and would 
otherwise preserve and be consistent with the neighborhood's unique context 

3) ' That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The Project would enhance the City's supply of affordable housing through its affordable housing 
commitments in the Development Agreement As detailed in the Development Agreement, the 
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Project exceeds the inclusionary affordable housing requirements of ·the Planning Code, by 
reachlng a 25% affordability level. 

4) That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

The Project would not impede transit service or overburden streets and neighborhood parking. 
The Project includes ·a robust transportation program with an on-site Transportation Demand 
Management (TOM) program, facilities to support a new bus line immediately adjacent to the 
Site, funding or provision of an interim shuttle service, and funding· for new neighborhood-

. supporting transportation infrastructure, as detailed in the Transportation Plan. 
The Project includes a robust bike facility on the proposed "New Hudson", which would enable 
bike routing to be removed from . Innes, which would, in turn, enable Innes to be specifically 
designed to maximize transit efficiency. 

Lastly, the Project contains new public parking spaces for visitors to fue new and enhanced parks. 
This would ensure that sufficient parking capacity is available so that the Project would not 
overburden neighborhood parking,, while still implem~nting a rigorous TDM Plan to be 
consistent with the City's "transit first" policy for promoting transit over personal vehicle trips. 

5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment 
and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

While the Project is largely residential, it does include other diverse land uses that include 
commercial, retail, arts, and potential light industrial uses. The Project also includes a large 
workforce development program. All of these new uses would provide future opportunities for 
service-sector employment. · 

6) That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake; 

The Project would comply with all current structural and seismic requirements under the San 
Francisco Building Code and the Port of San Francisco. 

7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The Project would include. the rehabilitation of the Shipwright's Cottage, in compliance with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, and the rehabilitation and relocation of 
702 Earl Street. Development of the 900 Innes site would include an interpretive exhibit 
explaining the history of the India Basin Scow Schooner Boatyard; the interpretive exhibit would 
be developed and installed in India Basin Shoreline Park and the 900 Innes Property 

8) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

The Project would add roughly ten acres (900 Innes, Big Green, Public Market, Town Triangle, 
other privately owned public open spaces) of new open space and substantially improve another 
13 acres thereby enhancing access to the shoreline within the Bayview Hunters P'aint 
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neighborhood, and would provide about 23 acres of new and improved public open space. The 
site plan includes provisions for site and pedestrian access through the site to the new and 
improved open spaces and to the shoreline. 

While development of the 700 Innes property would result in net new shadow on the India Basin 
Open Space, India Basin Shoreline and the the proposed 900 Innes open space, tlie shadow was 
determined to not have an adverse effect on the use of such open spaces due to the limited 
duration, time and location of such shadow, as described in Motion 20249. 

A draft ordinance, attached hereto as Exhibit A, would remove Policy 1.6 and Figure 6 of the Bayview 
Hunters Point Area Plan, amend Map 4 of the Urban Design Element, amend Map 3 of the Commerce 

· and Industry Element, and amend Policy 2.4 of the Recreation and Open Space Element. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant · to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission Adopts a Resolution to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors to approve the Draft 
Ordinance. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 
on Jul 26, 2018. 

' ~ ' 

· ... . ~ 
Jona .. ~nin 
Comrrussion Secretary 

AYES: Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Richards 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

ADOPTED: July 26, 2018 
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FILE NO. ORDINANCE NO. 

[General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, 

and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation atid Open Space 

Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed"Use Project; adopting findings under the 

California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code 

Section 340 and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 

policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 . 

NOTE: Uncpanged Coci~ te~t and uncodi_fied text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions tp Cocles are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Qode~ are in -strikethro{igh italics Times New Rom.an font. 
Board amendment additions are ih double-underlined Arial font. 
Be>ard amendment deieflons are in strikethroughArial font. 
Asterisk.s (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. . 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 

(a) California Environmental Quality Act. 

(1) At its hearlng on _____ ,, and prior to recommending the proposed 

General Plan Amendments for approval, by Motion No. ___ , the Planning Commission 

certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the India Basin Mixed-Use District 

Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg . 

Section 15000 et seq.), and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. A copy of said Motion is 

on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supeivisors in File No. _____ , a_nd is incorporated 

herein by reference. In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board has 
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reviewed the FEIR, concurs with its conclusions, affirms the Planning Commission's 

certification of the FEIR, and finds that the actions contemplated herein are within the scope 

of the Project described and analyzed in the FEIR. 

(2) In approving the Project at its hearing on _____ , by Resolution No. 

____ , the Planning Commission also adopted findings under CEQA, including a 

statement of overriding consideration, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP). A copy of said Motion and MMRP are on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. _____ , and is incorporated herein by reference. the Board 

hereby adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the Planning 

Commission's CEQA approval findings, including the statement of overriding considerations. 

The Board also adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the 

Project's MMRP, dated ____ and on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No .. __ _ 

(b) Planning Code Findings. 

(1) Under San Francisco Charter Section 4.105 and Planning Code Section 

340, any amendments to the General Plan shall'first be considered by the Planning 

Commission and thereafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of 

Supervisors. On ____ ., by Resolution No. ____ , the Commission conducted a duly 

noticed public hearing on the General Plan Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section 

340, and found that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare required the 

proposed General Plan Amendments, adopted General Plan Amendments, and 

recommended them for approval to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of the Planning 

Conirnissioh Resolution No. ____ , is on' file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in 

File. No. ______ , and incorporated by reference herein. 

(2) On _____ , the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ___ _ 

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 
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with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The · 

Board adopts these findings as its owo. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____ , and is incorporated herein by reference. 

5 Section 2. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Bayview Hunters 

6 Point Area Plan, as follows: 

7 Figure 3, "Land Use Map," revise by changing the land .use designation from "Light 

8 Industrial" to "Mixed Use" for the India Basin site. 

9 Delete Policy 1.6: 

10 POUCYJ.6 

11 Encourage development o_fa healthy mix 0£residential, retail, open space, and small trade 

12 . · shops along Innes Avenue to buffer the h1dia Basin industrial areajrom the Hunters l1 oint residential 

13 community. 

14 . The stretch 0tfJmes Avenue leading n'fJ to the northern point of entry 0£the Hunters Point 

15 Shipyard serves as a beffcr between the heavy industrial uses in India Basin and the residential uses on 

. 16 Hunters Point Hfll. T11iB area is undergoing modestprivate revitalization with a potential interesting 

17 mix ofuses takingplace. The base 0£the area, at the comer 0-£Hcnves and Innes A .... ,en-lies, is the site fer 

18 Our Lady ofthe Lourdes, the oldest Catholic church, in the district. Several single family homes cfrc 

. 19 also located in the vicinity. Innes Avenue leading up to the shipyard was ehangedfrom CM to NC 2 on 

20 the northern side of the street as a result ofrczoning acti611s talwn efter the 1995 i.pdate 0£this Pkm .. 

. 21 Additionally, an RH 1 district on the southern side of!nnes Avenue was revaned to PJI l(S), which 

22 accommodates the devdopment of one accessory dwelling unit per lot. Directly north 0f'frmes A,•e,rue, 

23 an industrial park is proposed. Jfdewfoped, it would be bordered by open space kinds acquired by the 

24 Recreation and Perk Department thet will pro.'ide direct public access to the India Basin shoreline. 

25 
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This healthy co minglfr1g ofdi7erse residential, light industJial, smflll retail, and heavy eoml'l~ercial 

uses ·with natural oriented ope11 space ereas should cm?tinue to be encouraged. 

Delete Figure 6, "Innes Avenue Buffer Zone." 

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Urban Design 

Element, as follows: 

Map 4 - Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings, add new shading on India 

Basin site and add new height range to legend that indicates 30-160 feet. 

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Commerce and 

Industry Element, as follows: 

Map 1 ....:. Generalized Commercial and Industrial Land Use Plan, remove Light Industry 

designation from India Basin site. 

Section 5. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Recreation and Open 

Space Element, as follows: 

POLICY 2.4 

Support the development of signature public open spaces along the shoreline. 

* * * * 

Southeastern Waterfront 

The recent development of Mission Bay, the passage of the Eastern Neighborhoods . 

plans (Mission, East SoMa, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront Area 

Plans), the India Basin Shoreline Plan and the proposed Candlestick Point and Hunters Point 

Shipyard dev·elopments will bring growth, which will require increased access and open 

spaces throughout the Southeast. Most of these plans are accompanied by specific open 
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space strategies for parkland along the waterfront, where active water-oriented uses such as 

shoreline fishing, swimming, and boating should be promoted. 

Section 6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or.the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

Section 7. Scope of Ordinc;lnce. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears. under 

the official title of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS J"O FORM: 
DENNIS J. HER E City Attorney 

By: 

n:\land\as2018\1600540\01282787.docx 
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RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION 
City and County of San Francisco 

Resolution No. 1807-004 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION THAT THE 
NET NEW SHADOW CAST BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT AT 700 INNES WILL NOT 
HA VE A SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMP ACT ON THE · USE OF INDIA BASIN 
SHORELINE PARK, THE 900 INNES FUTURE PARK SITE, AND INDIA BASIN OPEN 
SPACE, AS · REQUIRED BY PLANNING CODE SECTION 295 (THE SUNLIGHT 
ORDINANCE). 

WHEREAS, Under Planning Code Section 295, the Planning Commission may not approve a building 
permit application for a structure with a height of 40 feet 01· higher if the resulting shadow will have an 
adverse impact on property under the juris.diction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation 
and Park Commission, unless the Planning Commission, upon recommendation from the General 
Manager of the Recreation and Park Department in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, 
makes a p.ctennination that the shadow impact will not be significant; and 

WHEREAS, the Recreation and Park Commission ("Commission") has jurisdiction over real property 
located in San Francisco known as India Basin Shoreline Park, 900 Innes, and India Basin Open Space; and 

WHEREAS, BUILD Inc., ("Project Sponsor") proposes to construct .a mixed-use urban village consisting 
of residential, retail, commerciali office, institutional, flex space, and recreational and art uses. The EIR for 
the project contains two options: 1) a residentially-oriented project with approximately 1,575 dwelling units, 
209,l 06 square feet ofcommercial space, and I ,800 parking spaces; or (2) a commercially- oriented variant 
with approximately 500 dwelling units, 1,000,000 square feet of commercial space, 50,000 square feet 
of institutional space, and 1,932 p81·king spaces. Both BUfLD options would include recreation and open 
space facilities; and 

WHEREAS, BMT Fluid Mechanics Limited analyzed the new shadow cast by the proposed Project on 
700 Innes and determined that the Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight ("TAAS") for India Basin 
Shoreline Park is 1,030,667,780 square feet hours ("sfh"), The approximated amount of shadow currently 
ca.st on India Basin Shoreline Park by existing buildings is 0.44% of the TAAS for the park. The additiofial 
shadow cast by the Project would constitute 0.05% of TAAS, bringing the approximated total annual 
shading of India Basin Shoreline Park as a percentage ofTAAS to 0.49%; B11d 

WHEREAS, BMT Fluid Mechanics Limited analyzed the new shadow cast by the proposed Project on 700 
Innes and determined that the Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight ("TAAS") for 900 Innes is 
329,764,418 square feet hours ("sfh"), The approximated amount of shadow currently cast on 900 Innes by 
existing buildings is 8.98% of the TAAS for the park. The additional shadow cast by the Project would 
constitute 4.53% ofTAAS, bringing the approximated total annual shading ofindia Basin Shoreline Park as 
a percentage ofTAAS to 13 .51 %; and 

WHEREAS, BMT Fluid Mechanics Limited analyzed the new shadow cast by the proposed Project on 700 
Innes and determined that the Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight ('T AAS") for India Basin Open Space 
is 1,187,539,675 square feet hours ("sfh"), The approximated amount of shadow currently cast on India 
Basin Shoreline Park by existing buildings is 0.07% of the TAAS for the park. The additional shadow 
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cast by the Project would constitute 5.23% ofTAAS, bringing the approximated total annual shading of 
India Basin Shoreline Park as a percentage ofTAAS to 5 .30%; and 

WHEREAS, the 700 Innes project is subject to environmental review and approval under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Planning Commission will determine the BIR certification 
on July 26, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, the Project will provide the following public benefits to the City: Approximately 400 miits 
of below market rate and inclusive housing, the 5.7 acres Big Green Open Space and improvements to the 
existing India Basin Open Space natural areas-totaling 12 acres of new and improved park, annual payment 
of$1.5 million for a Community Facilities District ("CFD") to provide enhanced maintenance and public 
operations, overall community-wide transit, bicycle, and pedestrian network improvements, new green 
infrastructure onsite, and f01mation of Facilities (''CFD") to address long-term Sea Level Rise; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the additional shadow cast by the Project will not have a 
significant adverse impact on the use of India Basin Shoreline Park for the following reasons: (l) all of 
the new shadow cast by the Project would occur d1;1ring winter in the morning with all shadows gone no 
later than 9:00am, affecting a maximum area of2,522 square feet shadowed at a single time, or 8.94% of 
the park area (8:23am on December 28); (2) all new shadows occur in the morning, and thus the Project 
would not cast shadows during mid-day and early afternoon hours when usage of the Park is generally 
hlgher; 
I 

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the additional shadow cast by the Project will not have significant 
adverse impact on the use of the potential park site at 900 Innes for the following reasons: (1) the new 
shadow cast by the Project would occur throughout the year in areas cmreritly not accessible to the pubHc; 
(2) the proposed park design has incorporated the expected impacts of this neighboring project into its 
design; and (3) the duration of proposed project-generated new shadow would va1y throughout the year, 
with most of the shading occuning on transitory pathways and would not significantly impact the usage of 
the future park site; 

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the additional shadow cast by the Project_ will not have a 
significaut adverse impact on the use of India Basin Open Space for the following reasons: ( 1) the 
proposed park, which will be designed and improved by the Project Sponsor, has incorporated the 
expected impacts of this project into the park design; and (2) the duration of proposed project- generated 
new shadow would vmythroughoutthe year, with most of the shading occuning on transitory pathways 
and does not significantly impact the usage of the Park; now therefore be it 

RESOLVED, the Commission recommends that the Planning Commission find that the shadow cast by the 
proposed project at 700 Innes will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of India Basin Shoreline 
Park, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinm1ce); and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, the Commission recommends that the P Imming Commission find that the shadow 
cast by the proposed project at 700 Innes will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of the. potential 
park site at 900 Innes, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance); and be it 
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FURTHER RESOLVED, the Commission recommends that the Planning Commission find that the shadow 
cast by the proposed Project at 700 Innes will not have a significant adverse impact ori the use of India 
Basin Open Space, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance). 

Adopted by the following vote: 
Ayes 7 
Noes 0 
Absent 0 

I hereby ce1tify that the foregoing resolution 
was adopted at the Recreation and Park 
Conunission meeting held on July 19, 2018. 

'1rl cu i .(Nf (J · fX citR:-Jv.-
. Margate~. McAlthur, Commission Liaison 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 20261 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 23, 2018 

. Case Nos.: 

Zoning: 

Blocks/Lots: 

2014-002541 ENV PCA MAP DV A CWP 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project and 900 Innes Avenue 

Existing:NC-2/M-1 /M-2/P 

40-X Height and Bulk 

Proposed: NC-2 / Mixed Use General (MUG) 
India Basin Special Use District 

20/160 - IB Height and Bulk 

4644/001-018, 004, 004A, 005, 005S, 006, 006A, 007, 008, 009, 
010, 010A, 010B, OlOC, 011; 4631/001, 002; 4620/001, 002; 4607/025, 

024; 4596/ 026; 4597/ 026; 4606/ 026, 100; 4621/016, 018, 021, 100, 101; 
4630/005, 007, 100; 4645/001, 003A, 004,006, 007, 007 A, 010, 010A, 011, 

012,013;4630/002;4645/014,015 

Project Sponsor: India Basin Investment, LLC 
c/o BUILD 

Staff Contact: 

315 Linden Street 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Joshua Switzky- (415) 575-6815 

Toshua.Swi tzky@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 

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO AND 
INDIA BASIN INVESTMENT LLC, A CALIFORNIA LIMITED LIABILITY COMP ANY, FOR A 
CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY GENERALLY BOUNDED BY INNES AVENUE ON THE SOUTHWEST, 
TIIE GRIFFITH STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY ON THE NORTHWEST, THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY ON 
THE NORTHEAST AND THE EARL STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY ON THE SOUTHEAST (LARGELY 
EXCLUDING PARCELS WITH STRUCTURES), ALTOGETHER CONSISTING OF 
APPROXIMATELY 24 ACRES, FOR A 30-YEAR TERM AND ADOPTING VARIOUS FINDINGS, 
INCLUDING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL Q:UALITY ACT AND 
FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 

101.1. 

WHEREAS, Chapter .. 56 of the San Francisco Administrative Code sets forth the procedure by 
which a request for a development agreement will be processed and approved in the City and County of 
San Francisco. 

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement would enable the India Basin Mixed-Use Project 
("Project"). The Project proposal includes developing approximately, 1,575 units, 209,000 of ·commercial 

• .:..ww.sfplanning.org 

795 



· Resolution No. 20261 
August 23, 2018 

CASE NO. 2014-002541DV A 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

· use, 1,800 off street parking space, 1,575 bicycle parking spaces, and 15.5 acres of publicly accessible open 
space. The Project also includes construction of transportation and circulation improvements, new and 
upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements and other green 
infrastructure. 

WHE~EAS, the Board will be taking a number of actions in furtherance of the Project, including 
the adoption of the India Basin Special Use District ("SUD") which refers to an associated Design 
Standards and Guidelines document ("DSG"), and Zoning Map amendments, which together outline 
land use controls and design guidance for both ho_rizontal and vertical development and improvements 
to the site. 

WHEREAS, in furtherance of the Project and the City's role in subsequent approval actions 
relating to the Project, the City and India Basin Investment LLC (Developer) negotiated a development 
agreement for development of the Project site, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A (the 
''Development Agreement''). 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that as a result of the development of the Project site in 
accordance with the Development Agreement, clear benefits to the public will accrue that could not be 
obtained through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies, as more particularly 
described in the Development Agreement. The Development Agreement will eliminate uncertainty in the 
City's land use planning for the Project site and secure orderly development of the Project site consistent 
with the DSG. 

WHEREAS, the Development Agreement shall be executed by the Dire~tor of Planning, and City 
Attorney subject to prior approval by multiple City Commissions and the Board of Supervisors. 

WHEREAS, on July 26; 2018, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR 
for the India Basin Project ("FEIR") and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, thus 
reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that ·the 
summary of comments and responses contained no.significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the 
FEIR for the Project in compliance with the California .Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA 
Guidelines and Chapter 31 by Motion No. 20247. 

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2018, the Commission by Motion No. 20248 approved CEQA Findings, 
including adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), under Case No. 2014-
002541ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings and MMRP are incorporated by reference as 
though .fully set forth herein. 

WHEREAS, on July 21?, 2018, by Motion No. 20251 the Commission adopted findings in 
connection with its consideration of, among other things, the adoption of amendments to the Planning 
Code, under CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code and made certain findings in connection therewith, which findings are hereby incorporated herein 
by this reference as if fully set forth. 

WHEREAS, on July 26, 2018, by Motion 20250, the Commission adopted findings regarding the 
Project's consistency with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1, including all other approval 
actions associated with the project therein, which findings are hereby incorporated herein by this 
reference as if fully set forth. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Resolution No. 20261 

August 23, 2018 
CASE NO. 2014-002541DVA 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

WHEREAS, on August 23, 2108, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on the proposed Development Agreement. · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that holding this hearing to recommend approval of 
the Development Agreement to the Board of Supervisors. after the hearing where it recommended 
approval of the Planning Code and Map Amendments furthers the public interest, by giving the public 
full notice and ample opportunity to consider the Development Agreement. 

WHEREAS, as a part of the requirements of the Development Agreement, the Project Sponsor 
has committed to implementing a Transportation Plar\ / Transportation Demand Management Plan, that 
among other commitments, includes a goal of reducing estimated aggregate daily one-way vehicle trips 
associated with the 700 Innes and India Basin Open Space. properties by at 20 percent compared to the 
aggregate daily one-way vehicle trips identified in the project-related Transportation Impact Study. The 
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program requires that such trips be reduced by at least 15 percent, 
therefore the new 20 percent target is consistent with this requirement. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOi VED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that 
the Board of Supervisors approve the Development Agreement, in substantially the form attached hereto 
as Exhibit A. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the application,· public 
notice, Planning Commission hearing, and Planning Director reporting requirements regarding the 
Development Agreement negotiations contained in Administrative Code Chapter 56 required of the 
Planning Commission and the Planning Director have been substantially satisfied in light of the regular 
meetings held for the last two and a half years, the multiple public informational hearings provided by 
the Planning Department .staff at the Planning Commission, the information contained in the Director's 
Report regarding the India Basin Development Agreement negotiations, and the mailed and published 
notice issued for the Development Agreement. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission authorizes the Planning Director to 
take such actions and make such changes as deemed necessary and appropriate to implement this 
CommissioI).'s recommendation of approval and to incorporate recommendations or changes from the 
Port Commission, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors, the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), the Recreation and Park Commission (RPO) and/or the 
Board, provided that such changes taken as a whole do not materially increase any obligations of the City 
or materially decrease any benefits to the City contained in the Development Agreement attached as 
Exhibit A. 

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on Thursday, August 
23, 2018, 

SAN FRAIICISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Resolution No. 20261 
August 23, 2018 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Koppel, Moore, Richards 

NAYS: None 

ABSENT: Johnson 

ADOPTED: August 23, 2018 

SAN IBANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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FILE NO. 180681-
SUBSTfTUTED 

7/24/2018 ORDINANCE NO. 

[Development Agreement - India Basin Investment LLC - India Basin Project - Innes Avenue 
at Griffith Street] 

Ordinance approving a Development Agreement between the City and County of San 

Francisco and India Basin Investment LLC, a California limited liability company, for 

the India Basin Project at the approximately 28-acre site located at Innes Avenue 

between Griffith Street and Earl Street, with various public benefits, including 25% 

affordable housing and 11 acres of parks and open space; making findings under the 

California Environmental Quality Act and findings of conformity with the General Plan, 

and with the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1 (b); approving a 

Public Trust Exchange Agreement, making public trust findings, and authorizing the 

transfer and acceptance of real property and the recording of a land use covenant 

consistent with the Public Trust Exchange Agreement; approving specific development 

impact fees and waiving any conflicting provision in Planning Code, Article 4, or 

Administrative Code, Article 1 O; confirming compliance with or waiving certain 

provisions of Administrative Code, Chapters 148, 23, 56, and 82 and Subdivision Code, 

Section 1348, and ratifying certain actions taken in connection therewith. 

NOTE: · Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman fo nt. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times1\1ew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. · 

22 Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

23 Section 1. Project Findings. 

24 The Board of Supervisors makes the following findings: 

25 

Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS · Page 1 
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1 (a) California Government Code Sections 65864 et seq. authorizes any city, county, 

2 or city and county to enter into an agreement for the development of real property within the 

3 jurisdiction of the city, county, or city and county. 

4 (b) Chapter 56 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 56") sets forth 

5 certain procedures for the processing and approval of development agreements in the City 

6 and County of San Francisco (the "City"). 

7 (c) India Basin lnv~stment LLC, a California limited liability company ("Developer") 

8 · owns the approximately 14.7 acre site along Innes Street, between Earl and Griffith Streets, 

9 and holds options to purchase an additional 2.4 acres of adjacent land (the "Developer 

1 O Property"). The City owns approximately 6.2 acres of open space along the shoreline, 

11 adjacent to the Developer Property, together with. various street areas (the "City Property", 

12 together with the Developer Property, the "Project Site"). 

13 (d) Developer filed an application with the City's Planning Department for approval 

14 of a development agreement relating to the Project Site (the "Development Agreement") 

15 under Chapter 56. A copy of the Development Agreement is on file with the Clerk ot'the 

16 Board in File No. ____ _ 

17 (e) The Developer proposes a mixed use development on the Project Site that will 

18 include a new publicly accessible network of improved parkland and open space and a mixed-

19 use urban village, including up to 1,575 dwelling units, approximately 676,052 square feet 

20 (15.5 acres) of publicly accessible open space, and approximately 59,500 square feet of 

21 public and private open space, as well as approximately 209, 106.square feet of commercial 

22 space and up to 1,800 off-street parking spacras, all as more particularly described in the 

23 Development Agreement (the "Project"). 

24 (f) As set forth in the Development Agreement, the City agrees to initiate the 

25 process to vacate portions of Hudson Avenue, Griffith Street, Arelious Walker Drive and Earl 

Supervisor Cohen 
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1 Street and, following any vacation and satisfaction of any applicable City conditions, to convey 

2 the underlying land to Developer in connection with the land assembly required for the Project 

3 (the "Street Vacation Actions"). In return, Developer will convey certain land to the City. 

4 (g) Concurrently with this Ordinance, the Board is taking a number of actions in 

5 furtherance of the Project, as generally described in the Development Agreement, including 

6 Exhibit E to the Deve'lopment Agreement (the "Approvals"). 

7 (h) While the Development Agreement is between the City, acting primarily through 

8 the Planning Department, and Developer, other City agencies retain a role in reviewing and 

9 issuing certain later approvals for the Project. Later approvals inclu.de approval of subdivision 

1 O maps and plans for horizontal improvements and public facilities, design review and approval 

11 of new buildings, actions relating to the Street Vacations Actions, and acceptance of 

12 . Developer's dedications of horizontal improvements and parks and open spaces for City 

13 maintenance and liability under the Subdivision Code. As a result, affected City agencies 

14 have consented to the Development Agreement. 

15 (i) The Project is anticipated to generate an annual average of approximately 3,505 

16 construction jobs and, upon completion, approximately 477 on-site jobs and 833 total jobs, . 

17 with an approximately $4.3 million annual increase in general fund revenues to the City. In 

18 addition to the significant housing, jobs, urban revitalization, and economic benefits to the City 

19 from the Project, the City has determined that development of the Project under the 

. 20 Development Agreement will provide additional benefits to the public that could not be 

21 obtained through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies. Additional 

22 public benefits to the City from the Project include: (1) an increase in affordable housing that 

23 exceeds amounts otherwise required and will equal twenty five percent (25%) of the total 

24 number of housing units for the Project; (2) workforce obligations, including significant 

25 training, employment and economic development opportunities as part of the development 

Supervisor Cohen . 
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1 and operation of the Project; (3) construction and maintenance of the publicly accessible open 

2 space, totaling approximately eleven (11) acres of parks and the improvement of existing City 

3 Property along the shoreline; (4) child care space to serve not less than 40 children; and 

4 (5) sea level rise improvements as part of the development, and future funding for additional 

5 future sea level rise improvements; all as further described in the Development Agreement. 

6 The Development Agreement will eliminate uncertainty in the City's land use planning for the 

7 Project Site and secure orderly development 

8 U) In particular, the City intends to create a series of contiguous, integrated 

9 waterfront parks, including both the India Basin Open Space and the Big Green, as well as the 

10 neighboring 900 Innes and India Basin Shoreline Park (collectively, the "India Basin Park 

11 System"), for the benefit of the southeast community and the residents of San Francisco and 

12 'California at large. The City further intends to connect the India Basin Park System to the 

13 Northside Park, when completed as part of the Candlestick/Hunters Point Shipyard 

14 development project. 

15 (k) Funding for maintenance of the India Basin Park System will include special 

16 taxes under a community facilities district (CFO) to be formed by Developer and the City, as 

17 more particularly described in the Financing Plan attached to the Development Agreement. 

18 The CFD funds also will be available to pay for future sea level rise improvements. 

19 (I) To assemble the land for the Project development, including the City's no-cost 

20 acquisition of land from Developer for the Big Green, the City, the State Lands Commission 

21 and Developer will enter into a public trust exchange agreement, substantially in the form 

22 attached to the Development Agreement (the "Public Trust Exchange Agreement") . The City 

23 will record a land use covenant against specified lands subject to the public trust that will be 

24 placed under the Port's jurisdiction for purposes of the trust, but that will be maintained and 

25 operated by the Recreation and Park Department. 

Supervisor Cohen 
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Section 2. CEQA Findings. 1 

2 On _-______ , by Motion No. ____ , the Planning Commission certified as 

3 adequate, accurate and complete the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR") for the 

4 Project pursuant to the Califorhia Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

5 Code Section 21000 et seq .) ("CEQA") . A copy of Planning Commission Motion No. 

6 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____ _ 

7 Also on _____ , by Motion No. ____ , the Planning Commission adopted findings, 

8 including a rejection of alternatives and a statement of overriding considerations (the "CEQA 

9 Findings") and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"). These Motions are 

10 on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ____ . In accordance with 

11 the actions contemplated herein, this Board has reviewed the FEIR and related documents, 

12 and adopts as its own and incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herein the 

13 CEQA Findings, including the statement of overriding considerations, and the MMRP. 

· 14 Section 3. General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1(b) Findings. 

15 (a) The Board of Supervisors shall consider companion legislation that adopts 

16 public necessity findings of Planning Code Section 302 and General Plan amendments. A 

17 copy of the companion legislation is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 

18 

19 

No. ______ and is incorporated herein by reference . 

(b) For purposes of this Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors finds that the 

20 Development Agreement will serve the public necessity, convenience and general welfare for 

21 the reasons set forth in the companion legislation identified in subsection (a). 

22 (c) For purposes of this Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors finds that the 

23 Development Agreement is in conformity with the General Plan, as proposed to be amended, 

24 and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in the 

25 companion legislation identified in subsection (a). 

Supervisor Cohen 
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1 Section 4. Public Trust Findings. 

2 The Board of Supervisors finds that the Project is consistent with and furthers the 

3 · purposes of the common law public trust and statutory trust under the Burton Act (Stats . 1968, 

4 ch . 1333), as follows: 

5 (a) Approximately 2.63 acres of the City Property, consisting of portions of Fairfax 

6 Avenue , Evans Avenue and Arelious Walker Drive (formerly Fitch Street), lie waterward of the 

7 historic ordinary high tide line and , as such , are subject to the public trust arid held within the 

8 administration and control of the Port Commission in accordance with the Burton Act and the 

9 City Charter (but this land is managed by the Recreation and Park Department as part of the 

1 O India Basin Open Space) . An additional approximately 9 acres of City Property, of disputed . 

11 trust status, consists of streets under the jurisdiction of the Department of Public Works and 

12 parcels within the existing India Basin Open Space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation 

13 · and Park Department and the Department of Public Works. 

14 (b) The Developer Property includes filled lands that are not subject to the public 

15 trust and lands that are of disputed status. 

16 (c) As the public trust is presently configured, most of the lands on or adjacent to 

17 · the shoreline are either free of the trust or have uncertain trust status. At the same time, the 

18 filled lands proposed for private development are further inland and cut off from the water, and 

19 therefor are not useful to the public trust, yet they are encumbered with disputed trust claims. 

20 The Developer Property has remained undeveloped and inaccessible for decades, despite its 

21 waterfront location and adjacency to the existing waterfront parks. 

22 (d) The proposed public trust exchange would eliminate all trust title uncertainties 

23 within the Project Site and will facilitate the improvement and expansion of the India Basin 

24 Open Space. The exchange would not remove any existing trust property from the Burton Act 

25 trust, but the public trust would see a riet gain of filled lands that will be useful to the trust. As 

Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 6 

804 



1 required under.the Development Agreement and the SUD, all lands exchanged into the public 

2 trust will be used for public open space, habitat restoration and water-oriented uses, all of 

3 which are consistent with the Burton Act. The proposed trust settlement will consolidate the 

4 . public trust lands along the water for open space and public access, providing significant 

5 benefits to the public trust over existing conditions . 

6 (e) As set forth in the Public Trust Exchange Agreement, the lands to be freed from 

7 public trust claims have been filled and reclaimed, are cut off from access to the waters of San 

8 Francisco Bay, constitute a relatively small portion of the lands granted to the City and County 

g of San Francisco and are not needed or required for the promotion of the public trust. In 

10 addition, the Project would not cause a substantial interference with public trust uses and 

11 purposes by virtue of the exchange. The lands or interests in lands to be impressed with the 

12 public trust have an economic value equal to or greater than that of the lands or interests in 

13 lands that will be freed from the public trust. 

14 Section 5. Development Agreement. 

15 (a) The Board of Supervisors approves all of the terms and conditions of the 

16 Development Agreement, in substantially the form on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

17 Supervisors in File No. ____ , subject to the consent of the Port Commission, the 

18 Municipal Transportation Agency, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and the 

19 Recreation and Park Commission . 

20 (b) The Board of Supervisors approves and authorizes the execution , delivery and 

21 performance by the City of the Development Agreement as follows : (i) the Director of 

. 22 Planning and (other City officials listed thereon) are authorized to execute and deliver the 

23 Development Agreement, with signed consents of the Port Commission, the Municipal 

24 Transportation Agency, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission , the Recreation and 

25 Park Commission , and the San Francisco Fire Department, and (ii) the Director of Planning 
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1 and other applicable City officials are authorized to take all actions reasonably necessary or 

2 prudent to perform the City's obligations under the Development Agreement in accordance 

3 with ttie terms of the Development Agreement. Without limiting the foregoing, (A) the Port 

4 Director, the Recreation and Park Department General Manager, and the Director of Property 

5 are authorized to execute and perform all City obligations under the Public Trust Exchange 

6 Agreement substantially in the form attached to the Development Agreement, and (B) the 

7 Director of Public Finance and the Controller are authorized to take all preliminary actions 

8 required to form the CFO as described in the Financing Plan, provided the actual CFO 

9 formation documents and issuance of debt will be subject to the review and approval of the 

10 Board of Supervisors. 

11 (c) The Director of Planning, at his or her discretion and in consultation with the City 

12 Attorney, is authorized to enter into any additions, amendments or other modifications to the 

13 Development Agreement that the Director of Planning determines are in the best interests of 

14 the City and that do not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the City or materially 

15 decrease the benefits to the City as provided in the Development Agreement. The Port 

16 Director and the Recreation and Park Department General Manager, at their discretion and in 

17 consultation with the City Attorney, are authorized to enter into any additions, amendments or 

18 other modifications to the Public Trust Exchange Agreement that they determine are in the 

19 best interests of the City and that do not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the 

20 City or materially decrease the benefits to the City as provided in the Public Trust Exchange 

21 Agreement. 

22 Section 6. Board Authorization and Appropriation. 

23 By approving the Development Agreement, the Board of Supervisors authorizes the . 

24 Controller and City Departments to accept the funds paid by Developer as set forth therein, 

25 and to appropriate and use the funds for the purposes described therein . The Board"-
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1 expressly approves the use of the development impact fees as set forth in the Development 

2 Agreement, and waives or overrides any provision in Article 4 of the City Planning Code and 

3 Article 10 of the City Administrative Code that would conflict with the uses of these funds as 

4 described in the Development Agreement. 

5 Section 7. City Administrative Code Conformity and Waivers. 

6 In connection with the Development Agreement, the Board of Supervisors finds that the 

7 City has substantially complied with the requirements of Administrative Code Chapters 148 

8 and 56, and waives any requirement to the extent not strictly followed . The Development 

9 Agreement shall prevail in the event of any conflict between the Development Agreement and 

10 City Administrative Code Chapters 148 and 56, and without limiting the generality of the 

11 foregoing, the following provisions of City Administrative Code Chapters 148 and 56 are 

12 waived or deemed satisfied as follows: 

13 (a) The Project comprises approximately 28 acres and is the type of large multi-

14 phase and/or mixed-use development contemplated by the City Administrative Code and 

15 therefore satisfies the provisions of Chapter 56, Section 56.3(g). 

16 (b) The provisions of Development Agreement and the Workforce Agreement 

17 attached to the Development Agreement as Exhibit P shall apply in lieu of the provisions of 

18 City Administrative Code Chapter 148, Section 148.20, and Chapter 56, Section 56 .7(c). 

19 (c) The provisions of the Development Agreement regarding any amendment or 

20 termination , including those relating to "Material Change," shall apply in lieu of the provisions 

21 of Chapter 56 , Section 56.15 and Section 56.18 . 

22 (e) The provisions of Chapter 56, Section 56.20 have been satisfied by the 

23 Memorandum of Understanding between Developer and the Office of Economic and 

24 · Workforce Development for the reimbursement of City costs, a copy of which is on file with the 

25 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____ _ 
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1 (f) The Board of Supervisors waives the applicability of Section 56.4 (Application, 

2 Forms, lnitiai Notice, Hearing) and Section 56.10 (Negotiation Report and Documents). 

3 Section 8. Planning Code Waivers; Ratification. 

4 (a) The Board of Supervisors finds that the impact fees and other exactions due 

5 under the Development Agreement will provide greater benefits to the City than the impact 

6 fees and exactions under Planning Code Article 4 and waives the application of, and to the 

7 extent applicable exempts the Project from, impact fees and exactions under Planning Code 
• I . . 

8 Article 4 on the condition that Developer pays the impact fees and exactions due under the 

9 Development Agreement. 

10 (b) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Transportation Plan attached to the 

11 Development Agreement includes a Transportation Demand Management Plan ("TOM Plan") 

12 and other provisions that meet the goals of the City's Transportation Demand Management 

13 Program in Planning Code Section 169 and waives the application of Section 169 to the 

14 Project on the condition that Developer implements and complies with the TOM Plan. 

15 (c) The Board of Supervisors finds that the Design Standards and Guidelines 

16 attached to the Development Agreement sets forth sufficient standards for streetscape design 

17 and waives the requirements of Planning Code Section 138.1 (Streetscape and Pedestrian 

18 Improvements) and Public Works Code Section 806(d) (Required Street Trees for 

19 Development Projects). 

20 (d) All actions taken by City officials in preparing and submitting the Development 

21 Agreement to the Board of Supervisors for review and consideration are hereby ratified and · 

22 confirmed, and the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes all subsequent action to be taken 

23 by City officials consistent with this Ordinance. 

24 Ill 

25 Ill 
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1 Section 9. Other Administrative Code Waivers. 

2 The requirements of the Workforce Agreement attached to the Development 

3 Agreement shall apply and shall supersede, to the extent of any conflict, the provisions of 

4 · Administrative Code: (i) Chapter 82.4 (Coverage); (ii) Chapter 23, Article II (Interdepartmental 

5 Transfer of Real Property); and (iii) Chapter 23, Article VII (Prevailing Wage, Apprenticeship, 

6 and Local Hire Requirements), but only to the extent any of the foregoing provisions are 

7 applicable to the conveyance of vacated streets from the City to Developer and the other land 

8 conveyances contemplated by the Development Agreement. 

9 Section 10. Subdivision Code Waivers. 

1 O The Public Improvement Agreement, as defined in the Development Agreement, shall 

11 include provisions consistent with the Development Agreement and the applicable 

12 requirements of the Municipal Code and the Subdivision Regulations regarding extensions of 

13 time and remedies that apply when improvements an~ not completed within the agreed time . 

14 Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors waives the application to the Project of Subdivision 

15 Code Section 1348 (Failure to Complete Improvements within Agreed Time). 

16 Section 11. Effective and Operative Date. 

17 This Ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the date of passage. This 

18 Ordinance shall become operative only on (and no rights or duties are affected until) the later 

19 of (a) 30 days from the date of its passage, or (b) the date that Ordinance ____ _ 

20 Ordinance _____ , and Ordinance _____ have become effective. Copies of 

21 Ill 

22 Ill 

23 Ill 

24 Ill 

25 

Supervisor Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 11 

809 



1 these Ordinances are on file with th~ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos. 

2 and -~----

3 

4 

5 

6 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

7 By: 
Charles Sullivan 

8 Deputy City Attorney 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 20215 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 21, 2018 

Case Nos.: 
Project: . 
Zoning: 

2014-002541GPA 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Existing: NC-2 I M-1 
40-X Height and Bulk 
Proposed: NC-2 / Mixed Use General (MUG) 
India Basin Special Use District 
30/160 - IB Height and Bulk 

Blocks/Lots: 4644/001-018, 004, 004A, 005, 005S, 006, 006A, 007, 008, 009, 
010, OlOA, OlOB, OlOC, 011; 4631/001, 002; 4620/001, 002; 4607/025, 

024; 4596/ 026; 4597/ 026; 4606/ 026, 100; 4621/016, 018, 021, 100, 101; 
4630/005; 007, 100; 4645/001, 003A, 004,006, 007, 007 A, 010, OlOA, 011, 
012, 013; 4630/002; 4645/014, 015 

Project Sponsor: BUILD 

Staff Contact: 

315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Mat Snyder - ( 415) 575-6891 
mathew.snyder@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 

ADOPTING A RESOLUTION TO INITIATE AMENDMENTS TO THE BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT 
AREA PLAN, THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT, THE COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 
AND THE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT. 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides to the 
Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend General Plan Amendments to the 
Board of Supervisors; and 

BUILD, the Project Sponsor; is proposing the development has submitted applications to the San 
Francisco Planning Department ("Department") for Environmental Review, and to enter into a 
Development Agreement ("DA") in association with the proposed India Basin Mixed-Use Project 
("Project"). Along with the required Environmental Review and DA, General Plan Amendments, 
Planning Code Text Amendments, Planning Code Map amendments, and the establishment of a Design 
Standards and Guidelines ("DSG") document would be required for the implementation of the Project. 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(c) the Planning Commission has requested that the 
General Plan be amended as further described below. 

VV\ll{IN.sfplanning.org 
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Resolution No. 20215 
June 21, 2018 

CASE NO. 2014-002541GPA 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Relatedly, the Board of Supervisors is scheduled to introduce legislation to .amend the Planning 
Code (Planning Code Text and Planning Code Map amendments) by rezoning the underlying portions of 
the site from M-1 (Light Industrial) to MUG (Mixed-Use General), rezoning the height district from 40-X 
to 30/160-IB, and establishing the India Basin Special Use District ("SUD") across the 700 Innes site. The 
Board of Supervisors is also scheduled to introduce legislation regarding entering into a DA with the 
Project Sponsor. 

On December 9, 2014, BUILD in p~rtnership with th~ San Francisco Recreatio~ and Parks 
Department ("RPO") submitted an application for joint Environmental Review for the Project.. On 
September 14, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DIER"). On 
September 14, 2017. through October 19, 2017, the Planning Department provided the public with an 
opportunity to commer1t on the DEIR; a public hearing was held on October 19, 2017 to further provide 
public commef\t on the DIER. A hearing is tentatively scheduled for July 26, 2018 for Final EIR 
certification and CEQA findings adoption. 

The Project site is located on roughly 24 acres of undeveloped land at 700 Innes Avenue, which is 
located immediately northeast of the Hunters Point Shipyard. The site is within the Bayview Hunters 
Point Area Plan; most of the site is currently designated for industrial development with site's few 
parcels along Innes A venue designated for mixed-use development. · · 

The Project proposal includes developing approximately, 1,575 units, 209!000 of commercial use, 
1,800 off street parking space, 1,575 bicycle parking spaces, and 1!:i.5 acres of publicly accessible open 
space. The proposal would also feature newly created public streets, pedestrian paths, cycle track, and 
the continuation of the Bay Trail. Buildings on the site are proposed to range from 30 £eet to 160 feet in 
height that would step with the site's terrain down to the water. 

The site is referenced in the General Plan as being designated for industrial° use with a height 
.limit of 40-feet. As such, the Project could not be constructed under the current provisions of the General 
Plan. 

The subject General Plan Amendments would (1) remove Policy 1.6 and Figure 6 and amend 
Figure 3 of the Bayview· Hunters Point Area Plan, which currently identifies the subject site for industrial 
use; (2) amend Urban Design Element Map 4 by establishing maximum heights consistent with the 
proposal; (3) amend Commerce and Industry Element Map 3 by removing the land use industrial 
designation; and (4) and amend the Recreation and Open Space Element Policy 2.4 by removing the 
reference to the India Basin Shoreline Plan, which was previously proposed but not adopted. 

Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority policies and is a basis by which 
differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved. An .initial analysis for 
consistency with the priority findings has determined that the Project meets the findings in that it 
supports new neighborhood serving retail and opportunities for· local businesses without · unduly 
competing with existing retail clusters; that it provides significant new housing opportunities, in a 
context that will better connect and relate to the surrounding neighborhood; that it calls for the. 
development of a robust pedestrian network to encourage travel by foot; that it provides for new 
construction job opportunities and some permanent job opportunities without displacing existing 
industries, and that it calls for establishment of a new green pedestrian and open space network. 
Analysis for consistency for the eight priority policies will be included in all final actions for the 

· proposed General Plan Amendments. 

An initial analysis of applicable General Plan objectives and policies has determined that the 
proposed General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Map ·amendments are, on balance, consistent with 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Resolution No. 20215 
June 21, 2018 

CASE NO. 2014-002541GPA 
India Basin Mixed~Use Project 

the General Plan as it is proposed to be a1nended. The proposed actions offer a compelling articulation 
and implementation of many of the concept outlined in the General Plan, especially the Housing, Urban 
Design, and Recreation and Open Space Elements. A final analysis for consistency with the General Plan 
will be included in the final actions for the General Plan Amendments. 

A draft ordinance, attached hereto as Exhibit A, would remove Policy 1.6 and Figure 6 of the 
Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, amend Map 4 of the Urban Design Element, amend Map 3 of the 
Commerce and Industry Element, and amend Policy 2.4 of the Rec_reation and Open Space Element. 

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the 
Planning Commission Adopts a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the General Plan . 

. AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 306.3, the Planning 
Co~1mission authorizes the Department to provide appropriate notice for a public hearing to ~onsider the 
above referenced General Plan amendments contained in the draft ordinance, approved as to form by the 
City Attorney in Exhibit A, to be considered at a publicly noticed hearing on or· after July 26, 2018. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 
on June 21, 2018. 

~~(~-
Jonas P. Ionit 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Melgar, Johnson, Koppel, Moore; Richards 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAH FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Fong 

June 21, 2018 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

August 24, 2018 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Supplemental Transmittal Packet of Planning Department Case Number: 
2014,002541 ENV/GP A/PCA/MAP/CWP/SHD 
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 
BOS File No: 180681 
Planning Commission Recommendation; Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Cohen, 

On July 26, 2018 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a · 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed General 
Plan Amendment Ordinance for the India Basin Mixed-Use Project. Subsequently, on August 23, 
2018 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Development 
Agreement for the India Basin Mixed-Use Project. 

Previous transmittal packets were submitted to the Board of Supervisors on August 2 and August 
7, 2018 covering other actions related to the India Basin Mixed Use Project. This current submittal 
packet (8/24/18) includes the official transmittal of the General Plan Amendment Ordinance along 
with the actions related to the approval of the Development Agreement. 

The proposed General Plan Amendments and Development Agreement were analyzed in the India 
Basin Mixed Use Project EIR (the "EIR'' ). The Commission certified the EIR on July 26, 2018 .with 
Motion No. 20247 and adopted CEQA findings at the same hearing ~ith Motion No. 20248. · 

At the July 26, 2018 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approv~l of the proposed 
General Plan Amendments and on August 23, 2018 voted to recommend approval of the proposed 
Development Agreeme.nt. Please find attached documents relating to the Commission's action. 

If you have·any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Sincerely, 

Aaron D. Starr 
Manager of Legislative Affairs 

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

Reception: 
· 415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 
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Information: 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials 

cc: Brittni Chicuata, Aide to Supervisor Cohen 
Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attorney 
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Alisa Somera, Office of Clerk of the Board 
John Carroll, Office of the Clerk of the Board 

2014-002541 ENV/PCA/MAP/CWP/SHD 
India Basin Mixed Use Project 

Anne Taupier, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

Attachments (one copy of the following): . 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20250 regarding General Plan Amendments 
Draft Ordinance for the General Plan Amendments 
Planning Commission Motion No. 20261 regarding the Development Agreement 
Draft Ordinance for the Development Agreement (Board File No: 180681) 
Draft Development Agreement 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNiNG DEPARTMENT 

815 

2 



--'\ 
l 

! \'60 i1~ 
lltO(Q% 
tio~1 

~dh+l)t\W. IN 
C<~AJl\~ 

August 27, 2018 q\,~\ti 
Clerk of the Board 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlettt Place 

City Hall 

San Francisco, CA 94102A689 

GREENACTION FOR HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE APPEAL OF 
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF INDIA BASIN MIXED USE PROJECT 

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice files this appeal of the Planning Commission's 
approval of the EIR and the India Basin Mixed Use Project. We file this appeal on behalf of our 
many members and constituents in Bayview Hunters Point whose health, environment, and civil 

rights will be adversely, disproportionately and significantly impacted by the approval of this 

project. 

Greenaction is a San Francisco~based non-profit organization founded in 1997 and led by 
grassroots leaders from urban, rural and Indigenous communities which are impacted by 

pollution, environmental racism, and injustice. We have participated in.the project's 

environmental review and permit process since it began with the Planning Department, 
submitted written comments starting with the Notice of Preparation/Scoping process, and 

testified at public hearings held by the Planning Department and Planning Commission on this 

matter. Due to our extensive participation in the process, and our many mem~ers and 

constituents in the affected community, we have standing to file this appeal. 

I. Planning Commission Improperly Told Greenaction their Decision was Not 
Appealable 

On August 17, 2018, Michael Li of the Planning Department emailed Bradley Angel, 
Greenaction' s Executive Director, in response to our inquny about the Planning Commission's 
decision and questions about appealing that decision. 

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice 
315 Sutter Street, 2nd floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 

Phone: (415) 447-3904 Fax: (415) 447-3905 
www.greenacti9n.org greenaction@greenaction.org 
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Mr. Li's email to Greenaction stated incorrectly that "The Planning Commission's decision to 
adopt CEQA findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (M-20248) is not subject to 
appeal under the EIR certification, as they are related to the project's approvals and not to the 
adequacy or accuracy of the BIR.'' 

On August 27th, Greenaction confmned via a phone call to the Ckrk of the Board of Supervisors 
that the India Basin Mixed Use Project decision is in fact subject to appeal and we were 
informed that we Cffi:?. file an appeal today by 5 pm, which we have done. 

We are concerned that others may also have been misled by Mr. Li's statement, and we therefore 
requ~st that a new notice be published and a new appeal period be enacted. 

It also appears that the final decision was not posted until August 1, 2018, impacting our appeal 
of this decision. · 

II. Refusal t.o Translate Notices and Key·Documents Violates the Civil llights of 
Non-English Speaking Residents and Improperly and Illegally Excludes them 
from Meaningful Civic Engagement 

· It is unfortunate, and a violation oflanguage access and civil rights, that the "Sanctuary City" of 
San Francisco refused to translate key notices and key c).ocuments into languages spoken by 
many residents of Bayview Hunters Point. 

Following numerous emails and testimony by Greenac~on that are part of the administrative 
record, Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Director of Environmental Planning wrote 
to Greenaction-on September 8, 2017. 

In that letter, attached and incorporated as part of this appeal, Ms. Gibson wrote: 

''We acknowledge that the department did not provide a translated Notice of Availability of 
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR, an oversight that we deeply regret. At the same time, we 
respectfully disagree with your proposed remedy that the department restart the CEQA 
process again, with language noticing as you describe." 

. As the Planning Department acknowledged the violation of language access, yet refused to 
remedy it, this project cannot be approved. Approving this project while acknowledging the de 
facto but very real exclusion of the non-English speaking residents of the affected community is· 
unjust, nothing less than racism, and a violation of civil rights. 

The Response to Comments document claimed that CEQA does not require agencies to provide 
language access services. However, civil rights laws also apply to decisions and actions of the 
City and County of San Francisco. Denying non-English speakers equal access to this process is 
a violation of civil rights, regardless of CEQA requirements. 

III. Compliance with Civil Rights Laws: 
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Since the City and County of San Francisco receives federal and state funding, it is subject to and 
. must comply with state and federal civil rights laws-(California Government Code 11135 and 

Title VI of the United States Civil Rights Act). Approval of this project will violate state and 
federal civil rights laws and the approval must therefore be reversed. 

Due to the refusal to translate key notices and documents, and due to approval of this project by 
the adoption of a Statement of Overriding Consideration, the project will have a significant, 
negative and disproportionate impact on the at-risk and vulnerable Bayview Hunters Point 
community. This decision enables the project to add significant unhealthy air pollution about . 
that cannot be mitigated. Therefore, approval of this project would have an unlawful negative 
impact on protected classes of persons - people of color and non-English speakers - in violation 
of state and fe4eral civil rights laws. The approval must be reversed. 

IV. · Statement of Overriding Consideration is Improper, Illegal, and Would Allow 
Significant Increase in Unhealthy Air Pollution in an At Risk ·community 

As mentioned above, the EIR concluded that the project would have several significant negative 
· impacts that cannot be mitigated. The most alarming negative impact that the EIR acknowledges 
cannot be mitigated would be the addition of air pollution above health thresholds, and the air . 
pollution would occur both during construction and the life of the project. 

The City and. County of San Francisco have long acknowledged that Bayview Hunters Point 
residents already suffer the cumulative health impacts from many pollution s·ources, including 
the notorious radioactive contamination-at the Hunters Point Shipyard Super:fund Site located 
next to India Basin. 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District has identified Bayview Hunters Point as a 
CARE Community, an aclmowledgement of the air quality problems afflicting the community. 

The State of California's CalEnviroScreen 3.0 confinns Bayview Hunters Po_int is one of the 
communities most at risk from pollution in the entire state, and concluded that it has a higher 
pollution burden than 90% of the state. CalEnviroScreen, developed by California BP A, 
measures vulnerability through evaluating and quantifying pollution exposures, envirorunental 
effects, sensitive populations and socioeconomic factors. For example, it ranks in the 98th 
percentile for asthma and very high for both diesel emissions and hazardous waste. 

The addition of expensive housing, with some so-called affordable housing, is not a primary 
overriding consideration. · In addition to the fact the increase in housing doesn't help those 
sufforing from air pollution, the so-called affordable housing is still quite e~pensive and not 
affordable to those city residents most in need: 20% less than market value is still not affordable. 
in-any real world definition. 

It is shocking and unacceptable that the City and County would approve any project that would 
add significant and unhealthy amounts of air pollution to Bayview Hunters Point, claiming that 
other "benefits" are "overriding.'.' 
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Nothing is more"important than life, and air pollution kills. That is afacl 

V. Comprehensive Testing of the BUILD LLC Site for Hazardous and Radioactive 
Contamination Has Not T·aken Place, and No Remediation Has Occurred · 

Unlike the Rec and Park component of the project, BUILD LLC to our knowledge has not 
conducted comprehensive testing of the proposed project site. In addition, BUILD LLC has 
publicly stated they have no plan to test for radiation, · despite the site's proximity to the 
rlJ.dioactive Shipyard Superfund site. In addition, early in the project BUILD LLC actually said to 
Greenaction via phone and an in person meeting that the only toxic waste at the site is a "few 
paint cans" - an incorrect statement. · 

It is improper and premature for the project to be appwyed for housing and open space without 
considering the extent and type of toxic contamination at the site and the remediation plan. 

VI.. Effects of Sea Level Rise W~re Never Evaluated 

The DEIR failed to discuss or evaluate the impact sea level rise will have on the propos·ed 
project. The Bay Coi;iservation and Development Commission predict sea level rise of 11 to 19 
inches by 2050 and 30 to 55 inches by 2100. An increase of sea level in addition to storm surges 
exacerbated by climate change will cause coastal flooding, erosion/shoreline retreat, rising 
groundwater and wetland loss. · 

VII. Significant Population and Housing Impacts 

The EIR'.s conclusion that "The proposed project or variant would pot induce substantial 

population growth .. :" and would be "less than significant" is contradicted by the project 

proposal itself. The project would add several thousand primarily upper class residents to . 

Bayview Hunters. Point, significantly increasing population size, and dramatically changing the 

neighborhood's demographics. This would be a major contributor to gentrification-especially 

when evaluated in combination with the shipyard project. 

VIII. Conclusion 

For all the above reasons, we respectfully urge the Board of Supervisors to uphold justice and . 

civil rights . We ask the Board to protect the health, well-being and community of our city's most 

at risk residents by rejecting the project's approval. 

. erely, /) . n 

radley Ang~ ~ 
Executive Director 
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SAN FRANCI.S:CO ltQ~llFc~~J}E~fvi,;o;i··= 
PLANNING. DEPARTMENlAHfR,\?H~ISSO , .. 

2Difl AUG 27 PM 4: 54 
~ · A 1651}Mlsslo~ St 

Planning Commission Mot~on"Nox 2U247 ·-·· ~~8
F~~~lsco, 

HEARING DATE: July 26, 20W cAMiro-2479 

Case.No.: 
Project Address: 

Zoning: 

Block/Lat: 

2014-002541ENV 
In.ilia Basin MJxecL-U.s~-Projed (700·I;nnes Ave:1,1:u.~, 9QO Innes Avenue, 
Indi;i Basin Open Space, and Indi-a ·B,asin Sno:i:elin;~ Park) 

M-1 (Light Industrj.al); M-2 (Beavy In9.ustrial), NC,2 (Sma)l-Scal¢ 
Neighborhood Commercial), and' P fPublk): Districts 

40-X and OS (Open Space) Heigh~ and Bulk Districts 

Various Lots on Blocks 4596, 4597, 4605,.4606, 46ci7, 462.0i 4.6'21, 4-622;_ 
4629A, 4630, 4631, 4644, 4645, and 4646 

Project Spon~r;· Courtney Pash, BUILD 
(415)· 551-7_626 oi- courtnev@bldsf:com 
Nicole Avril, San.Francisco .Recreation and Park Department 

(415) 3D5-8438 or [\icol~®sfgov.org 
5/:nff Contact: Michael I,.i, San F.~arn::lsco Planning· Department 

(415) 575-9107 or michael.fJi@sfgov.org 

Riieepli.on: 
415.5ffi!Ji378 

Eax: 
4-15.558.640{! 

Planning 
lnformatlom 
4'15,~56·.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFlCATION OF A FINAL ENVIRON.MENTAL lfylPACT REPORT 
FOR A PROPO$ED PROJECT AT 700 INNES AVENUE, 900 INNES AVENUE-, INbtA BAS(N OPEN SPACE, AND 
INDTA BASIN SHORELINE PARK, THE AREA GENERALLY BOUNDED BY lNNES AVENUE ON THE WE.S1\ 
m.JNT!;RS· POlNT BLVD. ON THE NORTH, THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY ON THE EAST AND THE EARL STREET 
·RtGHJ-OF-WAY ON THE SOUTH (LARGELY EXCLUDING PARCELS WtTH STRUCTURES) TOTALING ABOUT 
~&.24 ACRES. THE. BUILD FORTION Of 'fHE !NOIA ·aASIN MIXJ;:P·USE PROJECT WOUL,D [NCLUDE TH,E 
DEVE)..OPMENT Of ABOtiT 2$.~6 UNDEVELOPED ACRES (PARCELS AND DESIGNATED RIGHTS·OF·WAY,) 
THAT WOULD R~SU.D' 1N APPROXIMATELY 1,575. RESIOHITIAL UNfFS, 209,000.GSF OF NONRESlDEN'rlAL 
USE;. l)P TO t,800 PARKlNG SPAG~S, 1,575 BICYCLE PAR.KIND SPACES, 15.5 ACRES OF NEW AND 
IMPROVE]) PUBtiGLY ACCESSIBLE OPEN SF?ACE, NEW STREETS .AND OTHER PUBL1.C REALM 
IMPROVE:MENTS. THE RECREATION. ANO- PARKS Dl:PARTMENT COMPONENT OF THE: PROJECT 
CONSISTS OF MAKING lMPROVEMENTs·ro THE SOO·INNES, INDIABASIN OP'EN SPACE, AND lNDfA BASIN 
SHOREUNE PARK PROPERTIES. THESE fMPROVEMENTS .. WOULD INCLUDE ENHANCING EXISTING ANO. 
DEVELOPING NEW OPEN S.PAGE AND RECREATION FACILITIES TOTALING ABOUT 8.98 ACRES. THE 
SUBJECT SITES ARE CURR!::NTLY WlTHfN. THE M-1 (~lGHl°INDUSTRIALJ. M-·Z (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL), N.C-2 
(SMALL~SCALE NBGHBORHOOO COMMERCIAL), AND P (PUBLIC} USE mstRJCTS ANO 40-X AND o.s 
(OPEN, SPACE) HEIG.HT AND BULK.DISTRJCTS. 

\tvvv\N .sfplannlng.org· 

820 



M!)tori N6. iq,247 
,.!ufy· 26, :tot$' 

\ 
i· 
i 

C.AS.E NO .. 2M4-QP2M 1 f:NV 
tn..dia BapJrt MiX.e.cUJ:se p:roje:rni; 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planmn~ Commission (hereinafter "Co:irunission") hereby CERTIFIES the 
Final .Environmental Impact Report (he.rein.after 11FEIR") identified a,s Case No. 2014-002541ENV,. the 
11India Basin Mixed--Use Project11 at 700 Innes Avenue, 9DO Innes Avenue, India Basin Open Space, and 
India Basin Shoreline Park (hereinafter "the Project"), based upon the following findings:- · 

1. The qty· and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter "the 
Department"). fulfilled all procedural requirements of i:he California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. 

Pub. Res. Code Section 21dOO et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Admin. 

Code Title. 14, Section 15000 et seq~ (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the San 

Francisco AP.ministratLve Code (hereinar:ter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Department determined ~hat an Environmental Impact Repwt (hereinafter "Elli.") was 
required and provided pub.lie notice of that detetmination by publkaiion in a newspaper of 

general circulation on June 1, 2016. 

B·. The. Department published the Draft EIR (hereinafter "DEIR") on Septen.,ber 13,. 201,7, and 
provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availabiltly of the DEJR for 

public review and comment and of the date and time of the Plan1;ing Comrhis~io:i;1 public he?Xi:ng 
on th.e DEIR; this notice waif mailed to the Department's list of persons requesting such notice ;md 

to property owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the site on September 13, 2017. 

C. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near 

the project site by the. projecE sponsor on September i3, 2017. 

D. Copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to. a- list-of persons requesting it, to those 

noted on the distribution list in the DEIB, to adjacent property owners, and to government 

agencies, the. latter both directly and through the State Clearing;house, on September 13, 2017. 

E, A Notice of Completion was filed with the State Sec;retary of Re.sources via. tl:ie State 

Clearinghouse on September 13, 2017. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertlsed public hearing on said DEIB on October 19, 2.017, at-which 

oppo:i:tunity for public comment was given, and public co~ent was received on the. DEIR. The 

period for a~ceptance. of wri.tten comments ended on October 30, 2017. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environp:1.e1;1.tal issues r~ceived at the public 
hearing and in writing during the public revfew period for the DEIB, prepared revisions to the text of
l;he_ DEIR in response to ~qmme.nts· received or base,d qn addition.!U information that b~ame available 

during the public .review period, and corrected -erro1·s in the DE;lR. Th.is material was presented in 
Responses to Comments (hereinafter "RTC") documertt published on July 11, 2018, distributed to the 

Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made- availab_le to others upon requB$t 
at the Departmmt · 

4. An FEIR has been prepared by the Department, consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and 

comments received during the revie_w process, any additional information that became available, and 

the RTC docu;ment, all as required by law. 

S/<l< fRAHCISCO 
' PLANNlNG; DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 20247 
July 2$, 20-1:8 

.-··, 
f 

CASE·NO-. 2014-00ZS41eNV 
f.ndfa a~srn MjxedJ-Use Pr-oJ,eoCt. 

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. TI1es.e files 

are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and axe pa1;t of the 

r~cord before the Commission. 

6. On July 26, 2.018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 
and hereby does: fin!i that the conta1ts of said report and the procedures through which the FEIRwas 

prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Revised Project 

analyzed in the DEIR and the RTC document. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2.014-002541h"NV 
reflects the independent judgment and analysis. of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 

accurate and objective, and that the RTC document contains no significant revisions to the DEIR, and 
hereby does CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in complian~e with CEQA .and the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

9. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby d0es find that the. Project 
described in the EIR: 

A. Will have significa!').t unavoidable project-level environmental effects on cultural resources, noise, 
air quality, and wind; and 

B. Will have significant cumulative environmental effects on cultu~al :resourc~, fransportation and 
circulation, noise, and air quality. 

10. The Plaruung Commission reviewed and considered the infor!Ii.ati;n coiltained in the FEIR J?riOE to 
approving the Proje~t. · 

I hereby certify that the foregping Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of July 26, 2018. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSE.t'\l'T: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN fR~NCiSCO 

Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Richards 

None 

Hillis, Moore 

July 2.6-, 2.018 

PIJU'ININ:Gi PEPAA'[1,1~T 
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ell" 
Jonas P. Ion~ 
Commission Secretary 
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INDIA BASIN 

MIXED-USE PROJECT 

Land Use & Transpo.rtation Committee Hearingf 
.1. Overview of Project 
2. Approvals Before the Board 
3. RPO Project 
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................................ ,., JNOIA BASIM SHORELINE PARK PROPERTY (RPO): 5.6 Acres 
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.'"INOIA BASIN OPEN SPACE PROPERTY (RPO/ SF PORT): 6.2 Ao(;, 
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, •• 700 /NNES PROPERTY· / 

/ ,. 

4. BUILD Project Background 
...... __ ... ·· PRIVATELY OWNED PARCELS (BUILl:)J: 17.12Acres 

/ 
/ 

5. BUILD Project Design 
6. Development Agreement 
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CEQA. PROJECT SITE BOUNDARY 

RPO / BUILD OEVELOPM£NT BOUNOAAY LINE 
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!NIDIA BASIN 
MIXED-USE PROJECT 

Land Use 8t Transportation Committee Hearing 
· 1.. _Overview of Project 
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!NOIA BASIN 
MIXED-USE PROJECT 

Land Use & Transportation Comn1ittee Hearing 
1. _ Overview of Project 

• BUILD Com·ponent 
• Context: Southern Bayfront Strategy 

. -: :,,;,];?: :;;: .. 

SOMA 

. ·'-~~ . 

.I . 
• CHINA BASIN 

·~,.,,'.\:?-- . 
. ,MISSION e itDm 
. BAY-· ··-

SHOYIPLACE/ DDOPATCH ti~ liili!I 
PO TRERO . .....,. .0,. CENTRAL -

""""" '11:iJ'. ." WATERFRONT._-

. . . 

_ :mKm~mu,;islAli cRm -, 
·,;:;, . . 

BAYVIEW 

...., . (j 

mmm_,;~~#~ 
'.·:·,~··:·~·-;, .. , 

SOUTHERN BAYFRONT 

20,000 NEW HOUSEHOLDS 

· 33% of new /7ous_eholds will be affordable 

-.. 6700 
_.-- . -' . 

AFFORDABLE 
HOUSEHOLDS 

· New bo11seholds will include a mixture 
of rental apartments and for-sale cond, 

_ .. 
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INDIA BASIN 
MIXED-USE PROJECT 

. . . 

Land Use &t Transportation Committee Hearing 
1. Overview of Project 

• Recreation and Park Department Component 
• BUILD Component 

• Context: Southern Bayfrorit Strategy 

• 1,575 units {25% affordable) 
• · 209,000 Non-residential 

• 

0 

0 

0 

Community facilities 
Neighborhood serving ·retail 
Grocery store 

0 Business service 
14 Acres of new and rehabilitated open space 

~~ 
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INDIA BASIN 

MIXED-USE PROJECT 

Approvals Before the Board 

General Plan Amendments 
• 

• 

.. 
• 

Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan 
• Figure 2 - Land Use 
• Figure _6 - India Basin 
• Policy 1.6 

Urban Design Element 
• Map 4 

Commerce and Industry Element 
• Map 1 

Recreation and Open Space Element 
• Policy 2.4 
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INDIA BASIN 
MIXED-USE PROJECT 

Approvals_ Before 
the Board 

Text Amendment {SUD) and Map 
Am·endrnents 

• 900 Innes 
• Light Industrial to Public/ 

co Open Space 
· ~ • India Basin Open Space (IBOS) 

• Light Industrial° to Public/ 
Open Space 

• 700 Innes Avenue 
• Portion Zoned M-1 to 

MUG 
• 40-X to 20/160-IB 

• 700 Innes and 1805 . 
• India Basin Special Use 

District 
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CEQA PROJECT SITE BOUNDARY 
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FEE1 NORTH 
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History/Consequences 

Existing Conditions 
Underutilized parks 
in contaminated 
historic boatyard 

Project Relevance 
1.m mi of contiguous 
shorefront in Equity 
Zone lacking open 
space. Will address 
expected growth in 
the Southeast. 

Project Features 
Community hub with 
gathering spaces and 
play/fitness areas. 
Project will preserve 
history, restore 
natural areas with a · 
resilient design. 
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India Basin Waterfront Study Task Force 

· A. Philip Randolph Institute 

• Golden Gate Audubon Society 

• Bay Institute Aquarium Foundation 

• Build Inc. 

• Five Points 

• Green Action for Health and Env. Justice 

· Hunter's Point Family 

• Hunter's Point Shipyard CAC 

• Hunter's View Tenant Association 

· • India Basin Neighborhood Association 

• Literacy for Environmental Justice 

• Morgan Heights Tenants Association 

• OCII 

· OEWD. 

• Office of Supervisor Malia Cohen 

· Parks 94124 

• PG&E 

~ Port of San Francisco 

• Public Housing Tenants Association 

· Rafiki Coalition for Health and Wellness 

· Recreation and Parks D.epartment 

• Samoan Community Development Center 

• San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

· San Francisco Municipal Transit Authority 

• San Francisco Parks Alliance 

· Sierra Club . 

· • The Trust For Public Land 

· Young Community Developers 
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Community Engagem~nt 

....... ~ 1.l'\!• .. ,,'4?'d:..-;t,;.-~,hl ~ -;r-'°-{i"'°'i '"• ,';.'"J-~ - • ':: "•"~ ,>J9l ,._, ,,.,.--.,w.. --;, 07- -t:i :." 
5, • -~ 'iV,t ..!f"-7:.;f. .:,~.:1,et.·~r !"'..:a-;,.~V.i -:~.! ... ·r·{·~-- . ,ti ,~ • .:(~--~i ~\-,.~. ~r.;_ ·,.;:i,:..~i1!t, 

-1st i I 2rd ~d 
Talk.Force MIi: : "TaskFon:<e MIi: osk Force Mt 

2/ll i I 8/27 10/7 
f dsC:Uss: discuss: 

itl.troducc: 1 ·. tt;chnlcaf studies, compctilion, 
Pft)<essair..,..,ent I I µrogranunine critorl• 
!'">frem idees I ! 

.,~Ii~"*-;J}.:ijc .s:sxx3'~;:sig Jij{,eri\'i?}1llli)~\'(~J' ii,:4f",,c,.!O: 

4th 

1

...--5-th~- I ""hlir. 

Truk Fore< Task For<%~ I Prtsentation 
Mti: I 12/3 offroposals 

~ ~~~~w Brown~ l 
_..--~ ---

,,- Public. •.) 
I ext,jliit:on 

-...:"•nt ___ ,/ . 

1st 
Community 

Mtr 
preient: 
drn~ canCf:$:lt 

~faooprioos 

2nd 
Comm..,ity . 

Mtg 

l11J1 ln:J• 'l'l11rtne1 P'artl ,l Ttri'L.•1tJI'!. ,_ l'hlo:'17 

It would be great if ••• 
~~ 1,~ %kT~f
~()r+i fe,1 I ot, 
?Jcnic/r,ir;.. ~n 
? \i,.u 5mch-tes "to~fo,,,.i?'tf 

_L ________ ... -··- ---· 
pao;ile + 1,'lacn + npfflert~n 



co 
v) 
0, 

Park Map 
NEIGHBORH0.00 EDGE 
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PLANNING TO DATE From 1969 to Present 

• Bayview Transportation Improvements Project 
• The Bayview Transportation and Infrastructure Plan 
• Blue Greenway Planning Design Guidelines 
• Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Transp. and IP 
• EcoCenter At Heron's Head Park 
• Heron's Head Park 
• Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Phase II 
• Hunters View 
• · India Basin Shoreline/Area C 

~ • India Basin· Shoreline -The Community Vision 
~ • India Basin Shoreline Park 

• India Basin Shoreline Plan 
• Muni Forward 
• Northside Park and Streetscape Improvements · 
• San Francisco Bay Plan 
• San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
• San Francisco Bicycle Plan 
• The San Francisco Shipyard 
• Transit Effectiveness Project 

BUILD: I SOM I BIONIC I GEHL I SOE I BKF I A10 
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT TO DATE 

PROJECT ADVISORY GROUPS 

• Bayview Working Group (BVWG) 
India Basin Working Group (IBWG) 

GROUP & INDIVIDUAL · 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Audubon and Sierra Clubs 
Banya Spa 
Bay.org / EcoCenter 
Bay Trail and Water Trail 
Greenaction 
Local Residents and Business Owners 

ADJACENT BUILD ING HOAS & 
· . TENANT ASSOC. 

Alice Griffith 
Hunters Point East 
Hunters Point West 
Hunters View 
Morgan Heights 
Westbrook Residents 
800 Innes 
828 Innes 
748 Innes 
860/870/880 Innes 

21 

59 

23 

NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS/ 

ASSOCIATIONS 
14 

Bayview Residents Improving Their Environment (BRITE) 
Economic Development on Third (EDOT) 
India Basin Neighbor.hood Association (IBNA) 
Merchants of Butchertown 

HOSTED WORKSHOPS 

Affordable Housing and Workforce Outreach 
India Basin Transportation Action Plan . 

21 

India Basin Waterfroht Parks and Trails Task Force 

NEIGHBORHOOD TASK 

FORCES & CACS 
14 

Bayview Hunters Point Environmental Justice Task 
Force 
Hunters Point Bayvi.ew CAC (Bayview CAC) 
Hunters Point Shipyard CAC (HPS CAC) 

J · 152 Total Outreach M eeti ngs j 



CD 
~ 
O') 

MAXIMIZE OPEN SPACE 

D Streets, Shared Ways, 
Sidewalks & Bike L;mes 

Parks, Plazas, Open Space, 
Pedestrian Pathways & Stairs 

Developed Building Area 

BUILD: I SOM I BIONIC I GEHL! SOE I SKF IA10 

EXISTING ZONING 

:~::--, 
18% 

I. 

i" l ,, 

IBNA PLAN 

·s, ,.,s._"-.::{ .. 

- --- 1 · 

·~-... 
31% 

PROPOSED PROJECT (BUILD) 

' 
14% 
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APPROACH 
Connect ing_ the Community 
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DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM 

Residential 
1,.575 Units 

Neighborhood 
. Commercial/ 
Institutional 
209,000 GSF 
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DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM 

Residential 
1,575 Units 

Neighborhood 
Commercial/ 
lnstifutional 
209,000 GSF 

Open Space -
14 Acres Public Parks 

-and Open· Space 
5 Acres New Public Park 
6 Acres Rehabilitated 
Shoreline 

· 3 Acres New Privately 

Ow ned Publ icly Accessible 
Open Space 
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DEVE LOPMENT 
PROGRAM 

Residential 
1,575 Units 

Neighborhood 
Commercial / 
Institutional 
209,000 GSF 

Open Space 
14 Acres Public Parks 
and Open Space 

Parking 
Up to 1,800 Spaces 

Up to 1575 Residential 
Spaces 
Approx. 225 Public Spaces 
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ACTIVE GROUND 
FLOOR USES 

BUILD: I SOM I BIONIC J GEHL I SOE J BKF I A10 
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INDIA BASIN 
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DISTRICT SUSTAINABILITY AND RESILIENCE 

-

WATER: 100% non-potable demands met 
District-vyide treatment system provides recycled water to meet all 
non-potable demands 

ENERGY: Net Zero Public Realm 
Lighting, Water treatment and vehicle charging are all part of net 
zero public reafni 

STORMWATER: 100% on-site treatment 
Treatment integrated into Big Green provides amenity and tow
energy_ management solution 

41, . RESILIENT SHORELINE 
-Coastal adaptation to sea level rise and changing habitat 

HIGH PERFORMANCE BUILDINGS 
Energy performance which exceeds Title 24 requirements and use of 
all-electric heating and hot water to _reduce greenhouse gas (GHG} . 
emissions 

BUILD: I SOM I BIONIC I GEHL I SOE I BKF I A10 
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,Cf~ INDIA BASIN TRUST CONTRIBUTES 
11,{i.lJII' TO USER EDUCATIOM + MATERIALS 

RESEARCH 
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l 100% STORMWATER 
i TREATED ON-SITE 

Figure 1-37! Potential Distric1 SustainabilityStr&1egies 
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. SEA LEVEL RISE 

Shoreline Improvements 

Infrastructure and amenities along shoreline 
designed to be resilient through at least 100 
years of sea level rise. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
Negotiat ion Framework 

HOUSING . 
AFFORDABLITY . 

TRANSPORTATION 

SUSTAINABILITY 

BUILD: I SOM I BIONIC I GEHL I SOE I SKF I A1D 

· ·~!~ EQUITY & 
DIVERSITY 

SEA LEVEL 
RISE 

OPEN SPACE 

WORKFORCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

" · Ensuring equitable and 
beneficial growth . 

., Developing a unified 
negotiation framework. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

• 14 Acres new.and improved 
public open space 

BUILD: I SOM I BIONIC I GEHL I SOE I BKF IA1ci 



CD 
CD 
c.,.) 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

Open Space 

• 14 Acres new and improved 
public open space 

• 1.5 Mile continuous 
waterfront park 
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DEVELQPMENT AGREEMENT 
· Open Space 

• 14 Acres new and 
improved public open 

. space 

• 1.5 Mile continuous 
waterfront park 

• $1.5 Million annual 
operation and 
maintenance CFD 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

Facilities CFD 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

Add itional Benefits 

Onsite childcare facility 

First Source hiring opportunity 

$10 Million transit fee contribution 

17% Local business enterprise goal 
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October 15, 2018 

Re: India Basin Development Agreement "Housing Plan" 

. Supervisors, . 

COUNCIL OF COMMUNITY 
· HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS. 
The voice of San Francisco's 
affordable housing movement 

The Council of Community Housing Organizations does not have a formal position supporting or 
opposing the India Basin development project, but we do wish to provide some comments for your 
consiqeration regarding the proposed Housing Plan for the project. 

Exhibit H of the Development Agreement proposes 1,575 total units, with 25% cif all residential 
units built within the project site as inclusionary units, affordable units on their own sites, .or a 
portion of this requirement may be met through in lieu fees. If provided onsite, that's 394 
affordable units. 

As always with affordability deals, the devilish details are important to review closely. There are 
three primary issues we flag for your consideration: 1.) on-site housing affordability levels are 
inconsistent with the City's Inclusionary housing standards, 2.) no obligation to provide 
development sites for 100%affordable housing, 3.) effective net reduction in the 25% affordability 
through allowed in lieu fee option. 

Affordability levels inconsistent with the City's inclusionary housing standards. 

The affordable housing plan only requires that the total of all units meet an average of 110% AMI 
for rentals and 120% AMI for condos. There is no obligation to have even a single low-income unit 
(below 80%AMI) on site. By contrast, the Citywide Inclusionary Housing standard has three tiers of 
units - 55%AMI; 80%AMI; 110%AMI-with the average across the entire Indusionary requirement 
being 75%AMI. Ownership inclusionary units also have three tiers at 80%AMI; 105%AMI; 
130%AMI-'-not a single fixed average for all units. The proposed India Basin deal is a significantly 
different, higher-income inclusionary housing standard than what developments across the rest of 
the City are required to provide to meet a range of household income needs. If provided as 
inclusionary onsite, it would thus make sense that the India Basin units should follow the citywide 
Inclusionary Housing rules as described in Sec 415, in order to meet-a range of incomes. Otherwise, 
as currently written, ALL affordable units could be provided at 110% or 120% AMI. For 
comparison, according to the MOH CD 2018 AMI table, the "affordable" price at those levels would 
be tar:geted to individuals earning between $91,000 and $100,000. 

No obligation to provide development sites for affordable housing. 

The affordable housing plan has no obligation to provide a site to the city for nonprofit 
development, just an option (instead of some of the inclusionary units) for 'up to three' sites at the 

325 Clementina Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 ccho@sfic-409.org I 415.882.090 l 

The Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) is a coalition of 25 community-based housing developers, service 
providers, and tenant advocates. We fi ght for funding and policies that shape urban development and empower low-income. 
and working-class. communities. · The work of our member organizations has resulted in nearly 30,000 units of affordable housing, 
as well as. thousands of construction and permanent jobs for city residents. 
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developer's discretion (Exhibit H, Page 7). To create a diverse balance of affordability, it would 
make sense that the plan include a clear requirement for three dedicated sites, with an RFP process 
to.sel~ct community based nonprofit developers fo_r these sites with local engagement and 
experience. 

Effective net Reduction in affordability through allowed in lieu fee option: . . 

The affordable housing plan allows a portion of the 25% affordable requirement to' be fulfilled 
through in-lieu fee payments (Exhibit H, page 10), generating fees for up to 75· offsite affordable 
units that can be satisfied through either new construction or a~quisition rehabilitation exclusively 
in Supervisor District 10. While options to provide funding in the broader District 10 are a good · 
goal, the method of calculating this does not maintain equivalency with the value of the on-site 
Inclusionary units. By allowing an INCREASE in on-site market-rate housing, the fee-out actually 
results in a net reduction of affordability and a cost reduction to the developer. In order to maintain 
the total 25% affordable obligation, the in-lieu payment would need to be sufficient funding for 100 
offsite units. Moreover, the fee methodology sho.uld not undercut the citywide fee calculation, 
which as you know is currently at 30% for rentals and 33% for condos. Following is our calculation: 

o Onsite option: (394 affordable)/ 1575 total= 25% . 
o On/Off$ite option: (319 on.site+ 100 offsite) / 1675 total= 25% 

As an alternative, the following changes to the India Basin Development Agreement's Housing Plan 
could better meet the concerns laid out above, and would serve a full range of affordable housing 
needs by income and household size. 

1. The Housing Plan could require that any onsite inclusionary units meet either the three 
tiers and overall average AMI specified in the citywide Inclusionary policy; or, if an 
"averaging" approach is preferred, the following scale: 

a. For studios and 1-BR units, an average AMI up to 80% AMI, with units spread evenly 
in a range from 60% AMI to 100% AMI. 

b. For 2-BR and larger units, an average AMI up to 100% AMI, with units spread evenly 
in a range from 60% AMI to 140% AMI. 

c. A minimum of 40% of inclusionary units to be 2-BR or larger, with 10% 3-BR or 
larger. 

2. The Housing Plan could specify that sites for 100% affordable housing, with minimum site 
capacity for 200 units, shall be dedic_ated to the City as development-ready pads; to be 
issued as RFQs/RFPs by MOH CD to a community based nonprofit affordable housing 
developer with local experience and community engagement These units would serve 
income levels up to 60% AMI. · 

3. The Housing Plan could specify equivalency between onsite and in lieu fee obligations, by 
requiring that any reduction in onsite units through in lieu fees should result in funding for 
an equiyalent of 1.33 offsite units, using the same fee scale as required for projects citywide. 

Sincerely, 

Fernando Marti and Peter Ccihen 
Co-directors, Council of Community Housing Organizations 
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ALAMEDA: COUNTY 
John J •. Bauter.s: 

Paulin_~ Rus~q cJtter 
Scott· Haggerty 

Nate Miley· 

CONTRA ·COSTA COUNTY 
.John Gioia · 

D.-!vid Hµdson 
{Chair) 

Karen Mitchoff 
Mark Ross . 

MARIN 'cou NTY 
Katie Rice 

:(Vice .Chair) 

NAPA COUNTY 
Bra~ Wageiikriecht 

sAN FRJi.Ncisco couNTY 
R,Jfael rv1andelmi;in 

Hillary Ronen 
Tyr.one.Jue 

(SF0.Mayor's Appointee) 

SAN MATEO COUNTY 
. bavid Canep~ . 

.Carole Grcii:im 
boug1<:im 

SANTA CLAR,/\ COUJIJTY 
rviarnaret .l\tie~Koga 

Cirid{Chave_i · 
Liz Kniss 

Rod G,. S.inks 
(secretary) 

SbLANO cour,frv 
P~te :9ar.ichez 
J?ines Speri~g 

SONOMA COUNTY 
Teresa Barrett 
Shirlee Zane 

Jack P. Broadbent 
EXECUTIVE OFFiCER/ APCO 

. Connect with the 
Bay Area Air Di$trict: 

rl--~ ~o 

Oc:tober 10, 2018 

Mcil.ia Cohen, PresidentoftheBoardofSuperv:isors 
Angela Caiviilo, Clerkofthe Board ofSµpE!rvisors 
City and Coll ntyof San Fra_ricisto 
-1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Subject: Air District comments at October 2, 2018 Board Hearing regarding the India 
Basin Mixed 0 Use ProjectEIR Appeai 

Dear Ms. Cohen arid Ms. CalviliO 

B~yArea A_ir Qllality Management .Dishic_t (Air District) staff.made publk: corntnent_s at 
the bctober2; 2018 Board Hearing regarding the India Basin EIR Appeal. These 
comments were regarding the Projeds air qualjty m.itigation measures to rnin_imjze 
exposure to fine particulat~ rnat.ter (PM2.s} from th!;"! Project's tonstruttion 'and 
.operation activities, PM2.s is by fa'r the most harmful air po'llutant in the Air District's 
Jurisdiction in terms of public health. ,Scientific evideric:e indicates thc1t both long~tet:m 
anp sht>rt-term ei<posure to PM~.s can ¢a Use a wide range ·of he-alth effects; sucfas 
. aggravating asthma, .bron"i::hitis; respiratory and cardio~vascular.symptoms, and 
contributing. to heart i:iUacks and :death. 

Bayview~Hi.mters Po1ntahd other parts of eastern San Francisco experience higher 
PM2.s leve"is than much of the region. The combination of higher pollution levels ~md_ 'a 
coriimi:mity partic:ularly vul11erable t9 air pollution led th~ Air Distrktto highlight 
eastern Sah i=·ranCisco as an impacted community through our Community Air .Risk 
Evaluation (CARE) program and, more recently, through our Community Health 
Protection Program we are deve.loping in response to AB 6i7, 

., . 

In t'hespri-tt of protec:ting public health anct II) respc;,nse tothe October 10th memo from 
l.isa Gibson to Angela, CaJvillo.regatding Appeal ofthe Certification of the Project EIR, 
we·would like to elaborate cind clarify on the October 2,2018 comments as follows: 

The Project'$ analysis ai:id mitigation i:neasures are sufficient 
.Since the October 2, 2018: Board Hearing, Air District staff hasrev1ewedCity staffs 
· r~spo11ses f ntended to icienfify fl:!asible mitigation rnea~u r~s in re:sponse to Air Oistrfct 
cqrnment$ at the Board Headrig. Air District.staff greatly appreciates Citystaff'.s 
responsiveness to our concerns. AirDistrictstaff agrees that the Prqject's analysis of 
and. mitigatJon meci,sures fqr PMi.s c:oncentrcitions are sufficient. The Proje<:t's PM2~s 
analysis adheres" toJecornrn.ended Air District methods. Where t~e Project's analysis 
diverges from Air District methods, the methods are more stririge nt a rid, thus, more 
health protective, These more stringent methods rely on the City's Community Risk 
Reduction Pl,rn and Project-specific emissions analysis. In sum/ the.result is a rigorous . 

_ and highly health 0 protective analysis of both,,backg,round ~nd Prqject-spedfic 
emissibns. 

375 BEALE S.TREET, SunE 600 • SAN FRANCISCO CA• 94105 • 415.771.6000 • www,f!aaqmd.gov 
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IVlalia Cohen 

· Air Disfrlct supports mixed~use)md:Jtifill projects 

0C\9P..e.r 10~. 2,018 
Page 2 

The Ai.r District has iong recogn'iz~d t.~e finpprtapce CJf mix~d-use and .infill projects, such as this 
Projecl;Jo Fielpthe. Bay A.:reareac;h its. •.=iitqu~litygq;;ils, Mixe:cl-u$ei ant! infil.1. projec;ts tb.a(prqvic:lf;ljQ~.~ 
a hd hoGsJng Ill urba'n areas With excelient ~ccesi:; .to tra hsit :and short.d istahces betwee r\ ~eside htial, . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . ... .. .. . 

employment; retaiL and rec;reation.al tJ.s~s help ~9 wduce trc:1nsportation ern..issions. Transportcition 
.erriisiioris 'include triterfa iir' pollut~rits (induding PM2.s); greerihouse gas ·ernissionii, afitjdii:1sel 
p:articUlate'matter arid .other' toxi<i,airtontaminarits. For more [hformation abbuttheAir,Dlstrict's 
,;.;ork to ;up port ~lxed~~s~ ·i:llld infill dev~ioprnentwhiie protecting pubiic health, pleas.e seethe 
guidebook:P!bhnr~itFJedldiw~#iacQ(•2oi6) ~ndn{e .2017c1eaii AfrPlah: st5df~t11iiXi1."Ebbi-~t#t climate!. · · · · ·. ···· ···· ·· ··· - ·· · · · · 
.:, . ·~ ··: -~ ·~ .- . ·: ... 

The Air Plstrict anct Ciiy staff hav,e ah :excellent partnership 
As stated at the6ctob¢r 2, 2018 Bc,ard Headng.,the city has been a great partriertb the AirD/strkt 
In .addition to adopting? Gr~~rihow,eGa!i .RE!duct1on$tr.ategy,·theCity ls the oniyjurlsdictionwithin 
the Air D1sfrictto iri:\plem~ht dgorotis health p[otective po(ides within the iubdc .of a. titywicle 
community Risk Red9ttfon Plan to r.ecfucethe health impattsofair polhition dtyw.iae{ahd 
particufar!yfo~vulnerable populations). TheCity's.riskreduction eiffort/i to requirl:! new re~idential 
con;tr~ctiori prpj~ct$Jcicateid i~ thediv'/i:Arr Pblltition Eiposure zones to install ehhiiiiced ventilation 
to protect residents fr.om a Ir pollution,. the City has aiso adopted a Ca.hstructia.h bustControl 
Ordi11a11ce and the Cl~an qp11strlJction Qrdfriaq.c;1=,~, Air DJstrictsfaff'gr~:afly appred~fos.§m f ranc;ii;c;d' s 
cprrimitm~ntto r:educ:ing :c'.!if pollution ernissiqhs. aricl>eiq:ios\]re.i City jtaff;$• respcji)5e.to Air Dis.tricn.· 
concerns.the:weeko(bctobed! ~pis ahoutthe. Pro1ectisJust ahcither example .of.staffs· 
re~ponsiy~ness artj fl~><il?iH:tvc 

.Air D.istrict staff approaches this collaboration astechnicaLexpetts oh air pollution aiiq :clirnc:1:te 1ss.ues , 
We da. not make, iand use deci5iohs;lhatis the apptopr.iatE:l rofe fQr CiW: sta.ff and decjsiqh makers;. 
We ·,;1rf:!;c;ornrnjt\edtocontinu~t.o. ,,,tor~ vyit~y(ju t.o assure'fhc1t .airquality,. health~ ·ahd .dim.ate 

. impacts are analyzed correctly and minirniiedtothe greatestexterit possible . 

In sumi Air Qi.strict .staffgr~a.tJv ;ip.rirf¢i.ate~• the apporturiity~q work with the.Cify to ~i:ldr~ss·arr 
qual1t\i] rnpacts on this Pr¢j~cta(Jd Qtbers. W.e Took forward tci a meetingwithCity :Staff soon to 
discusswaysthe. Air Distric:tand City c;an work tp imprQve our afr quality corisultatio.nprocess. lfyou 
have anv forth er' questicin:S ~b~~t the Ait Distri~t' ~. reliJeW of this Project; please contact Alison Kirk, 
Serilor Planner; ;;it (415) '749~5169 or akirk@ba~qmd.goV, . . 

~ ·· 
GregNddd .. . .. 
De puty•Air Poiiutiqn c;pntrol ,Q.ffice-r • 

C¢: BAAQMD DirectorTyrcinejue 
BAAQf\ilD .Director R.afcie! M.,111delmcJri 
BAA.QMb Jjfre.dor Hillary Rorieo 
Lisa Gibson, En\lironmental Review Officer . 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: RPD Communications (REC} 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Thursday, October 18, 2018 12:11 PM 

Major, Erica (BOS) 

FW: PRESS RELEASE: India Basin Open Space Plan Moves Forward 

Sent: Tuesday, October 16, 2018 5:35 PM 

Subject: PRESS RELEASE: India Basin Open Space Plan Moves Forward 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Oct. 16, 2018 

Contact: 

SF Rec and Park Depmtment's Communications Office .· 

RPDCommunications@sfgov.org 

India Basin Open Space Plan Moves Forward 

SAN FRANCISCO-A plan to revitalize a network of waterfront open space in the city's southeast by 

rehabilitating and uniting several poorly conditioned existing open spaces into a single, seamless design 

received approval by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors today. 

Supervisors voted to certify the environmental impact repo1t for the India Basin waterfront project, which will 

combine 900 Innes Ave, a long~vacant bayside lot the City acquired in 2014, with two existing parks that border 

it: India Basin Shoreline Park and India Basin Shoreline Open Space, both of which would undergo significant 

improvements. The resulting 8-acre waterfront park would connect the Bay Trail and provide open spaces, 

trails and umivaled recreational opp01tunities for residents. The plan is a collaboration between the San 

Francisco Recreation and Park Depmtment, Build Inc, the Tmst for Public Land, the San Francisco Parks 

Alliance, Pm1cs 94124, the A. Phillip Randolph Institute, Young Community Developers, the India'Basin 

Neighborhood Association and many other neighborhood and park serving organizations. 

"India Basin will transform an abandoned industrial site into an imp01tant community space that will serve 

Bayview residents and visitors from across the Bay Area," said Mayor London N. Breed. "I want to thank Rec · 
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& Parks, the numerous community organizations, and Bayview residents for their hard work to make this plan a 

reality." 

Supervisor Malia Coher:i, who represents the area, stressed the urgency and imp01tance of the project. 

"The India Basin Park, which has the best views in the City, is the long overdue crown jewel of San Francisco's 

waterfront park system," Cohen said. "The Bayview-Hunters Point and India Basin community will finally gain 

much-deserved space for active recreation, to take a stroll, or to have a family barbecue. I'm proud to see this 

project move forward, benefiting our D10 community and the City as a whole." 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department General Mari.ager Phil Gfosburg envisions the completed India 

Basin project as "one of the most imp01tant park projects in modem San Francisco history." 

"India Basin provides an incredible oppo1tunity to transform an industrial segment of the southern waterfro~t 

that has long been neglected into a beautiful network of parks that will be a source of health and recreation, 

economic an1 workforce development, environmental stewardship and joy for Bayview and India Basin 

neighborhood residents. Equity and public access have been the driving force behind every detail of this plan," 

Ginsburg said. 

Today's approval represents an imp01tant step in realizing the comprehensive plan. 

"Bayview-Hunters Point and India Basin residents deserve access to a beautiful and clean shoreline park that 

reflects their values and provides more opp01tunities to play, be healthy and connect to nature and each other. 

There is still a long road ahead to make this vi_sion a reality and this a significant milestone in the process," said 

Alejandra Chiesa, Bay Area program director for The Trust for Public Land. 

More than 30 Bayview community stakeholders, regional organizations and local prope1ty owriers guided the ·. 

programming and design process. The plan will connect the residents of public housing, now isolated on the 

hills, with the coastline. Vendors will offer healthy food choices historically lacking in the neighborhood. The 

Shop, a remnant of the site's long-ago life as a boatyard, will nurture the next generation of makers through 

boat building workshops and other creative and life skills classes . 

. · "The Parks Alliance has long advocated for creating much needed open space for southeast residents. We look 

forward _to continue working with the su1Tounding communities, city and prope1ty owners to ensure these parks 

2 
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and open spaces reflect the needs cif the local residents and are an extension of the surrounding neighborhoods," 

said San Francisco Parks Alliance CEO Drew Becher. 

Neighborhood advocates also cheered Tuesday's development. 

Maya Rodgers, co-founder of Parks 94124, a non-profit organization that advocates for open space and 

recreatio_n in Bayview-Hunters Point, called the India Basin project "an example of demonstrated commitment 

and collaboration in a tenuous economic climate." 

"The juxtaposition of open space and urban space is innovative and exciting," Rodgers said. "The Bayview

Hunters Point neighborhood needs more open space, the sheer density of the area requires it. The India Basin 

project has the potential to create opportunities for positive exposure to and of this neighborhood amidst a long 

history of marginalization and inequity." 

It was a sentiment shared by Jacqueline Flin, executive director of the A. Phillip Randolph Institute San 

Francisco. 

"The India Basin Project brings much needed beautification and public assets to the historically neglected 

southeast shoreline," Flin said. "Bayview is vastly diverse and eclectic. This project is designed with families 

that cunently live in Bayview. In addition to protecting and restoring our natural shoreline, future gen~rations of 

families will continue to benefit with gorgeous open space for our City's youth to play, grow, and thrive." 

The 5.6-acre India Basin Shoreline Park, which is cmTently used by local residents, will be redesigned to better 

serve the community, including the installation of enhanced playground and recreational facilities, biking and 

walking paths. 

Remediation and grading of the site is $11.5 million, $5 million of which will be covered by Measure AA 

funds. Funding has also been provided by the California Coastal Conservancy, EPA grants, the Trust for Public 

Lands, Build Inc, San Francisco Parks Alliance, and the city's Open Space Acquisition Fund and General Fund. 

SF Rec & Parks is also partnering with Hunters Point Family, which provides employment oppo1tunities for 

low income African American residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. Through an EPA 

Brownfield Cleanup Grant, Hunters Point Family has already trained more than 60 students in environmental 
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remediation and intends to place at least 80 percent of graduates in environmental remediation jobs, many of 

which will be at 900 Innes. 

"We are very excited to engage in the work of restoring the community through restoring and healing the land 

· alongside our paitners at the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department," said Hunters Bay Family 

Executive Director and Founder Lena Miller. "We are providing career pathways for some of our community's 

residents who have been most impacted by environmental pollution, thereby becoming the change we wish to 

see in the world." 

The Po1t of San Francisco, along with the City's Planning Depmtment and Office of Community Investment 

and Infrastructure also played vital roles in the India Basin Project. 

### 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 15, 2018 _8:30 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: India Basin Project Support 

· India Basin Support.docx 

\<tO~~ 
\tO~O 
ltOwt\ 
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From: Sean Karlin (mailto:sean.karlin@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 14, 2018 6:28 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; IBNA board 
<ibnabod@googlegroups.com>; Victoria Lehman <victoria@bldsf.com> 
Subject: India Basin Project Support 

~1 !t, This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from· untrusted sources. 
kP. 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

I liave written a letter of support for the India Basin mixed-use.development project. 
In cas.e I cannot make· the Tuesday meeting in person, I did want my support for Build 
Inc's proposed project know_ to the board. · 
My letter is. attached. 

Thank you, · 
Sean D. Karlin 
415.265.8691 m. 
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. , 

October 14, 2018 

Board ·of Supervisors and· 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, 1_ Dr. Carloton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear San Francisco Board of $upervisors, 

I write this letter in support of the .development project that Build Inc. is requesting 
permission to construct in India Basin. I speak as a homeowner, long time community 

. activist, and, together with my_ wife Orli Damari, a resident of lnn~s Ave since .2005 . 

· Our city needs more ·housing and lndi_a Basin is one of the few neighborhoods that has 
space to build in . And Build Inc. is one of the few developer$ that invested time doing a 
qualitative study of the community. We were impressed when they came to meet the 
folks who live here, spent time at meeting after meeting to find out what we needed ~ or 
justwanted, in our neighborhood. What our vision.for a future India Basin looked Hke: 
We have been in a conversation with them since 2014 when they purchased the land 
.and thos·e of us who live here are, for t_he most part, very pleased with the vision they 
have offered us. 

I look forward to a mix of market rate and affordable housing, retail shops and 
restaurants, the activation of an amazing waterfront park, safe walkways, sidewalks and 
bike paths, all the benefits of ari active growing community. For all these reasons, and 
more I support Build Inc. in this endeavor. 

The India Basin community has seen many changes over the years and.we expect to 
see more over the next few years. We accept that change is an inevitable part of_our 
city1s success and desirability; which came about in no small part thanks to you, our 
community's leadership. Build has been a great partner, I hope you too will support 
approval of the Environmental Impact Report and zoning changes for the India Basin 
project. 

Thank you . 
Sean Karlin 
732 Innes· Ave 

San Francisco,Ca. 94124 
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lO/oilir · The Yetba Buena Neighborhood Consortium. 
c/o 230 Fourth St: San Francisco, CA 94107 ; U~\@O:\ Yf4~ 

. BUILD INC'S IN.DIA BAS.IN PROJECT AfFORDADBLE HOUSING SCAM . 

The proposed City Development Agreement with Build Inc. is a huge Rip Offthat ·cheats the City's 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing law several different ways. 

In theory, 25% of the Project's total 1575 housing units must be affordable, that is, 394 BMR units. But 
the developer can "elect" (do whatever they choose) to meet this req.uirementby: 

(1) 'Giving' the City three affordable housing sites for 18Qof those affordable units. If that lar'ld 
is worth $250,000 per unit for th.e City, that is the same as giving the City .a $45,000,000 
housing fee, which satisfies the developer's 25% affordabie housing obligation for 540 of 
the project's m.arket rate i.Jhits. 

' ' ' 

(2) Paying a "in lieu''. fee for 300 more of the. project's market rate housing u~its @ $61/ft. The 
maximum average size of all project units is 956/ft per unit, so that equal a maximum foe of 
$17,494,800, and will satisfy the developer 's 25% afford<1ble how;ing obligation for 75 
affordable units . But under the current City rules, 300 such 2BR market rate units would 

require a fee of $366,~69 per unit for 30% of that number of .market units, that is 90 units, 
which would total $32,973,210 - $15,478;390 ·more! 

(3J So by giving this land. to the City plus paying the fee for 300 rnarket rate units for a grand 
total cost of$62,500,000 - equal to just $245,000 per affordable unit, NOT the $366,369 
per unit City fee rate - the developer can reduce the amount of on-site affordable housing it 
must provide to just 139 affordable units+ 1256 r:narket rate units+ the 180 affordable 
units on the City sites. · .. .. ,. _ 

(4) And the 139 minimum affordable units the developer still must build are 88 mor; less.
costly middle income affordable units@ 110%AMI than the 41 maximum such units the 
current c:ity tndusionary Affordable Housing, Ordinance would require for the entire project. 

(5) And the maximum 180 very-low/low income units @S5%/80%AMI the City can develop on 
the 3 sites it gets are 104 fewer very-low/low.income units than. the 284 such tin its th~ 
current City lndusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance would require for the entire project. 

Bottom line :' Build Irie. winds up paying only i/3 ofthe affordable housing fee rates other 
developments in the. City would be required fo pay under the lnclLis1onary Law. And 1t also cloes .not 
ha.veto provide any of the more costly low inco111e affordable housihg fhat other projects must 
provide. This is a tot~I Sweetheart Deal for Build Inc. - and a 13ad Deal for Our City! 

October 1 2018 
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Hello members of the Land Use arid Transportation Committee, 

l~~IG 
l&='o~ 
l~Olot( 

"' bi-ti~ 
~ t.i!>~ mw 1tJ 

My name is Jesus Flores, I am the operations manager at Archimedes Banya; we are OIM.fJ\ 
one of the buildings that is directly adjacent to the proposed project. As a committee today you 

are here to amend the general plan to revise the bayview hunters point area plan and the urban 

design, commerce and industry , and recreation and open space elements, to reflect the India 
basin Mixed Use project. In addition the ordin.ance amending the planning code to establish the 

India Basin Special use district by changing the zoning designations, height districts and the 
· india basin special use district. Lastly approving a development agreement between the City 

and county of san francisco and India Basin Investment LLc that would cover a 28 acre project 
which some believe have various public benefits of including 25% affordable housing and 11 
acre parks and open space all while making sure things fall under the California Environmental 

Quality Act and that the findings conform with the General Plan. I am here to appeal to you that 
such ordinance amendments should be further investigatE;ld, discussed and not amended today 

because of the significant and unavoidable negative impacts to not only Arc_himedes Banya but 
the community of India Basin · Bayview and Hunters Point. 

Before getting into the reasons why such ordinance amendments would have a 

significant and unavoidable negative impact to Archimedes Banya and the community which 

would not adhere to the California Environmental Quality Act. I would like to. inform you a little 
about the Banya."We, at Archimedes Banya SF (the Banya), are committed to improving the 

quality of life for all that live in the nearby community and residents and visitors of the whole SF 

Bay Area. TheBanya is a Russian/German/Scandinavian style bathhouse, the only one of its 
kind in the Bay Area. It is not only a place for people to experience 

Russian/German/Scandinavian cultures, it has quickly become a cultural institution and tourist 

destination in San Francisco. The Banya is a place where people of all ages, genders, ethnic 
and cultural backgrounds convene to r~lax, socialize, and improve their health. It uniquely 

attracts visitors to Hunters Point, a destirtation in San Francisco that was previously avoided by · 

visitors and locals alike. Thus, the Bariya has contributed to the vibrancy of the neighborhood 
that has been unprecedented by any other Business in the area." We are a place where people 

can forget that they are in a bustling city and get away from there every day routine. 
To start off I would like to discuss with you the negative effects that this building will have· 

if you allow the zoning to change to a Special Use District, which would allow for two 14 story 

and various other 6 7 8 story building in the area that would engulf Archimedes Banya. I strongly 
urge this committee to maintain the current zoning of MC ! and NC 2 which would keep· the 

heighJ at 40 feet throughout the project. When we first started coming to these public meetings . 
withthe pla.nning commission about the EIR we wanted to first off bE! included in the report. Not 

'fl , . 

one mention of Archimedes Banya was included or the effects this project would have on our 
business. Then after we came again to stop the Revised EIR from being passed because then 

we were just referred to as a commercial I residential dwelling unit. The adverse-effects were 

again no_t discussed in the revised version. I know some people from build have spoken with the 
owner Dr. Mikhail Brodsky but have any of you come and used our facility. It is more than just a 

commercial/residential dwelling unit. It a space were citizens come to heal their body and relax. 
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If you were to change the zoning heights for this project and allow these buildings to engulf us 

· you would drastically impact the wind speeds and duration of hazardous winds and in turn 

negatively impact the ventilation of our building. As stated in the revised EIR "The EIR concluded 

that the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in the wind speed and duration of 

hazardous winds at the project site and in its vicinity, which would substantially affect public areas or 

outdoor recreation facilities and result in a significant and unavoidable wind impact". Now Mitigation 

measures were introduced M-Wl-la, M-Wl-lb, and M~Wl-lc these discussed wind impact analysis and 

mitigati6n for buildings over 100 ft, temporary wind reduction measures during construction and reduce 

effects of ground level hazardous winds through ongoing review. Unfortunately again as stated in the 

revised EIR which was passed in it it stated" fllDifi&IUllfi-.-gJJiD,lij-{1 
m1•••-•~~•mtmJB•k4it®ffiffi'.411i1mt1taldfux.m 
._tBGim\Sltllilmhle!iitf!IDJIJW;i@&frmt~J! 
~~~~milm»>Bh~l-~IUi}mlffl 
lilfflitfpJ{~M-~5ffltiJ@jiJ.4f)~~-~J)eHW$i[i 
--Jadf3~iti!Uie~&ii11d High winds effect Archimedes 
Banya· ventilation system. If i can quickly summarize in our facility we have two parikas, these are russian 

style sauna that involve humidity. Now if winds increase that means the air duct on our roof would have 

more wind going into the saunas and would cause the humidity and the temperature to be reduce and 

those are two main key components that you need when enjoying our facility. I can also get into how you 

would remove our customers privacy as well. People enjoy our roof to sun bath and do so in the nude at 

times. But getting past just the privacy that will be infringed upon I would like to continue because of 

these negative wind impacts I believe you should look how the air quality will be even more drastic. 

Now the revised proposed project would not propose any changes to building envelopes or 

locations. With that i would like to mention that the air quality is going to have negative impacts on 

Archimedes Banya and the community. Mitigation measures were introduced to M-AQ-la, lb, le, and 

ld. These were said to minimized off/on road constrnction equipment emission , utilize best available 

control technology for in water construction equipment, and offset emissions for construction and 

operation o zonone precursor (Nox and RoG) emission . As stated in the in the revised EIR that was 

passed "ffii'-~1tWatfil®ffi&1ff®~ 
~111lillli-ffiMit11-~]j~~~~ 
&1»$2-~A~et~~im@iffld 
lt~lltiij.Q-~8:aJMNJllfflliifi.Wm- . 
~ Qtlfl1itdij1@Dite}~@1iJ!UJlAmfffip~m#tlt«djjf4¢0'.sfflfmsil 
R 1&1M-~MG1MtfMiiiit&ait~iedilf4-tr&iWBG 
-~mmiis[iffiidftmtffij\m!diiaidJmllliliil~·-.,· 
malii6WtikWijffijf~-M-Wit1-fm 
-MmitmlrJitm@J!'ti@#iiE":ffi~~ili~JlfwR 
~jjf;g Now how can you allow that harmful emission go into the community that its 

members have already been reported to have more ailment because of the navy yard being there for 

years and now you want to introduce new containments and not only that the Banya guest come to heal 

there bodies and you would want them breat h in th is air that is lite rally less than 5 feet 1n eit her 

direction. 
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Now since my time might be coming to a close i would like to address the biggest flaw 

and issue of why this project would not be in accordance to the safety of our environment and 
. . 

the CEQA and that this committee on land use and transportation should further investigate the 
. plot before amending these ordinances. Is that the cancer risk for continuing this project will be 

high even with mitigation as stated "~~--~tlaf~jfio'.iif&'J1fflillm 
11numta-wlllh,a~~~~m~ilffln~ 
-~ll$ti~1&.o&:1ifl1&1t11•1t!ai~m••i~ 
~E!al9flm~""'1aiRIHG&R~,mnmJiam 
~---Construction-related and operational activities 
ass~ciated with the proposed project would result in increases in emissions of diesel particulate matter 

{PM) that would affect lifetime excess cancer risk for both on- and off-site receptors. Overall, impacts of 

the revised proposed project would be the same as the proposed project's impacts_ described in the Draft 

-EIR. Impacts of the revised proposed project on air quality would be significant and unavoidable with 

mitigation. To add to this just recently radioactive objects were found less than a quarter mile from our 

location at the Navy Yards parcel A as stated in the SF Chronicle in an article by 

jason Fagone and Cynthia Dizikes . I have worked at Archimedes since it open and i have seen 

that development go up as well. I know that teams from that site would dump dirt over in the 

project site we are currently discussing. In the EIR soil samples were only done_ on the surface, 
the plot of the proposed project has been getting filled for over half a century with other 

· contaminants. Further soil sample should be taken as well espetially since back in 1999 soil 

~amples were done by Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants and found traces of lead and 

other minerals and gases. 
I am appealing to you members of this committee Tang, Kim, and Safai to further 

investigate the land use of this India Basin Mixed Used Project to not move forward with 
amending these ordinances. Further investigation should be done on the effects it will have on 

the community and my business. You are allowing a community to be greatly affected. If you 
amend these today you are saying you are ok with giving .members of the community cancer 

and other health related illn~ all for a .few hundred units of houses that won't even be 

affordable to those that live in the neighborhood you are going to devastate. If you truly wanted 
to help the community Build should not have removed the school or better yet allow for a higher 

amount of so called affordable housing. If this proj~ct was to be done in your district and you 

were aware of the negative impacts. I would expect for you not to allow it to continue. You all 

have strrved to better the lives of families in San Francisco other communities so don't hurt the 

lives of those in this community. 
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Presented by Mikhail Brodsky to SF land Use and Transportation Committee on 9/24/2018 
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The main. part· of the 700 Innes Ave. property originally was zoned IVi-1, Light Industrial, ovMM ,~ 
for many reasons that should be respected. Almost all area of proposed construction is a 

low-density landfill made from residuals from · Hunters Point / . Potrero Hill 

constructions, {b..!!Q:ljwww.foundsf.org~_dex.php7title=lndia Basin and the Southea 

st Bayshore) during 1960-70s. The soil is contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbon 

and heavy metals: lead and chromium (both 10 times of the threshold level, see 

attached soils report). That study was performed just on the edge ofthe landfill and the 

contamination is expected to be much worse closer to the Bay. The facts were provided 

to the Planning Committee but ignored in the EIR and the committee conclusion. The 

landfill is very unstable for heavy construction and the water level is just 2 feet below 

surface. There are no utilities on the lot. The main sewer line {already overloaded) is 18 · 

foot above the property on Innes Ave., so to service more than 1500 residential wnits a 

sewer treatment plant and powerful pumps are required on the property to properly 

pump it up. It was not sufficiently discussed in the EIR. Also the sewer pipes cannot be 

secured on the landfill and become a real danger.in case of even a small earthquake. 

· The EIR presented by developers is ignoring the impact of lead and chromium diffusion 

from soil through . water pipes to the quality of water that will be used by future 

residents of the projected houses. Diffusion is the net movement of molecules or atoms 

from a region of high concentration {or high chemical potential) to a region of low 

concentration (or low chemical potential) as a result of random motion ofthe molecules 

or atoms. Diffusion is driven by a gradient in chemical potential of the diffusing species. 

The diffusion in metals is especially aggressive see 

b.!.!Qs://pubs.acs.org/doi/a~-.?i.10.1021/ie50616a0397journa1Code=iechad and lead is 

know to be deadly dangerous for people see ~ttps://www.mayoclinic.org/diseases

~~rnditions/leadcpoisoning/~'l':!}ptoms-causes/syc-20354717. Similar effect resulted iii 

contamination by lead in drinking water of Hunters Point consumed by members of 

SFPD {see publication: "Navy failed to alert San Francisco to tainted shipyard water, 

documents show" in SF Chronicle, August 3, 2018). 

More, the presents of lead and chromium in the salt water saturating the fill below its 

surface creates enormous danger to the metal rods needed for up to 50 foot long 

concrete piles that have to be main structure to support the 7 story buildings. The 

concrete is porous and allows the salt-water contact the rods. This will create an electric 

pair intensifying the rods corrosion (see: https://www.nace.org/Corrosion

Centraf/Corrosion-101/Ga!vanic-Corrosion/ and similar rod corrosion has been already 

. observed in the new Bay Bridge. 
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TRANS PACIFIC GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS, INC. 

445 GRANT AVENUE, SUITE 403, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94108-3249 
TELEPHONE: (415) 788-8627 FAX: (415) 788-3121 

Banya 2000 
1600 Shattuck Avenue, #214·-II 
Berkeley, California 94709 

Attention: Mr. Reinhard Imhof 

-Ladies and Gentlemen: 

J:3-ne 28, 1999 

Our Job No.- 1535-001 

Report 
Soil Sampling and Chemical Testing 

·Proposed Russian Spa 
Assessor's Block 4644, Lot SA 
Innes Avenue 
San Francisco, California 

This report presents the resuits.of our soil sampling and chemical testing 
for the site of the proposed Russian spa in San Francisco, California. The site, 
known as Lot SA of Assessor's Block 4644, is located on the north side of Innes 
Avenue between Earl Street and Fitch Street as shown on the Vicinity Map, Plate 
1. 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

. Present plans call for · construction· of a three-story building with a 
basement. The building will house an in-dqor swimming pool, hot tubs, exercise 
rooms, weight rooms, and a restaurant, among others. The basement will be used 
for parking and a mechanical room. Details of the proposed development have not 
been finalized and details of the loading information are not available at this 
time . 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The purpose of our service was to explore the subsurface soil and rock 
condi tiohs at the site and to collect soil samples for · analytical chemical 
testing • . Our service was performed substantially . in accordance with our proposal 
dated May 13, 1999. The scope of our services included a field exploration 
program of excavating two test pits and performance of analytical chemical 
testing. · 

FIELD EXPLORATION 

The subsurface conditions were explored on June 4, 1999, by excavating two 
test pits with a backhoe at the locations shown on the Plot Plan, Plate 2. The 
test pits were excavated to depths of about 11 feet to 14 feet below the existing 
ground surface. The field exploration was performed under the technical 
direction of one of our geologists who examined and visually classified the soil 
encountered, maintained a log of test pits, and _obtained samples for visual 
examination and analytical chemical testing. Graphical presentation of the soils 
encountered is presented. on the Log of Exploratory Pit, Plates 3A through 3B. 
An explanation of the nomenclature and symbols used on the Log of Exploratory 
Pits is shown on Plate 4, Soil Classification Chart and Key to Test Data. The 

Page 1 
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Banya 2000 June 28, 1999 

logs ·of test pits show subsurface conditions on the date and at_ the locations 
· indicated, and it is not warranted that they are· representative of subsurface 
conditions at other times or locations. After completion of the excayation 
operation, the test pits were loosely backfilled with the excavated soils and 
randomly rolled with the rubber-tired wheels. 

The soil samples were collected with appropriate sampling protocol. These 
samples -were initially stored in an ice chest and subsequently refrigerated for 
proper storage and eventual transport to the analytical laboratory. · A chain of 
custody of these samples was maintained. 

DISCUSSION 

Soil samples were hand delivered to the premise of C::alte.st Analytical 
Laboratory in Napa, California on June 7, 1999. We were directed by Mr. R. Imhof 
to hold the testing of soil samples · obtained in Test Pit 1 in abeyance; 
therefore, analytical testing was assigned only on soil samples obtained in Test 
Pit 2. These tests included testing for heavy metals, asbestos, total petroleum 
hydrocarbons as gas and total petroleum ·hydrocarbons as diesel and 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB). 

The results of the analytical testing, as presented by Caltest Analytical 
Laboratory, are presented in the Appendix. 

CLOSURE 

Our services have been performed with the usual thoroughness and competence 
of the engineering profession. No othe·r warranty . or representation, either 
expressed or implied, is included or intended. 

If you have any questions regarding this report or require additional 
information, please contact us. The following plates and appendix are attached 
and complete this report. 

Plate 
Plate 
Plates 
Plate 

1 
2 
3A and 3B 
4 

Appendix 

(Six copies submitted) 

Vicinity Map 
Plot Plan 

. Log Of Exploratory Pit 
Soil Classification Chart and Key to Test Data_ 

Report prepared by Caltest Analytical Labora_tory 
. and dated June 25, 1999 

Yours very.truly, 
Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. 

F~-,-~-
E:;T~ Lau{ P.E. . . -
Reg. Civil Engineer 019897 
Reg. Geotechnical Engineer 506 
Expiration 9/30/2001 

cc: ARCOS Architecture and Planning (2) 
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 404 
San Francisco, California 94108 
Attention: Mr. Samuel Kwong 

WPN: 1535001. RE2 

Page 2 
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TEST PIT 1 
LOGGED BY: · ORF 

DEPTH 
(FEE1) 

•. · 1-1 

5 

10 

15 

SURFACE ELEVATION: __ .......:. __ 

EQUIPMENT: _b_ac_k_ho_e'"""·------

WIDTH IN FEET 

5 10 15 

A 

I 
-,.,.... - - -1-

I 

B -,- -,-
I I I 

I . 

I 

• INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE 

[81 INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE . 

DATE EXCAVATED: 614199 ~ ......----
DATE BACKFILLED: 614199 

DEPTH 
20 (FEET) 

l. 
I 

-1- - - - 5 

I 

- ,- - - - 10 

15 

A. GC, Sandy GRAVEL with trace clay and serpentine rock fragments, occasional 
cobbles, dry to damp, (loose), [FILL]. 

B. CL, Brown silty CLAY with rock fragments; moist. 

~ 
13 LOG OF EXPLORATORY PIT Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consul!ants, Inc • .... L------------------- ------------=::-i::~~ PLATE 3A 

909 



t1I 

E 
g 
.; 
() 

o· 
0 
1/1 
·u 
C 

Lt. 
C 
(II 
(J) 

ai 
:, . 
C 
G) 

~ 
ii: 
C 

-= 
of 
a. 

(J) 

C 
ro 
"iii .,, 
:, 
0:: 

-g 
"' &. e 
a. . 
.... 
::, 
? 

TEST PIT2 SURFACE ELEVATION: _____ _ DATE EXCAVATED: 614199 -----,-,, 
LOGGED BY:. .DRF. EQUIPMENT:_b:.;;a:;:,ck:.;;.hoe.;.;;.;. ____ _ DATE BACKFILLED: 614199 

DEPTH 
WIDTH IN FEET 

(FEET) 5 10 . 15 20 

A 

I B 

5 1- -1- - - - 5 

10 . 10 

15....a..--~----------------------------~----------.-..15 

• INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE 

[8J INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE 

0 PIPE 

A. GN, Sandy GRAVEL, dry, (loose), [FILL]. 

B. CUGC, Dark brown and black layered sandy CLAY with wood, brick, 
reinforcing steel, large rock fragments, and a block of granite, moist, 
(loose and soft), [FILL]. Grading to yellowish brown dayey GRAVEL 
at around 11 fest to 12 feet, mois~ (loose), [FILL]. 

DEPTH 
(FEET) 

@ LOG OF EXPLORATORY PIT Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants, Irie. 
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UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

DESCRIPTION 

GW WELL-GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND 
MIXTURES, LlffiE OR NO FINES 

GP POORLY-GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL--sAND 
MIXTURES, LITTLE OR NO FINES 

MAJOR DIVISIONS 

CLEAN GRAVELS 
{LITTLE OR NO FINES) 

w 
l5z~ WW 

Q(/) "'!::I 
fl>l>-" ~w"' 
..JUl ..,Qci ::E 

a::z Rj!Y CJ) 

~ Ju.~ w"' . 
0
::! ~g! 

GM SILTYGRAVELS,GRAVEL-S/>.ND-SILTMIXTURES 0: ,_wo • ...- a:!ll 
'"'*~1+-..._.,,.--i----,-------,,-,.-,--------c-:i GRAVELS WITH FINES CJ w I@~ ;l; 6 en ~"' ~ rr<g< wz o -<l< 

{APPRECIABLE O >- i£ w . W ;i; cl 
GG CLAYEYGRAVELS,GRAVEL·SAND-CLAYMIXTURES AMOUNTOFFINES) ;i; w .j£ - - z ~ci --;---------------,.....---........ ----------a;- ~ g ~ i;~ 

WELL-GRADED SAND, GRAVELLY SANDS, ~ >- · ""o 
i.m1.E OR NO FIN_ES r,- ?., . · CJ, Z w 

CLEAN SANDS l5 ~ ~ ~"' i ~ i ! 
POORLY-GAADEDSIINDS,GRAVELLYSANDS, (UTTlEORNOFlNES) wt,w a: ww 

SW 

SP u,o "'o i" o::, ..... a:oa:"' _ LITTLE OR NOFINES O ...., 
_J,.;r,;.,.;,-f--,'--et-'""""'-~---""""--.....;..,_,...,......,....._--;1-:-----...,..,.---i z ::.. g :.i w O ::E-

< a:w jf;2 0 SM SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILT MIXTURES 

SC CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES 

SANDS WITH FINES 
{APPRECIABU: 

AMOUNT OFRNES) 

UJ o~IB >o ,8! ~~-

~~ 
>-w 
!5o 
ow 
\2l 
(/) 

~~ 
iii>-

!5!g 
-ll!~ 
oEl 
a: l/2 
<> 
~~ -

l-frff+H-.,.-4":l~NOR=--=--=~~NIC~S~~T~S~AN~-~D~~~-~~-~F~IN~E~SAN~-~oo=-.R~CC:::±:K~-'---+-_,_,~.;...;.--~--,.-'--------,4-,...~~~E 

ML FLQU\ SILTY OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, Cl.AVEY sn:rs tq ~ 
WllH SLIGHT PLASTICnY ::J a. 

CL 
INORGANICClAYSOFLOWTOMEDIUM PLASTICITY, SILTS & CLAYS 1/) :;iW -~~ 
GRAVELLYCLAYS,SANDYCLAYS,SILTYCLAYS,LEAN ..I-~ ci~ 
CLAYS {LIQUID LIMIT LESS THAN 50) Q ~ C/J z < 

en <l< ~::. 
ORGANIC SUS AND ORGANIC SILT-CLAYS Q ::E cl >- c.o 
OF LOW PLASTICITY W u. ci 

w~--i---------------------,i---..,......------------'""'i ~ ~z 
MH - INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS <( ~ W 

FINE SANDY OR Sn.TY SOILS, ELASTIC SILTS a: ::::; i!, 
<? 513 

. ~ ,'~ CH 

OH 

PT 

INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, 
FAT CLAYS 

ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH 
PLASTICITY, ORGANIC SIL TS 

PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS 

PLASTICITY CHART · 

0 . 10 20 30 .«l 50 60 70 80 90 100 
_ UOUID _LIM fT 

TYPES OF SOIL SAMPLERS 
MC- MODIFIED CALIFORNIA SAMPLER 
NX - ROCK CORING 

P • PISTON SAMPLER 
PT - PITCHER BARREL SAMPLER 
S - SHELBY SAMPLER 

SPT - STANDARD PENETRATION TEST SAMPLER 
U - UNDERWATER SAMPLER 

SILTS & CLA VS 
{LIOUD UMfT 50 OR MORE) 

HIGHL YORGANIC SOILS 

ii: ~ 0.. 

KEY TO SAMPLES 

- - INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE 

cg:J 
[=:J 

lliiiiii;1 
lil.O 

INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTIJRBED SAMPLE 

INDICATES DEPTH OF SAMPLING AnEMPT WITH NO RECOVERY 

INDICATES DEPTH _OF STANDARD PENETRATION TEST 

lNDIG.'ITES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED "S" (SHELBY) TYPE 
SAMPLE 

KEY TO TEST DATA 

GS· GRAIN-SIZE DISTRIBUTION 
DSCU a DIRECT SHEAR TEST, CONSOLIDATED - UNDRAINED 
DSUU • DIRECT SHEAR TEST, UN-CONSOLIDATED. UNDRAJNED 
TXUU • TRIAXIAL COMPR_ESSION TEST, UNCONSOLIDATED -

911 

UNDRAINED 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION CHART 
AND KEY TO TEST DAT A 

Trans Pacific Geotechnlcal Consultants, Inc. 
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.. '::! \88~ ~ , ~eUy Rd~ • Napa, O,lifomia 94558 

CERTJFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ):LAP #J664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

June 25, 1999 

Mr. Eddy T. Lau, P.E. 
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical 
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 403 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Dear Mr. Lau: 

On June 7, 1999, Caltest received four soil samples which were logged into our system as 
lab order number 9906181. Per your request, two of the four ·samples were analyzed for 
California Assessment Manual (CAM) Metals, Asbestos, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
(TPH) as Gas, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) as Diese~ and Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls (PCB). 

The following analytical report indicates a dete<;tion on both soil samples for an 
unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon pattern which was quantitated as Diesel# 2. All 
metals were below the Total Threshold Limit Concentration (ITLC) Limits, however, 
Chromium and Lead were detected above 10 times the Soluble Threshold Limit 
Concentration (STLC) Limit. This is an indication that an STLC Extraction and analysis 
needs to be performed on bo·th soil samples for Chromium, and Lead. ' 

Please do not hesitate to call me at the laboratory if you have any questions regarding this 
report. 

Sincerely, 
. Caltest Ana1J1ical Laboratory 

~~~ , Todd M. Albertson 
Project Manager 

. Enclosure(s): 
Caltest Lab Order # 9906181 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVJCES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP#l664 . 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

BFPQRT of ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

Client: Eddy T. Lau. P.E. 
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical 
445 Grant Avenue. Suite 403 
San Francisco. CA 94108 

Project: 1535-001 RUSSIAN SPA 

Lab Number 

9906181-1 
9906181-2 
9906181-3 
9906181-4 

Sample Identification 

2-1 (A & 8) 3'6" 
2-2 (A & B) 5'6" 
1-1 (A & B) 3'3" 
1-2 (A·& B) ~'6" 

LAB ORDER No. : 

Report Date: 
Received Date: 

. Sampled by: 

Matrix 

SOIL 
SOIL . 

. SOIL 
SOIL 

9906-181 
Page 1 of 6 

25 JUN 1999 
07 JUN 1999 

DON F(J..JLER .. 

Sampled Date/Time 

04 JUN 99 09:20 
04 JUN 99 09:40 
04 JUN 99 08:30 
04 JUN 99 08 :40 

·~;;J . I .. 
·~ ·· .·.·· ~ 

• : •• I. ' · I .... ·~-A 

Tufmeor~ . ·o.rts~ 
Project Manager . Laboratory Director 

CALTEST autfiorizes ·€his report to be reproduced ·on1Y in its entiretY. 
Results are· $pecific to the sample as submitted and only to the parameters reported .. 
All analyses perfonn~ by EPA Methods or Standard Methods (SM) 18th Ed. except where noted . 
Results of 'ND' mean not detected at or above the listed Reporting Limit (R.L.). . . 
'O.F.' means Dilution Factor and has been used to adjust the listed Reporting Limit .(R .L. ). 
Acceptance Criteria for all Surrogate recoveries are defined in the QC Spike Data Reports. 
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INORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALYTE 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181 · l · 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 .(A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 

RESULT 

ND 
6.7 

llO. 
ND 
ND 
57. 
ll . 
56. 

Antimony 
Arsenic . 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Lead 
Mercury 
Molybdemun 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 
Asbestos 

.210. 
0.6 

ND 
80. 
ND 
NO 
ND 
42. 

150. 
RR 

R.L. · UNITS 

2. 
0.8 
1. 
1. 
0.2 
1. 
0.4 
1. 
0.6 
0.1 
1. 
1. 
2. 
0.6 
2. 
0.4 
4. 

mg/kg 
mg/kg . 
mg/kg 
rrg/kg 
ITXJ/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 

. rrg/kg 
% 

LAB ORDER No. : 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CAl,JFORNIA ELAP ,o[664 

9906-181 
Page 2 of 6 

__!hL --..:.H.:::.ETH=OD,,_ ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
5 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
1 

60108 06.16. 99 
60108 06.15.9.9 
60108 06 .15.99 
60iOB 06.16.99 
60108 06.15. 99 
60108 06.15.99 
60108 06.15.99 
60108 06 .15 . 99 
60108 06.15 .99 
7471A 06.16 .99 
60108 06 .15. 99 
60108 06.15.99 
60108 06.15.99 
60108 06 .15. 99 
60108 06 .16. 99 
60108 06 .15.99 
60108 06.15. 99 

PLM 

A99042UCP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990428MER 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 
A990421ICP 

1.2 
1.2 
1.2 

1.2.3 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
2.4 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
5.6 

-----------~ -----~------------ ------· 
LAB NUMBER: 9906181·2 
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A& Bl 5'6" . 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40 

Antinxmy 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chr001ium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Lead 
Mercury 
Molybdenum 
Nickel 
Selenium 

NO 
4.7 

84 . 
ND 
NO 
51. 
10 . 
41. 
89. 
1.2 

ND 
55 . 
ND 

2. 
0.8 
1. 
1. 
0.2 
1. 
0.4 · 
1. 
.0.6 
0.2 
1. 
1. 
2. 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-14-99 using 30508 

rrg/kg 
rrg/tg 
ng/kg 
mg/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg . 
rrg/kg 
ITX]/kg 
rrg/kg 
rrg/kg 
ng/kg 
ITXJ/kg 
rrg/kg 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10. 
10 
10 
10 
10 

60108 06.16.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.16°.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15 .99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
7471A 06 .16.99 A990428MER 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 
60108 06 .15 .99 A990421ICP . 

2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. . 
3) The Reporting Limit (R.L.) was raised due to background interference noted in the sample. 
4) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using 7471A 

1,2 
1.2 
1.2 

1.2.3 
1.2 
1,2 
1.2 
1,2 
1.2 
2.4 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 

5) Analysis performed by EMSL Analytical. ELAP certification# 1620. 
6) Refer to the attacheq reference laboratory report for the original certificate of analysis and supporting . 

Quality· Control data. 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL.SERVICES 
J 885 N. Kelly Rd. • Napa, California 94558 · CAUFORNIA ELAP ..-( 664 

(70.7) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 
LAB ORDER No . : 9906-181 

INORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 3 of 6 

ANALYTE .. RE~ULT . .. 8,L, U~ITS __Q_,_L_ METHOD ANALYlEO .QC BATCH NOTES 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 (continued) 

Silver ND 0.6 rrg/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Thallium ND 2 . rrg/kg 10 60108 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Vanadium 45. 0.4 rrg/kg 10 6010B 06 .15. 99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Zinc 100 . 4. rrg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP i.2 
Asbestos RR % 1 PLM 3,4 

1) SalJl)le· Preparation on 06-14-99 using 3050B 
2) Result expressed as wet.weight of sample. 
3) Analysis perfonned by EMSL Analytical. ELAP certification ·# 1620 , 
4) Refer to the attached reference laboratory report for the original certificate of analysis and supporting 

Quality Control data .. 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP 111664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (70'1) 226-1001 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

ORGANIC.ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 4 of 6 

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS ...QL ANALYZED QC .BATCH NOTES 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09 :20 
METHOD: EPA 8082 

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBS) 1 06.19.99 T9901510CP 1.2.3 
PCB 1016 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1221 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1232 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1242 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1248 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1254 ND . 0.1 ITTJ/kg 
PCB 1260 ND 0.1 ITTJ/kg 
Surrogate TCMX 94. % 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 103. % 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1· (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 CA & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
METHOD: EPA ·B015M 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 1 06 .18.99 T990148TPH 2.4.5 
HYDROCARBONS 

. 

Diesel Fuel ND 4. mg/Kg 
TPH-Extractable, quantitated as 14 . 4. mg/Kg 
diesel 

Surrogate o-Terphenyl 85. % 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
HElHOD: EPA 8020A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 1 06.09.99 V990064B9A 2.6 
Benzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg 
Toluene ND 0.0025 mg/kg 
Ethyl benzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg 
Xylenes (Total) ND 0.0025 mg/kg 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using EPA 3550 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 
3) 1he final volume of the sample extract was higher than the nominal amount. resulting in (a) higher 

reporting 1 i mi t( s) . 
4) Sample Preparation on 06-11-99 using EPA 3550 
5) An unidentified petroleum hydroca rbon was present in the sample . -An approximate concentration has ·been 

calculated based on Diesel #2 standards . 
6) Sample Preparation on 06-09-99 using EPA 5030 
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. ] ~ IMS N. r,u, Rd. ' N,,., O.l;fo,ru, ""' 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALYTE 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
METHOD: EPA 8020A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 
(continued) 
· Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene .[PIDJ 

LAB NUMBER: . 9906181·2 
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09 : 40 
METHCX>: EPA 8082 

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS CPCBS) 
PCB 1016 
PCB1221 

· PCB 1232 
PCB 1242 
PCB 1248 
PCB 1254 
PCB 1260 
Surrogate TCMX 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2:2 (A & B) 5'6" ' 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40 
METHOD: EPA 8015M . 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 
HYDROCARBONS 

Diesel. Fuel 
TPH-Extractable, quantitated ·as 
diesel 

Surrogate o-Terphenyl 

RESULT 

106. 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
87. 

100 . 

ND 
59. 

94. 

1) Salf4)le Preparation on 06-15-99 using ·EPA 3550 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sarrple. 
3) Sample Preparation on 06-11-99 usi ng EPA 3550 

R.L. 

0.02 
0.02 
0,02 . 
0.02 
0.02 
0.02 
0.02 

4. 
4. 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERV ICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP;,,J664 

LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 
Page 5 of 6 

UNITS D. F. . ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES 

% 

mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
mg/kg 
iTrJ/kg 
mg/kg 
% 
% 

. rrg/Kg 
rrg/Kg 

% 

1 06.09.99 V990064G9A 

1 06 .19.99 T99D15l0CP 1.2 

1 06.18 .99 T990148TPH 2,3,4 

4) An unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon was present in the sample . An approximate concentration has been 
calculated based on Diesel #2 standards. · . 

.~.. '·. 
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(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 126-1001 

ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALYTE 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181·2 · (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40 
MElHOD: EPA 8020A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 
Benzene 
Toluene 
Ethyl benzene 
Xylenes (Total) 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIDJ 

· RESULT 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

110. 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-09-99 using EPA 5030 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 

. CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CAUFOR,NIA ELAP#l664 . 

LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 
Page 6 of 6 

R.L. UNITS ...QL. .ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES 

0.0025 rrg/kg 
0.0025 rrg/kg 
0.0025 Irg/kg 
0.0025 rrg/kg 

% 

919 
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EMSL Analytical, Inc. 
381 South Abbott Avenue 
Milpitas, CA 95035 

Sample 

9906181-1 

9906181-2 

Attn.: Todd Albertson 
Caltest Analytical Laboratory 
1885 N. Kelly Road 
Napa, CA 94558 

Phone: (408) 934-7010 Fax: (408) 934-7015 . · 

Tuesday, June 15, 1999 

Ref Number: CA993492 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM) 
Performed by EPA 600fR..93/116 Method* 

Project: 9906181 

Sample ASBESTOS ·NON-ASBESTOS 
Location Appearance Treatment % Type % Fibrous % Non-Fibrous 

2-1 {A&B)3'6" Black Crushed None Detected 25% Quartz 

Non-Fibrous 75% other 

Homogeneous 

2-2 (A & B) 3' 6" Black Crushed None Detected 25% Quartz 

Non-Fibrous 75% Other 

Homogeneous 

Comments: For all obviously hetarogeneous samples easily separated into subsamples, and for layered samples, each component is analyzed separately. 
Also, ''# of Layers" refers to number of $eparable subsamples. 

• NY samples analyzed by EL.AP 198.1 Method. 

~ -~ . . . ,• . 

Approved 
Signatory 

Dlsdnimero: PlM has been known ta mba osoosio.1n a smoll per<:<1nlage or 88Mpl$0 v.tli<ll contain aibe.stoe. niu. negative PLM ra,ulls cannol be 
guaranteed. EM~L 1uggeolo Iha! oampl .. reported .. <1 % or none detected be teelsd with either SEM or lEM. The above l•sl report ralalos only to 
the Hems tosled. Thi• niport may not be rop<oduood, exc:opl in full, Without written opproval by EMSL The above teet must not be u.ed by the d ient to 
claim Jl<l)duct '!fldo1nmeot by NVlAP nor MY apcncy or lh• Unttod States Government. labomOf)' ii not n>oPCnolbl<> for Iha BCXllf0C)I of re,uls when 
requetlod to phy,lca~y aeparalo ond analyze layered "!ffiple,. 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP ,..1664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

SUPPLEMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL (QC). DATA REPORT 

Client: Eddy T. Lau . P.E. 
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical 
445 Grant Avenue. Suite 403 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Project: i535-001 RUSSIAN SPA 

QC Batch ID 

A990421ICP 
A99042BMER 
T99014BTPH 
T9901510CP 
V990064G9A 

~~~ /~.Artson ·· 
Project Manager 

Method 

6010B 
7471A 
8015M . 
8082 

8020A 

LAB ORDER No. : 

Report Date: 
Received Date: 

Matrix 

SOIL 
$OIL 
SOIL 
SOIL 
SOIL 

Christine Horn 
Laboratory Director 

CALTESTauthorizes this report to ·5e reproduced only in its entirety . · . 
Results are specific to. the sample as submitted and only to the parameters reported. 
All analyses performed by EPA Met hods or Standard Methods (SM) 18th Ed. except where noted. 
Results of 'ND' mean not detected at or above the listed Reporting Limit (R.L. ). 

9906-181 
Page 1 of 6 

. .25 JUN j999 
07 JUN 1999 

Analyte Spike Amounts reported as ' NS' mean not spiked and will not have recoveri es reported. 
'RPO' means Relative Percent Difference and RPO Acceptance Criteria is stated as a maxilllJrn. · 
'NC' means not calculated for RPO or Spike Recoveries. · 
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·-... ~ CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP #_l 664 

(707) 258, 4000 .• Fax: (707) 226-1001 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

METHOD BLANK ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 2 of. 6 

ANALYTE · RESULT R.L. UNITS ANALYZED NOTES 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP 

Antimony ND 2. mg/kg 06.16 .99 
Arsenic ND 0.8 mg/kg 06.15.99 
Barium ND 1. mg/kg 06 .15.99 
Beryl 1 ium ND 0.2 mg/kg 06.16.99 
Cadmium ND 0.2 ·mg/kg 06.15.99 
Chrcxnium ND 1. mg/kg 06 .15.99 
Cobalt ND 0.4 mg/kg 06.15 .99 
Copper NO 1. mg/kg 06.15.99 
Lead ND 0.6 rrg/kg . 06 .15.99 
Molybdenum ND 1. rrg/kg 06.15.99 
Nickel ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99 
Selenium ND 2. mg/kg 06.15.99 
Silver ND 0.6 mg/kg 06.15.99 
Thallium ND 2. mg/kg 06.16.99 
Vanadium ND 0.4 mg/kg 06.15.99 
Zinc 4.45 4. mg/kg 06 .15 .99 1 

QC BATCH: A990428MER 

Mercury, TTLC ND 0.01 IJYg/kg 06 .16.99 

QC BATCH: T990148TPH 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS 06.18.99 
Diesel Fuel ND . 4. rrg/Kg 
TPH-Extractable, quantitated as diesel ND 4. mg/Kg 
Surrogate o-Terphenyl 97 . % 

QC_ BATCH: T9901510CP 

POL YCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS .( PCBS) 06.19.99 
PCB 1016 ND . 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1221 ND 0.02 llrJ/kg 
PCB 1232 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1242 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1248 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1254 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1260 ND 0.02 . mg/kg 
Surrogate TCMX 59 . % 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 142. % 

1) Low level contamination noted in the Method Blank ; sample results less than the RL or greater than.IO 
times the contamination level are reported . 

,·. 
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(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

METIIOD BLANK ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALYTE 

QC BATCH: V990064G9A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 
Benzene 
Toluene 
Ethyl benzene 
Xylenes (Total) 
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIDJ 

LAB ORDER No .. : 

RESULT . R.L. 

ND 0.0025 
ND 0.0025 
ND 0.0025 
ND 0.0025 
ND .125 

112. 

923 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP #!664 

9906-181 
Page 3 of 6 

UNITS ANALYZED NITTES 

06 . 09 .99 
JllJ/kg 
ng/kg 
ng/kg 
ng/kg 
ng/kg 
% 



·-== ), tSN. Kdl, 1W. • N.,., COlfuml, 945S8 

{707) Z58-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

LABORATORY .COfffROL SAMPLE ·ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

SPIKE 
ANALYTE AMOUNT 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP 

Antimony 19.8 
'Arsenic 19.9 
Barium 99.6 
Beryllium 19 .8 
Cadmium 9.96 
Chromium 19.9 
Cobalt · 19 .9 

·copper 19.9 
Lead .- 99.6 
Molybdenum 19 .9 
Nickel 19.9 
Selenium 19.9 
Silver 19 .9 
Thallium . 99 :2 
Vanadium 19 .9 
Zinc 99 .6 

--
1C BATCH: .A990428MER 

Mercury, me 0.200 

QC BATCH: T990148TPH 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 
HYDROCARBONS 

Diesel Fuel 66. 7 · 
Surrogate o-Terphenyl 6.7 

QC BATCH : T9901510CP 

POLYCHLORINATEO BIPHENYLS .<PCBS) 
PCB 1260 0.133 
Surrogate TCMX 0.0133 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 0.0133 

--
QC BATCH: V990064B9A · 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 
Benzene 0.033 
Toluene 0.195 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIDJ 0.100 

SPIKE\DUP 
RESULT 

20 .9\ 
21.2\ 
105.\ 
21 .6\ 
10.6\ 
21.2\ 
20 .4\ 
20.8\ 
106.\ 
21 .1\ 
20.3\ 
20.7\ 
20.3\ 
104. \ 
20.8\ 
108.\ 

0.229\ 

58 .6\ 
7.40\ 

0.166\ 
0.0125\ 

. 0.0158\ 

0.0450\ 
0.227\ 
0.113\ 

924 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICF.S 
CALIFORNIA ELAP #1664 

LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE 
%REC .\'RE~ '.'!RPQ 

-106\ 75-125\35 . 
107\ 75-125\35 
105\ 75-125\35 
109\ 75-125\35 
106\ 75-125\35 
107\ 75-125\35 
103\ 75.-125\35 
105\ 75~125\35 
106\ 75-125\35 
106\ 75-125\35 
102\ 75-125\35 
104\ 75-125\35 
102\ 75-125\35 
105\ 75-125\35 
105\ 75-125\35 
108\ . 75-125\35 

114\ 75:125\35 

88\ 59-134\ 
110\ 60-111\ 

125\ 70-130\ 
94\ 13-147\ 

119\ 23-167\ 

136\ 79-134\ 
116\ 56-140\ 
113\ 72-123\ 

RELt 
DIFF 

Page 4 of 6 

hNALYZED 

06.16.99 
06.15 .99 
06 .15.99 
06 . .16.99 
06.15.99 
06.15 .99 
06.15.99 
06.15.99 
06.15.99 
06 .15 .99 
06.15.99 
06 .15.99 
06 .15 .99 
06.16 .99 
06.15.99 
06.15 .99 

06.16 .. 99 

06.18 .99 

06 .25.99 

06,09.99 

NOTES 

--

,f,'vf: 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVlCES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP ;; !664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

-LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 
MATRIX SPIKE ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 5 of 6 

ORIGINAL SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE REL% 
ANALYTE RESULT AMOUNT RESULT mEC XREC . \RPD DIFF ANALYZED NOTES 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP 
QC SAMPLE .LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Antimony ND 19.8 18.0\19.0 91\96 75-125\35 5.4 06.16.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

· Arsenic 6.67 19 .9 26.3\25.9 98\96 75-125\35 1. 5 06 .15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP . (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

· Barium 111. 99 .6 207.\209 . 96\98 75-125\35 1 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Beryllium ND 19.8 19.2\19.l 97\96 75-125\35 0.5 06.16.99 
. QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 

QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Cadmium ND 9.96 9.61\9.53 96\96 75-125\35 0.8 06.15.99 
1C BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Chromium . 57 .2 19 .9 67.8\64.5 53\37 75-125\35 5. O· 06 .15. 99 1 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Cobalt 10.9 19 .9 28.8\28.7 90\89 75-125\35 0 .4 06 .15. 99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Copper 55.8 19.9 72 .0\66 .5 81\54 75-125\35 7 .9 06.15 .99 1 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Lead 211. 99.6 289. \329. 78\118 75-125\35 13 . 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Molybdenum ND 19 .9 20 .4\20 .3 103\102 75-125\35 0.5 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Nickel 80 .3 19.9 83.6\91.5 17\56 75-125\35 9. 0 06 .15. 99 1 

1) Spike recovery outside control limits. Spike added less than one half sample concentration . LCS/LCSD 
and Method Blank are in control . 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP.,.1664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 · 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

MATRIX SPIKE ANALmCAL RESULTS Page 6 of 6 

ORIGINAL SPIKE SPIKE\DUP · SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE RELX 
ANALYTE .RESULT AMOUNT RE~ULT XREC XREC .\RPO. DIFF ANALYZED NOTES 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 

QC BATCH: A~90421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Selenium ND 19.9 20:.3\20.1 102\101 75-125\35 1 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Silver ND 19.9 19.5\19A 98\97 75-125\35 0.5 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Thallium ND 99.2 97.3\97.2 98\98 75~125\35 0.1 06 .16.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Vanadium 42 . l 19.9 61.8\58.8 99\84 75-125\35 5. 0 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Linc 154. ·. 99 .6 268. \245 . 114\91 75-125\35 9.0 06 .15.99 
-- · 

0(: BATCH: A990428f1ER 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMB.ER: 9906289-1 

~rcury, TILC 0.0569 0.200 0.268\0.254 106\98 75-125\35 5.4 06.16.99 

QG BATCH: T9901510CP 
QC ~PLE I.AB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBS) 06.19. 99 
PC8 l260 ND 0.133 0.121\0.124 91\93 70-130\20 2.4 
surrogate TCMX · . .. 94.% 0.0133 0.0112\0.0119 . 84\89 56-129\ 
$urrogate Decach l orobi phenyl 103 .% 0.0133 0. 0133\0. 0135 100\102 19-185\ 

· QC BATCH: V990064G9A 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 

· AROMA.TIC HYDROCARBONS · 06.09.99 
Benzene ND 0.033 0. 0280\ 0. 0130 85\39 10-179\31 73 . 
Tqluene ND 0.195 0 .161\0 .185 83\95 10-188\14 14 •. 
Surrogate ·4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIO] 110 .% 0.100 0.106\0.115 106\115 58-143\ 
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/11. (FJJtest L..__' ~Ai:YllCALLABORATORY 

1885 N. KELLY ROAD • NAPA, CA 94558 • (707 1 --s:.!-4000 • Fax (707) 226-1001 • www.caltestlab.com 

SAMPLE CHAIN . PAGE_!_ 

OF CUSTODY 

LAB~°< ~.'tji'<J / . 
q 

PROJECT it/ PROJECT NAM~ n r 
!~3 r- otJ'I r::.vJ ,,;< t:vt-i. ). 

::(RMS 'fk.:f:t 67iil!.3_,f!t,J,ffi..~--·~·.c;.;;;~ __ r : ... > .~ ; / i · .. r1Me l C,,); ~ IN bt>!5c; T LAC) t ~%Eo - TURN-AROUND 

.~M~~~- . CA__g_9-1g _ _K__ < . ~ ~ STAN_DARD iii 

- D .RUSH a: 

"~ I~ /I 

<t /( 
J' I b: ); 
j_lt5 )l 

...f 

By submittal of sample(s), clieni agrees· to abide by the Terms 'arid Conditions set forth--0~ the°'r'eive'rse of this document. 

REMARKS 
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! 
MATRIX: AQ = Aqueous Nondrlnking Water, Dlgesled Me!ela; 
FE= Low Fl.Ls, Aqueous Nondrlnking Water, Digested Metals; 
OW,, Drinking. Wa\er; SL= .son: Sludge, Solid; FP c Free Product 

CONTAINER TYPES: AL= Amber Liter; AHL~ 500 ml 
Amber; PT= Pint (Plastic); QT=Quart (Plastic); HG.= Haff Gal-
lon (Plastic); SJ,, Soll Jar; B4 = 4 oz. BACT;.BT = Brass Tube; 

. VOA= XL.VOA; OTC = Other Type Container 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, September 25, 2018 8:14 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
FW: India Basin Letters of Support 
India Basin Letters of Support - Final.zip 

From: Victoria Lehman <victoria@bldsf.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 11:03 AM 

l~O"lf~ 
L~~lo 
,~ (al 

To: Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) 

<jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> . . . 

Cc: Kittler, Sophia (BOS) <sophia.kittler@sfgov.org>; Summers, Ashley (BOS) <ashley.summers@sfgov.org>; Sandoval, 
Suhagey (BOS) <suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>; Jacobo, Jon (BOS) <jon.jacobo@sfgov.org>; Taupier, Anhe (ECN) 

· <anne.taupier@sfgov.org>; Courtney Pash <Courtney@bldsf.com> 

Subject: India Basin Letters of Support 

Supervisor Cohen, Chair Tang, and Vice Chair Kim and Supervisor Safai, 

Please find attac.hed letters of support for the India Basin project to be considered as items 9, 10, and 11 at this 
afternoon's Land Use~ Transportation Committee. 

Thank you, 
Victoria 

Victoria Lehman '-

BUILD: 
415.551.7624 0 
.917.207.5984 M 
bldsf.com 

315 Linden Street, San Francisco, CA 94102 

1 
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Advocating for 
our community 
since 1994 

Board of 
Directors 

Jill Fox, Chair 

Allen Frazier 

Michael Hamma.n 

Sean Karlin 

Richard Laufman 

Monica Padilla
Stemmelen 

(NOIA BASIN NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

September 17, 2018 

Angela Calvillo , Clerk of the Board 

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear: Ms. Calvillo, 
The India Basin Neighborhood Association (IBNA) supports the Build, Inc/ India Basin 

Investment, LLC (Developer) 700 Innes project to revitalize the India Basin community by 
creating a 21st century village for all San Francisco to enjoy. This support is based on our 

shared goals: 

Comprehensive Planning 

Economic Success 
Environmental Protections 
Transportation Improvements 

Recreation Opportunities 

IBNA created the above goals in its 2010 Community Vision for the India Basin waterfront, 
which is considered a starting document for Developer. IBNA has continued involvement 

in fashioning this addition to our community by meeting regularly for the last four years to 
provide input to Developer and participating in the India Basin Parks Task Force. 

IBNA support of the 700 Innes project is subject to the IBNA Board of Directors' 

Resolution of May 6, 2017, Establishing Public Benefit Criteria for Supporting Proposed 
Height Increases in India Basin Neighborhood, which established clear guidelines 
sufrounding any proposed building height increases in certain limited situations due to the 

clear public benefit conferred by a particular development, and not to be precedent setting 
for the entire neighborhood. It is also subject to the iBNA and Developer agreement 
signed July 24, 2018, pledging to continue to work together on both interim and · 

permanent community benefits atthe 700 Innes project and throughout the neighborhood. 
Please contact IBNA for document review. 

Advocating for our community since 1994, the India Basin Neighborhood Association is a 
membership organization of residents, local business owners and workers, and friends of 

the community who support the IBNA mission to "preserve the maritime history, natural 
beauty, diverse character and unique ambiance of the vibrant mixed-use neighborhood of 

India Basin through community organizing." IBNA is managed by an all-volunteer Board of 

Directors elected by members. 

IBNA looks forward to welcoming new neighbors. The hope is that the 700 Innes project, 

together with efforts by various city departments to plan and execute long-needed 
improvements, will make this a more livable, walkable, safe community where residents 
and visitors can all enjoy the history, natural beauty, and stunning views - and find the 

recreation, shopping, transit, city service, education, and entertainment amenities other 

San Francisco neighborhoods enjoy. 

Jill Fox, Chair 

PO Box 880953, San Francisco, CA 94188 
www.lNDIABASIN.org 
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Land Use & Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
San Francisco, .CA 94102 
erica.major@sfgov.org 

RE: #180816 India Basin Mixed Use Project 

Supervisors: 

· Michael Hamman 
702 Earl Street 

San Francisco, CA 94124 

September 24, 2018 

I am a long term resident of India Basin and I am writing in support of the Build, 
.Inc. project known as 700 Innes. Most of the folks who live out here consider · 
India Basin to be a paradise, the wild open space, the sunny weather, the 
amazing views make tnis place like no other. A great fear and trepidation 
gripped our community when we learned.that the property was sold and slated 
for development, a fear that all we hold dear would be plowed under. So we 
were relieved and gratified when we learned that the developer Build, Inc. 
wanted to work with our community and find that optimum balance between 
preserving the wild essence of what is here now with the need to build a new 
community for 3,500 people. Over a period of two years and dozens of meetings 
we came up with a magnificent project that beautifully threads that needle. 

Not only are there over five acres of wild open space but by concentrating the 
. development into a few large buildings up the hill and away from the water there 
is lots of space between them. This spacing of the buildings preserves view . 
corridors and crates a spacious open feeling unlike any other project in the Bay 
Area. 

Furthermore, creating the development in a smaller area supports the creation of 
a vibrant neighborhood-serving retail corridor. Soon, the folks who live here now 
will have a place to share a cup of coffee while enjoying our magnificent views, 
and have the ability to buy groceries without undertaking a four mile car trip. 
Imagine, being able to secure your daily needs by simply walking out your door, 
just like most of the folks who live in San Francisco. 
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This new neighborhood will have sidewalks, a library, cafes, and all the other 
amenities that make living in this city such a wonderful experience. By trading · 
open space for density this project captures the best of what is here now, and all 
the possibilities of a brand new community. I and my neighbors are excited 
about this, and urge you to approve this marvelous addition to San Francisco. 

Michael Hamman 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 . 
Bo~rd.of.Superviscirs@sfgov.org 

Michael Hamman 
702 Earl Street 

San Francisco, CA 94124 

September 24, 2018 

RE: #180841 - Appeal of Final Environmental Impact Report Certification -
India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Supervisors: 

I am writing to oppose the EIR appeal of Mikhail Brodskey and the Archimedes 
Banya SF. I am a long term resident of India Basin and a close neighbor of the 
Banya. I have read his complaint and he is advocating No Change for the · 
existing industrial zoning of M-1, which would preclude any development at all of 
this site. I yield to no man in my love of this space in its present condition, but to 
argue that this seventeen acre parcel should not be developed is unrealistic, · 
selfish, and completely out of character for San Francisco. If the early 
Californians had said No Change to the gold seekers of 1849, if the city had said 
No Change to becoming the West Coast Arsenal of Democracy during World 
War II, or fo the pioneers of the internet in South Park, this would never have 
become the city we know and love. San Francisco welcomes and embraces 
change, of course, the challenge is to direct that change in a way that preserves 
that which was valuable before, while accommodating the new uses that are 
pressing forward. 

The development plan for India Basin that is outlined in the EIR does exactly 
that. Through several years of collaboration with the neighbors, this plan evolved 
in a way that preserves the essence of the wild space that is there now and 
accommodates including 3,500 new residents into our community. Mr. Brodskey 
chose not to participate in any of this work, despite invitations to do so. T~e 
Archimedes Banya has never joined the neighborhood association, nor has it 
participated in any neighborhood activities. This appeal is based on the loss of a 
view for the Banya and, if successful, would deny the hundreds of hours of work 
in hammering out the compromises necessary to craft this plan. But more 
importantly, to deny the city 1500 new dwelling units in the midst of the current 
housing crisis simply to preserve the view of one business would be grossly 
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irresponsible. 

This is a good plan that avoids most negative impacts and adjusts and mitigates 
those few that are unavoidable. This project will be an outstanding addition to 
our city. It is supported by most of the neighbors who live here. The Planning 
Commission approved this plan unanimously and , when doing so, characterized 
it as "Excellent" and "Outstanding". I ask that you deny this merit-less appeal 
and allow the India Basin project to move forward and become one of the star 
neighborhoods of our city. 

Michael Hamman 
mhamman@igc.org 
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Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the 13oard 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place 
Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Build Inc. Project at 700 Innes 

Dear Ms: Calvillo , 

September 20, 2018 

Economic Development on Third, (EDOD. is pleased to .support the project 
known as 700 Innes by Build, Inc .. This project will contain approximately 
200,000 sq ft of commercial/retail space and the developer has made strong 
commitments to populating that space with local Bayview merchants. There is a 
growing and prospering community of artisan/maker businesses in the Bayview 
and these new spaces will provide an additional opportunity for them to 
showcase and sell their wares. 

Upon completion, this project will bring over 3,500 new residents into our 
community and that increase in population will support our existing businesses 
and services. These new residents will nurture a more vibrant retail environment, 
one in which the existing residents will be able to more easily meet their daily 
needs without a lot of inconvenient travel. 

The developer Build, Inc. has, over the last several years, met with the 
community many times, and has shaped this project in accordance with their 
input. The result is a development that riot only meets their needs but goes a 
long way toward satisfying the long felt desires of this community for 
improvement. For these reasons EDOT enthusiastically supports this project and 
looks forward to a speedy approval. 

Earl Shaddix, Director, EDOT 

Cc: Mayor London Breed 
City Hall, Room 200 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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July 24, 2018 

Mat Snyder 
San Francisco Planning Department · 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: · 

I am pleased to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the "India 
Basin Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. I am extremely proud to 
endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision 
for positive transformation. 

As a Bayview Hunters Point resident, it is important to me to remain involved in highly relevant dialogue 
sur·rounding environmental justice and literacy, and remediation; historically paramount matters impacting 
the Bayv.iew Hunters Point community. 

I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes Avenue and I 
applaud their persistent efforts to engage community members and other key stakeholders as the plans 
unfold. BUILD has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan 
that we had envisioned for this area, inclusive of socio-economic and cultural heritage lens of the community . 

. BUILD and their consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction on the 
development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop 
the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history. 

Additionally, as a board member for bay.org, which operates community programs in close proximity to the 
"India Basin Project" at the EcoCenter at He·ron's Head Park, my discussions with the BUILD team have 
uncovered synergies between BUILD and the EcoCenter's public purpose around community revitalization; a 
unique opportunity for perspective residents and the surrounding community to learn about environmental 
justice and literacy, urban sustainability, workforce development, and howto adopt more environmentally
conscious lifestyles promoting the health of the community and quality of life matters. 

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on creating a plan 
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors and community organizations in the design 
process and I look.forward to seeing the project gain approval. 

Sincerely, 

Angelique Tompkins 

Address 

25 Thornton Av San Francisco, CA 94124 

Date 
July 24, 2018 
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Mat Snyder 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

~~ INDIA 8·.ASIN 
~~ SAN FRANCISCO · 

I want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the "India Basin 
Project", as a business owner in the Bayview/Hunters Point. I am extremely proud to endorse ~uch a 
thoughtful, well -designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive 
transformation. 

I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes Avenue and I 
applaud their persis~ent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as the plans unfold. BUILD 
has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan that we had 
envisioned for this area. 

I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop the site into a valuable community 

asset that honors the area's history. We look forward to partnering with BUILD as they move to the 
construction phase of the project. We are enthusiastic that the project will provide jobs to residents of the 
Bayview/Hunters Point area and 1,575 housing units In the future. 

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on creating a plan 
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors and local businesses in the planning process 
and I look forward to seeing the project gain approval. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Association 

Address 

'7 F aA <f_!JJ~f.-... _____ .... _,_ .. _ .... _ ..... __ ... _ .. _ .. ____ ._ .. _ ·-·. 
Date 

1 I 
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Mat Snyder 
San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

~~ INDIA BASIN 
~~ SAN FRANCISCO 

I want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the "India Basin 
Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. I am extremely proud to endorse such 
a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive 

transformation. 

· I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes Avenue and I 
applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as the plans unfold. BUILD 

has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type·of plan that we· had 

envisioned for this area, 

BUILD and their consultant team have metwith us_ several times to receive feedback and direction on the 
development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop 

the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history. 

Once again, I would fike to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on creating <J plan 
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engagi~g neighbors in the .design process and I look forward to 
seeing the project gain approval. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Association 

Address 

Date 
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September 17, 2018 

Mr. Mat Snyder 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, #400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

This letter is to inform you and other interested parties of Bayview Merchants Association 

(BMA) support for the ·proposed development project at 700 Innes Ave in India basin area of 

Bayview Hunters Point. This action was taken by BMA at our meeting on August 28, 2018, 

following a presentation by the project's sponsor and a lengthy discussion about the potential . 

benefits and adverse impacts of the project. 

After careful consideration, BMA concluded that the project will be an asset to the community. 

BMA will continue to work with the project's sponsor to explore ways to increase opportunities 

for local businesses to participate in all phases of the project and to m_aximize opportunities for 

local residents of all income levels to purchase units in the project. 

Please contact me if you have any questions about BMA's support of this project. 

We look forward to working closely with BUILD Int to build a project we all can be proud of. 

Sincerely, 

~._Q_~ 

Al Williams 

Bayview Merchants Association 

. L\f,,1-<..\b7~ . 
3801 Third Street, Suite 1068 • San Francisco, CA 94124 • Phone: (415) 647 3728-~ • Fax: (415) 647-1542 

www.bayviewmerchantsassociation.com 
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Advocating for 
our community 
since 1994 

Board of 
Directors 

Jill Fox, Chair 

Allen Frazier 

Michael Hamman 

Sean Karlin 

Richard Laufman 

Monica Padilla
Stemmelen 

Sue Ellen Smith 

INDIA BASIN NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

July 24, 2018 

Mat Snyder 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

The India Basin Neighborhood Association (IBNA) supports the Build, Inc/ India Basin 
\ 

Investment, LLC (Developer) 700 Innes project to revitalize the India Basin community by 

creating a 21st century village for all San Francisco to enjoy. This support is based on our 
shared goals: 

Comprehensive Planning 

Economic Success 
Environmental. Protections 

Transportation Improvements 

Recreation Opportunities 

IBNA created the above goals in its 2010 Community Vision for the India Basin waterfront, 

which is considered a starting document for Developer. ·IBNA has continued involvement 
in fashioning this addition to our community by meeting regularly for the last four years to 
provide input to Developer and participating in the India Basin Parks Task Force. 

IBNA support of the 706 Innes project is subject to the IBNA Board of Directors' 
Resolution of May 6, 2017, Establishing Public Benefit Criteria for Supporting Proposed 

Height Increases in India Basin Neighborhood, which established clear guidelines 
surrounding any proposed building height increases in certain limited situations due to the 
clear public benefit conferred by a particular development, and not to be precedent setting 
for the entire neighborhood. It is also subject to the IBNA and Developer agreement 

signed July 24, 2018, pledging to continue to work together on both interim and 
permanent community benefits at the 700 Innes project and throughout the neighborhood. 

Please contact IBNA for document review. 

Advocating for our community since 1994, the India Basin Neighborhood Association is a 

membership organization of residents, local business owners and workers, and friends of 

the community who support the IBNA mission to "preserve the maritime history, natural 
beauty, diverse character and unique ambiance of the vibrant mixed-use neighborhood of 
India Basin through community organizing ." IBNA is managed by an all-vo·lunteer Board of 

Directors elected by members. 

IBNA looks forward to welcoming new neighbors. The hope is that the 700 Innes project, 
together with efforts by various city departments to plan and execute lor-1g-needed 

improvements, will make this a more livable, walkable, safe community where residents 

and visitors can all enjoy the history, natural beauty, and stunning views - and find the 
recreation, shopping, transit, city service, education, and entertainment amenities other 

San Francisco neighborhoods enjoy. 

Jill Fox, Chair 
PO Box 880953, San Francisco, CA 94188 

www.lNDIABASIN.org 
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Jignesh Desai, PE, BCEE, DBIA 
105 Diamond Cove Terrace, Sari Francisco, CA 94124 

. 415-200-8749 jdesai20b7@gmail.com 

Mathew Snyder 

San Francisco Planning Departmeht 

1650 Mission Street1. Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

I want to express my support· for the proposed development plans at 70Cflnnes Ave within the 
''India Basin Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. 

I have been SF resident for last 25 years and I have been involved with many large multi-billion 
dollars infrastructure programs over last 25 years as P.roject Engineer and ProjectManag£;?r. 

Since last 20 years I have been working in Bayview and for last 5 years my wife and I live in 
beautiful Bayview. 1 remember riding my bicycle to India Basin area during lunch break or in 
the evening to just relax and meditate by sitting at the shoreline. 

, I was assigned to sit on design review committee by Supervisor. Cohen approximately two 
years ago: I have attended every update meetings and have provided my professional opinion 
on the matters. 1 have asked right questions on not only technical and environmental aspects, 
but also brought up subjects/opportunities questions on career jobs in construction 
management, project management, urgent care facility, and EV charging facilities for my 
fellow D-1 D residents. 

I am extremely proud to endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project, 

I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development projectat 700.lnnes 
Avenue, Every time, we brought up questions or concerns; BUILD was very responsive and 
respectful. I applaud their persistent efforts to ei:igage our group and other key stakeholders 
as the plans unfold. 

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUlLD's project plan. BUILD has focused 
on creating a plan that reflects .the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the 
design process ,md I look forward to seeing the pioject gain approval. 

sincerely, 

jignesh Desai; PE, BCEE, DBIA 

Candlestick Cove Neighborhood Resident 
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Mat Snyder 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

~[TI INOIA BASIN 
~~ SAN FRANCISCO 

I want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the 
"India Basin Project'', as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. I am 
extremely proud to endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few 
projects provide such a grand vision for positive transformation. 

I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes 
Avenue and I applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as 
the plans unfold. BUILD has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to 
develop the type of plan that we had envisioned for this area. 

BUILD and their consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction 
on the development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD Will continue to support our . 
vision to redevelop the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history. 

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on 
creating .a plan that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the design process 
and I look forward to seeing the project gain approval. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

Association 

Address 

Date 



June 27, 2018 

Mat Snyder 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

w~ INOIA BASIN 
~!!] SAN .FRANCISCO 

I want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the "India Basin 
Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. I am extremely proud to endorse such 
a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive 
transformation. 

I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes Avenue and I 
applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as the ·plans unfold. BUILD 
has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan that we had 
envisioned for this area. 

BUILD and their consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction on the 
development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop 
the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history. 

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on creating a plan 
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the design process and I look forward to 
seeing the project gain approval. 

Sincerely, 

Name 

~ ·r;-,M,r 
Association 

Address 
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September 14, 2018 

Mat Snyder 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
· San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

I want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within 
the "India Basin Project", as a representative from Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center, 
a 501 c(3) non-profit dedicated to empowering and increasing the entrepreneurial · 
capacities of socially and economically diverse men and women. 

Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center is a registered 501 c(3) non-profit social impact 
organization working at the intersection of racial, economic, and social justice. Our aim is 
to strengthen our communities through the creation of sustainable businesses, new jobs, 
and the promotion of financial self-sufficiency. Renaissance has helped open more 
businesses than any other non-profit in the Bay Area. 

I am happy to endorse the India Basin project as few development projects provide such a 
grand vision for positive transformation. I support BUILD's latest conceptual plans and 
hope for a quick approval process. 

Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center .is particularly excited about the Public Market 
concept at the site. We understand that the Public Market will function as the social heart 
of the project, with micro-retail and rotating food and craft stalls animating the market. We 
look forward to partnering with BUILD to locate small businesses and entrepreneurs in this 

· space. We are enthusiastic about the opportunity to use the Public Market as an incubation 
space to help small business owners and entrepreneurs grow their businesses. 

Once again, l would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. We look forward 
to working closely with BUILD once the project is approved to use the Public Market space 
to meaningfully contribute to the growth of small businesses. · 

Sincerely, 

~[htffe--
Sharon Miller · 
CEO 

South of Market• 275 Fifth Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 • P (415) 5.41-8580 
Bayview/Hunters Point • 1325-B Evans Avenue; San Francisco, CA 94124 • P (415) 647-3728 

ivild-Penlnsuia • 1646 Bay Road, East Palo Aiio, CA 94303 • P (650} 321 -2193 · 
Richmond • 1500 Macdonald Avenue, Richmond, CA 94801 • P (510) 221 -2900 

· www.rencenter.org 
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BUILD: 

315 Linden Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415 551 7610 

. September 24, 2018 

RE: INDIA BASIN LETTERS OF SUPPORT 

Supervisor Cohen, Chair Tang, and Vice Chair Kim and Supervisor Safai, 

Please find attached letters of support for the India Basin project to be considered as items 
9, 10, and 11 at this afternoon's Land Use & Transportation Committee. 

Enclosures: 
India Basin Neighborhood Association - Page 1 . 
Michael Hamman - Pages 2, 3 
Michael Hamman, re: Appeal - Pages 4, 5 

Economic Development on Third (EDot) - Page 6 

Angelique Tompkins - Page 7 

Aboriginal Blackman United (ABU) - Page 8 
Bakari Adams, resident,- Page 9 

Bayview M~rchants Association - Page 10 
India Basin Neighborhood Association (2) - Page 11 

Jignesh Desai, resident- Page 12 

Meghan Mitchell - Page 13 
Parks 92124, Maya Rodgers - Page 14 

Renaissance Entrepreneurship Center- Page 15 

Sincerely, 

Courtney Pash 

Senior Project Manager 

BUILD 
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RE: Request to extend public comment period on scoping for lndi... ~.. . ~ 

Subject: RE: Request to extend public ~omment period on scoping for Indian Basin Mixed·-Use 

Project, and request for the Planning Dept. to provide short presentation at June 15th BVHP 

EJ Task Force meeting < . 

From: 11 Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bol linger@sfgov.org> 

Date: 6/9/2016 7:52 AM 

To: Bradley Angel <bradley@greenactio'n.org> 
CC: Marie Harrison <marieH@greenaction.org>, 11 etecia@greenaction.org" i 
<etecia@greenaction.org> 

c:- co 
- .. r--., 0 
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l ~~; u,~ 

...:::.... })• 2, 
~::; ;;_:o;q 

l' ~- -n-n fr} 
• I"-.) --- . () 

1 --1 ;~ ~ ~::2 ! -o ::.: -'D < 
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Thank you for your interest in the project. To be clear about the pr_ojeqt nm:ic~:·~~ 
that was sent out 'on 6(1/2016 and the overall environmental review'. process, ~rhis·'(; 
was a Nbtlce of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report und~r the )~ · 
California Envi ronmenta 1 Quality Act ( CEQA) . Although an Initial Study ('IS) is 
attached to the NOP (http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014-002541ENV India%20Basin NOP
IS.pdf) with some environmental topics focused out, the .more complex environmental 
topics (transportation, air quality, noise, biological resources, 
water/waste·water, etc.) analysis has yet to be published. The t .echnical analysis 
fo~ the more complex topics will be published as part of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR), which will include a 60-day public commen~ period and a 
public comment hearing in front of the sF· Planning Commission within the 60-day 
comment period. We expect to publish the DEIR in December 2016. Only the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or the Planning Commission can recommend 
extension of the comment period. In discussion with the ERO, we don't believe an 
extension of the scoping comment period is justified in this case. However, we 

. will accept late scoping comment letters since we do not expect the DEIR to be 
published until -late 2016. · 

Regarding translation services, we can provide that service at the Planning 
Commission DEIR public hearing if requested. We can also work with individuals 
over the phone to answ~rs questions regarding the environmental review process and 
~nalysis we publiih. We do not have the reiources to translate every page of 
analysis into multiple languages. Any individuals that need translation services 
can go through the Mayor's Office of Disability: http://sfgov.org/mod/language
access-ordinance 

On Thursday June 16th at 5pm we will be holding a NOP Public Scoping Meetini to 
receive comments on the NOP/IS that was published on 6/1/2016. At this hearing the 
public .can also comment on environmental topics that should be addressed in the 
DEIR. I suggest that ·you contact the project sponsor to request a presentation of 
the proposed project at your June 15th meeting. My role with this project involves 
only the CEQA compliance portion for which we are holding a public hearing on 
6/16/2016. I can also answer questions via email or over the phone regarding the 
CEQA process for the project. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me ·~ith an~ additional questions, clarifications 
or comments. 

Best, 

Brett Bollinger 
sa.n Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Planning Division 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 · 

945 



''') 

RE: Request to extend publi~ comment period on scoping for Indi... 

? nf?. 

(415) 575-9024 

-----Original Message-----
From: Bradley Angel [mailto:bradle~@greenaction.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 07J 2016 12:22 PM 
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Cc: Marie Harrison; etecia@greenaction.org 
Subject: Request to extend public comment period on scoping for Indian Basin 
Mixed-Use Project, and request for the Plannint Dept. to provide sh~rt 
presentation at June 15th BVHP EJ Task Force meeting 

On behalf of our members and constituents .in Bayview Hunters Point impacted by the 
proposed India Basin Mixed-Use Project, we request the Planning Department provide 
an extended public comment period beyond July 1, 2016. Due to the complexity of 
the many issues including many potential significant impacts already identified, 
and the need to ensure meaningful civic engagement in this process, we request 
that the comment period be extended to July 30, 2016. · 

In addition, can you tell us if the notice and/or environmental documents were 
pre~ared and provided in any language other than English, as it is vital tbat all 
members of the community. are informed about what is proposed. and how they can 
provide input. If such translations were not provided, we hereby request a notice 
and underlining documents immediately be made available in other relevant 

· languages spoken in the community. 

AlsoJ ·we invite you/Planning Department to·make a presentation about this ·project 
and how the public can be involved at the next meeting of the Bayview Hunters 
Point Environmental Justice Response Task Force, Wednesday, June 15th at 2 pm. 
Please let us know if you or someone from the department can do this. 

Thanks) 
Bradley Angel 
Gre~naction for Health and Environmental Justice· 

Q/1C:/?f117Q•'.l? AH 
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June 30, 2016 

Brett Bollinger . 

,- --·-.... ,, 

~ , 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Planning Division 
1650 Mission Street S1:1ite 400 
San J;lrancisco, CA 94103 

_ ........ "\ 

r ; 

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice Scoping Comments on the Propo_sed 
India·Basin Mixed Use Project 

On behalf of our members and constituents in Bayview Hunters Point, San Francisco, we submit the 
following Scoping comments regarding concerns with the Initial Study and other issues that must be 
considered and evaluated in the prep·aration of an Environmental Impact Report for the proposed India 
Basin-Mixed Use Project. 

Greenaction For Health and Environmental Justice is a multiracial grassroots organization that works · 
with low~income and working class urban, rural, and indigenous communities to 'fight environmentaJ 
racism and build a clean, hef!:lthy and just future for all. Greenaction ha!l been involved in 
environmental health and justice advocacy in Bayview Hunters Point since we were founded in 1997. 

· This low-income community of color continues to be negatively and disproportionately impacted by 
pollution, gentrification, health disparities, and other forms of environmental, social, economic -
injustice. · · · 

Planning Department Improperly Rejected Request for Extension of Public Comment Period 
and Translation of Public Notice and Key Documents: 

On June 7, 2016, Greenaction emailed the Planning Department with the following request: . 
On behalf of our members and constituents in Bayview Hunters Point impacted by the 
proposed India Basin Mixed-Use Project, we request the Planning Department provide an 
extended public comment period beyond July l, 2016. Due to the complexity of the many 
issues including many potential significant impacts already identified, and the need to ensure · 
meaningful civic engagement in this process, we request that the comment period be extended 
to July 30; 2016·. In addition, can you tell us if the notice and/or environmental documents were 
prepared and provided in any language other than English, as it is vital that all members Qf the 
community are informed about what is proposed and how they can provide input. If such . 
translations were not provided, we hereby request a notice and underlining documents 

. immediately be made available in other relevant languages spoken in the community. 

On June 9, 2016, the Planning Department responded via emai.l and denied our requests .. While the 
Planning Department response stated they would accept "late" comments, that is not adequate as. there 
is no legal guarantee that comments submitted after the official comment period ends would be part of 
the administrative record, 

1 
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We believe the denial of our request for.a modest extensiqn of the public comment period and for 
publfshing a notice and key docutneilts in languages sp.oken in the coni-ni.\.JiJ:ity is improper and 
effectively denies many members of the community their lawful and-9iv.il rights to meaningful 
participation in a public process on a proposed project that very well_ cotild have a significant and 
negative impact on their well-being, environment and community. 

As a result of the Planning Department's rejection of our reques~s, non-English speaking residents will 
likely never know about this Scoping Process as they cannot read the Notice if by some chance they 
receive it. Even if non-English speaking residents did receive the notice, which is sqlely in English, 
they. would not be able to provide meaningful comments as they cannot read or understand t]le Notice 
or the underlying documents such as the.Initial Study. 

Environmental Review Topics: 

The Initial Study prepared in 2014 accurately identified a number of issues and pote.ntial impacts 
from the proposed project that would have significat1:t impacts. Full analysis bf these significant 
impacts must be done, and we believe many of these significant impacts may not be.able t9 be 
mitigated. 

The Ihitial Study incorrectly and improperly concluded°that there were certain environmental · 
· review topics that would not be addressed in an EIR. These include: larid use and land planning, · 

aesthetics, population and housing, greenhouse gas ernissionsi geology ad soils, mineral/energy 
resources, agriculture and forest resources. S00e oftl}ese will be explain in m·o._re detail beloyv. 
The stuqy states that · 

AU items in. the Initial Study Checklist that have been checked "Less than Significant Impact," 
"No Impact''. or "Not Applicable" indicate that,-upon evaluation, staff has detetmined that the .· 
proposed project could not have a significant adver~e environmental effect relating to that 
topic ... the conclusions regarding potentially significant adverse environmental effects are . 
based·upon field ebservation, staff experience and expertise on similar projects, and/or startdard 
reference material available within the Planning Department 

Greenaction strongly disagrees with the conclusion in the Planning Department's Initial Study to 
exclude many of the above mentioned issues from evaluation in the·EIR. We base this assertion due to 
two factors: · · · 

(1) We assert that this p~oject's potential impact on land use and land planning, aesthetics, 
populatiort and housing and greenhouse gas emissions in Bayview Hunters Poin~ will -indeed be 

. significant; and · · 
(2) -Even ifthese·issues individually were to be evaluated in an EIR and determined to be "less 

than significant/' the cumulative, corilbined in1pact of these issues is likely is quite significant-and thus 
must be considered individually and cumulatively. in the BIR. · 

Compliance with Civil Eights.Laws: 

As the City and County of San Francisco receives federal and state funding, it is subject to ·and must 
comply with state and federal civil rights laws (California Government Code 11135 and Title VI of the 
United States Civil Rights Act). The BIR for this project must evaluate all potential significant 
impacts that would have a negative discriminatory and disparate impact on people of color. As this 
project is proposed for Bayview Hunters Point, and as it would have significant impacts that may not 
be able to be mitigated, an analysis of whether this project would have a discriminatory and disparate 
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impact on people of color and thus violate the civil rights of people of color residents is required. 

Hazardous Waste and Toxic Contamination in. and next to the Project Area: 

The proposed project site contains toxic contamination from prior industrial activities in the area. The 
project site is also next to the. federal Superfund/National Priorities Ust site at the Hunters Point 
Shipyard which is contaminated with radioactive and toxic waste. 

Project propbnents have acknowledged that-comprehensive testing has not beeri completed to ~sess 
the full extent of contamination, and l).ave stated to Greenaction that the plan for any remedi1i;tion or 
cleanup would be made aft_er the design for the d_evelopment is made. This is an en01mous concem a,.,.d 
threatens the accuracy and integrity of t~e BIR process: · 

An EIR canp.ot be prepared, meaningful comments cannot be made, and an analysis of potentially 
significant impacts cannot likely not be accurate without lmowing the extent of contamination afthe 
site and pl~s for remediating and/or cleaning up the contamination. The BIR must additionally 
evaluate the potential impact of the Navy's plan to leave.large amounts ofradioactive and toxic waste 
at t~e adjacent Shipyard Superfund Site that is threatened by sea level rise, as this couJd have a 
negative impact on the environment and health of people living and working at the India Basin 
development site. 

If an accurate assessment of the contamination at the site is not conducted, and an adequate and health
protective cleanup plan not.approv¥d prior to-the BIR process, then the BIR clearly must analyze - and 
conclude - that the India Basin project would have a significant negative impact that cannot be 
mitigated if toxic contamination at and next to the site is not fully cleaned up. 

A plan for a full cleanup must be made before the design starts so that the design can be made around 
the areas that need .cleanup. If the design for the development is done as currently planned, it will be 
difficult to clean up certain areas and impossible to evaluate the full potential impacts of the 

· contamination in an BIR process. 
. . 

The only way to mitigate the presence of toxic contamination is to safely arid completely remove this 
contamination. The health and safety of Bayview Hunters Point residents must be fully protected in all 
stages of this project: 

Sea Level Rise: 

Sea level rise was only mentioned once in the entire Initial Study- in the "Hydrology and Water 
Quality" Section. The study.stated that the site "could" experience "climate-change-related sea level · 
. ris~." This conclusion if factually incorrect,. as there is nc:i doubt based on all the latest scientific 
evidence and projections, that the site will experience potentially !:ievere climate change sea level rise 
impacts. 

As the proposed project is located directly on the·waterfront, this issue needs to be comprehensively 
anci'thoroughly evaluated using the most recent scientific projections. This is especially a concern as 
there is toxic contamination at the site near the waterfront. 

The initial study used outdated infonnation on sea level rise, Since that report was written, the 
predictions for how much sea level will rise in San Francisco have gone up dramatically. Therefore the 
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current estimates of projected sea level rise must be used.in the BIR and accurate assessment-based on 
the latest science must be thoroughly evaluated in the BIR. 

The state government's California Climate Action Team now estimat~s that sea level will rise an 
additiot1al lO to 17 inches by 2050 and 31 to 69 inch.es by 2100 cir more. San Francisco Department of 
the Environm~nt projects sea level increasing by 11 to 19 inches by 2050, and 30 to 55 inches by 2100. 

in March 2016, the City and County of San Fr~cisco released a "San Francisco Sea Level Rise Action 
Plan," w.hich will provide a foundation fot a citywide sea level rise·adaption plan (the expected 
completion of this report is 2018). The SLR Action Plan is based on important.climate science arid . 
provides a sobering portrait of many of the likely effects of sea level rise on the San Francisco 
waterfroht. For example, the report notes that, by the year 2100, sea level for San Francisco could rise 
by 66 inches. In the .event' of extreme tides or coastal storms, sea level could reach 108 inches, or 9 

. feet. Coastal hazards that increase with sea level rise include temporary coastal, flooding, urban. 
flooding ( caused by l"ainfall runoff, which would impede the city's combined sewage and storm. wa:ter 
systems), shoreline erosion, daily tidal° inundation and reguJar King Tide floods, and extreme storms, . 

The BIR must thus thoroughly evaluate all the potential impacts of what clearly and ominously may be 
massive sea level rise, storm surges and inundation of the project site .. 

Greenhouse Ga.ses: 

The Initial Study incorrectly concluded that greenhouse gases will not be assessed as an environmental 
factor in the.BIR. In 2016, in an area where this is already a serious pollution,problem,·greenhouse 

_ _:_·gasses should not be allowi:;d to be taken off the list of nec~ssary environmental review topics as there 
is a .serious potential for a significant impact from greenhouse gas emissions. 

We thus challenge as factu~lly incorrect the Initial Study' s conclusion that the proposed proj.ect. would 
be consistent with the San Francisco Reduction· Strategy and would not generate GHG emissions in a 
manner that would have a significant impact on the environment, The potential impact of greehhouse 
gas emissions must therefore be included in the environmental review topics that will be included in 

. the BIR. . 

The lri.itial Study found that there could be a "potentially significant impact'1 for "Cause substantial 
additional vehicle miles traveled" under the Transportation section. This directly impacts and would. 
increase greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, construction equipment working on this massive 
project will likely result :in significan.t.GHG emissions. · · 

Air Quality: 

The Initial Study found that there could be potentially significant impacts from violatiort of air quality 
standards, cumulatively 9onsiderable net increase of any criteria pollutant, odors, conflict with air 
quality plan." . 

Impacts on neighborhood air quality i:nust be ev.aluated and the existing in polluti9n.must be taken into 
account when air quality is considered in the EIR. As residents already suffer high rates ofasth.rria and 
other respiratory illnesses, air quality is an enormous concern that must be accurately 'and cumulafrvely 
evaluated. 
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Cumulative Impacts of Pollution and Health, Socio-Economic Factors: 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District has identified Bayview Hunters Point as a "CARE" 
community that is disproportionately and negatively impacted by pollution. The fact that that Bayview 
Hunters Point is 'significantly and cumulatively impacted by historic and current pollution-including 
mobile and stationary sources -is also recognized by the wio.e range oflocal, regional, state and 

· federal regulatory agencies. 

The EIR must include a thorough cumulative impact analysis that evaluates all the potential 
environmental, health, and socio-economic impacts of the India Basin project CQmbined with existing 
impacts "in the community historica1ly and today. 

Land Use, Gentrification, and .Affordable Rousing: 

. ' 
On page 51 of the Initial Study, under Land Use, section LU-3, it is stated that "the proposed project 
and var~ant would not have a substantial adverse impact on the existing character. o.f the vicinity. (Less 
thar). Significant)" (51). Greenaction strongly disagree$ w_ith this assessment. 

Bayview Hunters Point is a community under attack by developers who are gentrifying the 
neighborhood and changing its character from a predominantly people of color community to one with 
thousands of high-end condos, townhouses and homes that most residents could never afford. · 

This proposed development has the strong potential to further gentrify the area by creating a 
development with only minimal "affordable housing'.' and with most residential units priced too high 
for many current residents to afford. By building developments that most residents of Bayview Hunters . 
Point cannot afford, the culture of the neighborhood is changed, the price of housing and commercial 
rents in the neighborhood goes up, and therefore forces out people who are already longtime residents 
of1:he community. 

The EIR should consider, and conclude, that the current plans for the project are inadequate to preveIJ.t 
further gentrification of the neighborhood. The only way to avoid and mitigate this significant impact · 
is that the deveiopment needs more afforda!;,le housing for the current residents living in Bayview and 
Hunters Point. When ~he tenn "affordable housing" is used, we are referring to affordable housing that 
is based on the actual incomes of residents currently living in the area. Currently, at least 149 
affordable units must be built in the development (or a fee can be paid to avoid building them at all). 
At a minimum, at least half of the total units proposed to be built should be real affordable housing and 
accessible to current residents of Bayview Hunters Point. 

With ·a massiye increase in higher-end_residential development, the neighborhood will also change in 
other ways including higher commercial rents resulting in evictions of the many community-owned 
small businesses alsmg 3rd Street. BVHP is already experiencing dramatic rent increases and changes in 
demographics, and the BIR must evaluate in depth the potential·impacts on housing and the overall 
environment of the community. · 

. :rhe project proponents should also work in a broad and representative community process prior to 
finalizing their project plan tci reach a Community Benefits Agreement that will address and prevent all 
negafrve impacts that might ·arise from their project - and any such agreement should be reviewed in 
depth in the EIR.. 
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Bus Routes: 

This project would change existing bus routes in the neighborhood that would affect community 
m(?mbers that live close to India Basin ·and those that live farther away. We do not want the community 
to be inconvenienced by changing bus r:Outes. A full assessment of the· effects of changing these 
specific bus routes should be analyzed in the BIR. 

Please· respond to these comments in writi:i1g. 

Submitted. by, 

~~ 
Bradl~y Angel, Executive Director 
Claire Laurentine, Intern 
Marie Harrison, Bayview Hunters Point Community Organizer 
Etecia Brown, Bayview Hunters Point Community Organizer 

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice 
559 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 
gteenaction@greenaction.org 
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RE: Request~ci e~tend public comment period on scoping for !ndi... 

. : . . •\ 

-~·~--orfgiiial /tles?age-.-~~- . 
From·: ··B.radley ·Angel [mailto:·bradley_@greenaction. org] 
sent:, ~uesday, June 07, 2016 12:22 PM 
10: Boliinger, Brett (CPC) 

· cc: .Marie·Harrisoh; etecia@greenaction.org 
Suoject: Request to ·exteh·d public comment period on scoping fo.r· tnctian l,lasin 
Mixed-Use Project, and request for the Planning Dept. to provide short· 
present~tion at June 15th BVHP EJ T_ask .Force meeting · 

On behalf of our members and constituents in Bayview Hunters Point impattetf..by the 
proposed ID<lia Basin Mixed-Use Project,. we request tbe Plaryning Department' provide 
an extended public· comment period beyond July 1, 2016. Due td the c·omplexity of ·· 
the ·rniny issu~i iriciuding many potential s~gnificant·impacts ~lr~ady identified, 
anti the need· tci ' ensu.re meaningful dvic e.ngageme_nt in this pr"oc·e·ss, we reque?t 
that ·the commlfrlt period be exte~ded to July ·30,. 2016. · · 

In' additi6;, cali you tell us if the notic~ and/or· env:Lronmental docu1t1ent.s iQ_ere ·, 
prepar.ed .and pr.ov'ided-'ih any lariguage other than English/as it is· vital· that all 
meinber.s of the ~brriniun:ity are informed about Wh<?t is proposed and 'how. 'they.·c,fn 
providi :input. If sue~ translations:wer$ not ~ro~ided, we ~ereb~ ~etj~es{ a nofic~ 
and unoerlining· abcume·nt,s immediately be m_acte· available in other ·rel:evant · 
languages s pokeh 'in th_e cc:,mmuni ty. 

Also, we invite you/Planning Depa:rtment to ~ake a pr~sent'ation about th..is project 
, and how the pub~ic can tie involye9 c1t .the riext meeting of the Bay'view =:~tlnters 

Point Envirp~~~htal JUsti~e Response Task Forte, W~dnesday, Jun~ 15th~~ 2 pm: 
Please let us know if ~o't.f or someone from the depa_rtment· c::in do ·this . . 

Than.ks, 
Bradley Angel 
Greenactfon for Health and Environmental Justice· 

r- , .. 
•.' 

.. 

,, .. .. 
.. .. 

. .... 

• I · 4/27/2017 8:52 P 
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tE: Reql.l.est to extend public comment period on scoping for 1ndi. .. 

Subje·ct: RE: Request to extend public comment period on scoping for Indian Basin Mixed-Use 

Project,·and request for tre Planning Dept. to provide short presentation at June 15th BVHP 

EJ Task Force me_eting 
From: "Bollinger, Brett (~PC)'1 <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> 

Date: 6/9/2016 7:52 AM 
To: Bradley Ange\ <brad\ey@greenaction:org> 

· CC: Marie Harrison <marieH@greenacti6.n·.org>, 11 etecia@greenaction.org11 

~etecia@greenaction.org> 

Thank you for your interest in the project. To be clear about the project notice 
that was sent out on 6/1/2016 and the overall environmental review process, this 
was a Notice _ of _Pr.ep.aration (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): Although an ~nitial ' ?tudy (IS) is 
attached to ·the NOP (http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014-002S41ENV India%20Basin NOP
IS.ddf) with some environmental topi~~ focused out, the more complex environmental 
'topics (tr.ansportation, air quality~ noise, biol9gical resources, 
water/wastewa~er, etc.) analysis has yet to be ~~blished. The technical analysis 
for the more·.' complex topic~ will be published as p.art of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report.{DEIR), which will include a 60-day public comment period and a 
public com~ent~hearing jn front of the SF Plannirig Commission within the·60-day 
comment perio~.-~e expect to publish the DEIR in December 2016. Dnly the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or the Planning Commission can recommend 
extension of the comment -period. In discussion with the ERO, we don't believe an 
·e~tension-of.the scoping comment p~riod is justified in this ~ase. However, we 
will accept late scoping comment letters since we do not e~pect the DEIR to be 
published until iate 2016. 

Regarding translatio.n services, we -can provide that service at the ·Planriing 
Commission DEIR public hearing if requested. We can also work with individuals 
over the phone to answ~rs questions regarding the ~nvironmental review process and 
analysis we publish. We do not have the resources to translate every page of 
analysis into. ~ultiple languages. Any individuals that need translation services 
can go through the Mayor's Office of Disability; http://sfgov.org/mod/language-
access-ordinance · 

On Thursday June 16th at 5pm we will be ~olding a ~OP Public Scoping Meeting to 
receive -comments on the NOP/IS that was published on 6/1/2016. At this hearing the 

~ public can also comment ori environmental topics that should be addressed in the 
DEIR. I suggest that you cgntact the project sponsor to request a presentation of 
the prop9sed project at your June 15th meeting. My role with this project involves 
only the CEQA compl:iance portion for which we are holding -·a public hearing on · 
6/16/2016. I can· also answer questions via email or over the phone regarding the 
CEQA pro~ess for the project. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me with any_ additional questions, clarifications 
or comments. 

Best, 

Brett Bollinger 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Environmental Planning Division 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
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GREE.NACTION 
For Health & Environmental Justice 

May 23, 201.7 

Michael Li 
.San Francisco ·Planning DepartmentJEnvironment;tl· Planning· Division 
1650 Missio:p: Street Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: India Basin Mixed Use Project Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Li, 

On behalf of our many members and constituents ip. Bay_view Hunters Point, Greenaction for . 
. Health 'and Enviromnental Justice is writing to raise several serious concerns about the India . 

Basin Mixed Use Project. We call on your agency to irrunediately remedy svrious defects inthe
Scoping and DEIR process, including the refusal of your agency to provide :meaningful 
opportunities for public participation to non~Engl~sh speaking residents. 

On June 7, 201/:i, Greenaction wrote to the Planning Department about several issue~ related to· 
the Scoping and EIR processes, including the English-only notices associated with the 
~nvironmental review process. We asked "if the notice and/or environment!ll d9cuments were 
prepared and provided in any language other than English, as it is vital that all members of the 
community are informed about what is proposed and how they can provide input. If such . 

· translations were not provided, we hereby request a notice and underlining documents 
immediately be made avail~ble iri othe~ relevant languages spoken in the community.". 

On June 9, 2016, Mr. Bollinger responded to our June ih c~mmunication, rejecting our request 
for translation. Mr. Bollinger stated in relevant part: · 

Regarding translation services, we can provide that service at the Planning Commission 
DEIR public hearing if requested. We can also work with individuals over the phone to 
answers questions regarding the environmental review process and analysis we publish. 
We do not have the resources to translate every page of analysis into multiple languages. 
Any individuals that need translation services can go through the Mayor's Office of 
Disability: http://sfgov.org/mod/language-access-ordinance 

The refusal of the Planning Department to translate the notice and any part of the ~soqiated 
environmental review documents, despite the fact that the affect~d community has many non
English speaking residents (particularly Chinese· and Spanish~speaking), is unacceptable as it 
denies them their lawful right to meaningful participation in public proces~es including the 
· Sqoping an~ EIR process. The Planning Department clearly has the resources, as well as'tbe 
legal and moral responsibility, to translate the public notices and at least trat1slat.e an ex.tended 
executive summary of the Scoping/Notice of Preparation, DEIR, EIR an<l°other key document~. 

Furthermore, it is insulting to San Francisco residents who are non-:English speaking or limited 
English speaking for the Planning Department to respond by saying: "Any i.ndividuals that need 
transla_tion sej·vices can go through the Mayor's Office of Disability ... " 

559 Ellis Street, San Francisco, CA 94109 • Telephone: 415-447-3904 Fax: 415-447-3905 

.P.O. BOX 277, Kettleman City, CA 93239 • Telephone: 559-583-0800 
www.greenaction.org 
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. It is ironic that the Planning Depa;rtment in: the Sanctuary City of San Francisco apparently 
considers speaking a ~anguage other than English as a disability. It is a hu:man right. 

We are also concerned that the Planning Department apparently plans on releasing the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report any day. In addition to the language access issues described.above, 
we. have serious concerns that the DEIR will be inadequate due to the lack of information and 
analysis about the extent of contamination at the project site. 

We understand that some testing for toxic contamination has been conducted. We also . . 
understand that test results were not considered in development of the DEIR as these test results 
are just being analyz~d now. We :fun:her are concerned that no testing was cond1:1;cted for possible. 
radioactive contamination, despite the clearly known fact that the adjacent Hunters Point Naval 
Shipyard Su_perfund site is heavily contaminated. with radioactive waste from decades of .rrlilitary 
and industrial polluting activities. The lack of data· immensely relevant to ·a DEIR undermines 
that adequacy of the DEIR and prevents the public from being able to make informed cnmments 
- denying ·us·and others our lawful right to meaningful civic engagement in th~ process. 

· Wetherefore call on the San Francisco Planning bepartment to take the following actions to 
ensure that the envtrorimental review process is legitimate, ensures full meaningful civic 

· engagement opportunities for all people including people of color arid non:..English speaking 
residents, and complies with state and federal civil rights laws: . 

(1) Start the process over, and do it properly, starting with the Scoping/Notice of Preparation; 

(2) Translate all notices· associated with the project into languages spoken by Bayview Hunters 
Point residents, including Spanish and Chinese; 

(3) Translate all environmentalteview documents, or at a ~inimum produce and translate 
extended Executive Sw:nmaries of all documents;· and. · 

( 4) Require that the entire site be thorouglµy tested for hazardous and radioactive contamination, 
·with test results analyzed and made publicly available, prior.to the creation of a DEIR document. 

We request a meeting with your department in the n~xt week to discuss these urgent matters. 

cc Nicol,e Avril, Recreation and Parks Department 
Bayview Hunter~ Point Mothers and ·Fathers Co~ittee 

·. Bayview Hunters Point Environmental Justice Response Task Force 
Department of Toxic s·ubstances Con1rol 
APRI 
PODER 
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ndia Basin EIR 

Subj~ct: India Basin EIR 
From: "Navarrete, Joy (CPC)" <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org> 
Date: 8/29/2017 6:19 PM 
To: Bradley Angel <bradley@greenaction.org> 

,.,. 

CC: Brian Butler <brian@greenaction.org>, Victoria Lehman <victoria@bldsf.com>, "Taupier, 
Anne (ECN)" <anne.taupier@sfgov.org>, 11 sheridan@greenaction.org11 

<sheridan@greenaction.org>, Michael"Yarne <michael@bldsf.com>, l'Gibson, Lisa (CPq" 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>, "Simi, Gina (CPC)" <gina.simi@sfgov.org>, "Avril, Nicole (REC)" 
<nicole.avril@sfgov.org>, 11 Li, Michael (CPC)" <michael.j.li@sfgov.org>, "Warren, Elaine (CAT)" 
<elaine.warren@sfgov.org>, '"Murphy, Mary G.(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com)1" 
<MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com> 

Dear Mr. Angel, 

Thank you again foryour ·patience. We sincerely apologize for the delay. 

Language Translation: 
Thank you for your request for translation. We do acknowledge your prior request for translation of the NOP 
back in June 2016 and had translated.the NOP into Spanish shortly thereafter (attached). However, based on 
our review of correspondence during that time, we discovered that it was not transmitted to you. This appears 
to have been an unfortunate oversight. I sincerely apologize. That being said, there was· no procedural oversight 
that would require recirculation of the NOP/IS as the Planning Department satisfied its requirements under 

.CEQA. 

Moving forward, we will translate the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR into Spanish, Chinese, and Tagalog. 
Please send us a list of mailing and/or email addresses for each of the interested parties requesting translation 
under each respective language so that we can ensure the mailing is transmitted properly. We will also make 
these translated notices available on our webpage - http://sf-planning.org/environmental-impact-reports
negative-declarations 

Further Comment Opportunity: 
It is not too late for public input on the India Basin EIR or the Project. As you know, th_e NOP/IS scoping period 
has passed and we are now preparing to publish the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR will contain an up-to-date project 
description and will address the comments we received during the NOP/IS scoping period. We have also taken 
Greenaction's May 2017 letter as an NOP/Initial Study comment; which will also be addressed in the Draft EIR. 
There will be a minimum 45-day Draft EIR comment period within which comments on the Draft EIR can be 
submitted either in writing or in person at the public hearing before the Planning Commission. Then a 
Responses to Comments document will be prepared and the EIR will once again go before the Planning 
Commissiqn for certification. This makes two more opportunities for public·comments on the EIR moving 
forward- Draft EIR comment period and Final ElR certification. In addition, public hearings on the approvals for 
the project would be scheduled before several decision-makers includirig, but not limited to, the Planning 
Commission, Recreation and Parks Commission, and Board of Supervisors. Hence, more public participation 
opportunities forthcoming. 

While we welcome further input through the EIR process, please note that the opportunity for verbal 
comments will be at the Planning Commission Draft EIR hearing. The Planning Department will not be hosting 
any other DEIR workshop events. As we stated yesterday, the Build Inc. letter that you received on August 24, 

n /-:>n/'1'11'7 0,10 ft.l\if 
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2017 did not reflect the Planning Department's concurrence in any way. We regret any.confusion this has 
caused and h~ve hopefully clarified the CEQA process. Whatever the project sponsors propose to implement 

· would be independent of the Planning Department and CEQA requirements. 

Pl.ease feel free to contact me or the Environmental Review Officer Lisa Gibson (cc'ed above) if you .have any 
questions. 

Thanks, 
Joy 

foy novatrete. Senior Environmenlal Plannet 

San rranci,co Planning Depattment 

I £150 ffiiuion Street, Suite JJOO 

San rranci,co, en Q.IJIOS 

P. '115-575·90.IJO r. 'II 5-558-6409 

wurn1.1fplctnnin9.org 

-Attachments:----------------------------------

Spanish_lndia Basin EIR NOP.pdf 210 KB 
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SAN FRAN CI SCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

September 8, 2017 

Bradley Angel, Executive Director 
Greenaction 
559 Ellis Street 
San Francisco, CA94109 

Re: Case No. 2014-002541ENV 
India Basin Mixed.use Project EIR Language Access 

Dear Mr. Angel, 

\ 

I am writing in response to your email message dated 8/31/17 to Joy Navarrete regarding 
language access in the India Basin EIR process. Because the Planning Department takes 
compliance with the Language Access Ordinance and the California Environmental Quality /',.ct 
(CEQA) very seriously, I have reviewed the correspondence between you and our department on 
. this matter and met with staff to understand the history of communications and context for your 
concerns. 

I understand that you remain u~satisfied with the steps taken by the Planning Department 
regarding hanslation a~d language access on this project. Given your experience and your 
organization's objectives; I understand your perspec;tive. 

We have heard your cop.cems and are committed to translating the Notice of Availability of the 
Draft EIR into Spanish, Chinese, and Tagalog. BUILD has proposed to translate the Draft BIR 
Executive Summary into other languages, upon request by Greenaction. Non-English speaking 
people may request language access services at the Planning Commission hearing on the Draft 
EIR, and their· verbal comments will be responded to· in writing in the Responses to Comments · 
document. Language access services will also be available at the . EIR certification hearing. These 
steps will provide ample opportunity for meaningful input and participation by non-English 
speaking people in the EIR process moving forward. 

We acknowledge that the department did not provide a translated Notice of Availability of the 
Notice of Preparation of an EIR:, an oversight that we deeply regret. At the same time, we 
respectfully disagree with your proposed remedy that the department _restart the CEQA process 
again, with language noticing as you describe. We believe that a reasonable response is that the 
department learn from this overs.ight and commit to ensuring that it does not happen again. 

Toward that end, our managers will conduct a Language Access Ordinance refresher training 
session for Environmental Planning staff this month. In that training,· we will review the 

www .sfplann ing.org 
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Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
4i 5.558.6378 

Fax: 
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Information: 
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department's "Language Access Ordinance Standard Operating Procedures for Employees." The 
training will stress the importance of providing equal access to information to those who identify 
themselves as Limited English Speaking individuals, and we will use this project to illustrate how 
valued this ordinance is by our stakeholders. Finally, we will review our internal procedures to 
confirm that project ·envirorunental coordinators and their supervisors adhere to these 
requirements in their work. 

I r~cognize that these steps may not fully satisfy your concerns. They do, however, .reflect the 
actions that we sincerely feel are reasonable and appropriate to take under the circumstances. We 
look forward to your further input and participation in the India B~in BIR process. I am available . 
at (415) 575-9032 or lisa.gibson@sfgov.org should you have any questions. · 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Gibson 
. Environmental Review Officer 

Director of Environmental Planning 

.cc Joy Navarrete, Planning Department 
Michael Li, Planning Department 
Gina Simi, Planning Department 

. Michael Yame, BUILD 

SAi! fRMICISCO 
Pl.A.NN:lNCl OEPARTIYlENT 
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!t fUs.k fteH11 P.oHutlon 
. For d'ecadle:'.f res.fderrts h.{1.ve v.oic.erl'ca.neerl't about p0Uutlo1J:. California f[RrrlfY. (;11n.ffrm$ $.V'HP 

M one &f the commuJ1itles most vutFJerabte tO.p<;lf.tutiG'l.n kt th.e Smte. 

What does this m·ean for CalEnviroScreen results for 

Bayview Hunters Point? 

A community with a high 

percentage is experiencing a 
higher pollution burdeh and 

vulnerability thah a com·munity 

with a lower percentage in 

California. 

Bayview Hunters P·oint rates in the 

90% percentile on Ca!EnviroScreen. 

This means that BVHP has a ·. 

higher pol/utiotJ burden than 90% 
of California. 

Contact us for more inforination: 

Bayview Hunters P~int: 

Envirqnmental Factors Percf:ntage 

Diesel Particulate Matter 99% 

Groundwater Threats 98% 

Hazardous Wast~ 86% 

Health Factors . ' Percentage 

Asthma 98% 

Low Brrth Weight 99% 

Cardiovascular 69% 

Population Characteristics Percentage 

Poverty 87% 

Unemployment 84% 

Housing 91% 

http://bvhp-ivan.org 
Submit a pollution complaint! 

-

315 Sutter Street, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, .CA 94108 

(415) 447-3904 . 
Be as detailed as possible! Take a photo! 

www.greenaction .org 

greenaction@greenaction.org 

· for H_t1illlh & E11vhon111c11fril 1u~ti(c 
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Get alerts from the website 
Track responses and results from state 

agencies 
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for d€!r:er.des restde-r$ IW.ve w;Ic.ed comtem a.trout p@lliutiaa. C€iCifornkt ji:nafty co.!!ifirms SJ/HP 
as (Jr,r,e er./ th:e ttJ:mmunrtles most vufmera,b:te t& po.ff utt-an [,{Ii the St.ate. 

What -is. CalEnvirpScr.een ~.O? CalEnviroScreen measures 

CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a to"ol made by 
California Environmental ProteGtion 

Agency to help identify communities 

most affected by pollution. 

CalEnviroS-creen uses the cumufative 
impa_ct theory to compare pollution 

levels and health risks in communities 

across California. . 

W·hat are Cumulative lmpatts? 

They are the combinatioh of different 
factors that when added together result 

in a higher impact. 

Example: pollution+ asthma,+ 

poverty;::; cuniulatlve impacts! 

1+1+1+1+1= too much! 
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indicators thrqugh the~.e 
four main -groups: 

The CalEnvir.oScreen results are the 

pollution burden times the population 
characteristics 



August 27, 2018 

APPEAL FEE W AIYER REQUEST RE: 

. . RECEIVED 
BO 1\J< D. Of SUPER YfSOP S 

.:,J\f-1 :-R ;\f'JC/S.-CO 

GREENACTlON FOR HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE APPEAL OF 
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF INDIA BASIN Ml:XED USE PROJECT 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 350G)(3) and Ordinance No. 149-16, Section 
Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice requests a waiver of filing fees for our appeal 

. of the Planning Commission's approval of the EIR and the India Basin Mixed Use Project We 

file this appeal on behalf of our many members and constituents in Bayview Hunters Point 

whose health, environment, and civil rights will be adversely, disproportionately and 

significantly impacted by the approval of this project. 

Greenaction is a San Francisco-based non-profit organization founded in 1997 a,nd led by 

grassroots leaders from urban, rural and Indigenous communities which ary impacted by 

pollution, environmental racism, and injustice. We have participated in the project's 

environmental review and permit process since it began with the Planning Department, 

submitted written comments starting with the Notice of Preparation/Scoping process, and 

testified at public hearings held by the Planning Department and Planning Commissio~ on this · 

matter. Due to our extensive participation in the process, and our many mem?ers and . 

constituents in the affected community, we have standing to file this appeal and request a fee 

waiver. 

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice 

315 Sutter Street, 2nd floor, San Francisco, CA 94108 
Phone: (415) 447-3904 Fax: (415) 447-3905 

v1ww.greenaction.org greenaction@greenaction.org 
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. . GREENACTION FOR -HEALTH & 
· ·ENVIRONMEN'f.At.:. JUSTICE · . 
· .. '· 315 SUTTER STF.L2 ,·, . 

~AN_FBANCISCO;CA 94108 

. . J3anl< of America 
ACl;l Air 121qqo3._5a 

· :s,~7/201_? 

~A:0~~ T0'i=E . ·.San. Francisco f>ia1:miog Departm~nt: . _. . . . .. ·_. . :j: $ t*597_.00 

11:3si1210 CA 
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ENVIRONMl;:NTALJUSTICE : 

.8/27/2018 
India Ba~\ri M\xed Use Project_ - Appeal . · 
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·~ 
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BO ,\ RD OF SUPER VIS ORS 
S ,UJ. FR t .f:C::SSO . 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPEAL FEE WAIVElf rn AUG 27 PM Li: 59 

FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS ·· ,; ·t_ .. __JJ_ . -.,._....___,.7, 

Appellant's lnfo~mation 

Property Information 

ProjectAddr~ 0 1~ 11.e j_ _ ___ _ _ _ 
Project Application (PRJ) Record No: Building Permit No: · 

~~~=~-:::-;;/;;fr _____________________ ··------ -______________ _ 
Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 
All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials. 

REQUIRED CRITERIA YES NO 

The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 

// on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form ofa letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization._ 

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department and I that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

The appellant ls appealing on behalf of an organization that has been In existence at least 24 months prior I to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

The appellant is appealing on behalfof a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and that ,/ 
is the subject of the appeal. 

... . ...... . 
For.Dcp:.frinientUseO~ly . 

Applicati~n recei.ved by Planning bepart;.,ent: 
. :· .. ·.:: ·:· . : . , . :: .· •' 

...... . - - ·, .. ·:·· .. -· .. . ·:. 
. .. ... 

Date: ·------'-------'-

Submissibri.the"cidist: ·.· .. · · · · 

.. ::' D AP~E~l,A0. A0THORFZATION :, ':,: [] CU~REITTORGAN;.z:4110N.~EGISTRATI.ON :: :.· .. [J"MIN.IMU.M ORGANIZA~loNi.G·~.' _.: 

. ' .. O"PRbJ{aiMPACToN·oilGAN1ZA110/i! · . . : ~ . . 
.. · .. · : . 

. D WAIVER APPROVED 

rl.GE2 I :J·1"' .. IO.il01:-:01.F.cOFSU1EiWISOkS/.r1!.At. fE~WlloJER V. Ot .GJ.X!U. S!,~ iR .S.~SCC ?LJNNlUG CCFl.lm.Wi:' 
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HEillo niembElrs:bftti,eLE!bO I)seand Trarisportatiqn Committee; 
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MY n:arneJ$~.esas tiores, I. am the QPeral'.tons manader":;ft Ardhi'rneoes )janva: we .ate . S~J~ 
9111:l, qf th.e•building§ tha(j~ filrectly adjacent to the propo~red proj~ct As·a 09tnrrdttee J9d'*Y you. ·, •,:; viMA+;· 
at~ here to ame{hd th$ ~eneraf pll:lr'.i tci revise th.e bayvlew. hunfots poinfare.a plan an<:f the utban 
desicfri. COrrit11et9e c;1ria lfid~sthi i· arjd'reci"e~ti6,ii·arj~ OD~[) SD~C$ :e113tnent~i fo.feJ/$ct me; Tll,Olcl 
pasin MbcedUseprdject In additlorrltie qrdina.n.c:.e ahiendi(ig the plannh~g code ,t<> esti;tpli$h(l:ie 
Jndia Has.in $pedal use districtby chan~ing/tbe zonlh.$ designati6ns"height distdcts.~nct the 
i.n!'.11~ bas1n:spec1l:i1.use.distnct. ~.astjy approving a•deve1oprn~nfc1greement betweentile.crcy 
anc;I coµnty ofsan fr<l.hc;1s<::cr§iJciAnqli;.1 $~$in lnv¢::.tmentl,.Lc th~t wo\.llgcover •fi.2(l.:19r.e proje¢t 
Wnicn s6tn~ petiaY¢Jiav~vanoiJ$ o!Ji:>11¢ P~ri~t1rs or,ncJUoih<;i 4'.cb'io ?tt.otOijPI~ nou:s,nq ~i'.ld 11 
· ~ere parks and opeh space .a]IWhilemaking sure thirigsfali under the Caf1fornia E11vironmenfal 
qqaJityAct~nq.fhctUh~ ijriQings conforrtrw.ith{hefGenerict[ Pl~n,J ahl here toappealfoyowtllaf 
,suci;: orct1nance amendment$ snpu1.a pe tun:her ,nvesuoatea. :a1scussea ana notamenaeo. rooav 
.b~cau.se <Jf the,~1gtj1[!¢c1pt ~riq unc3y9idaq·1eri.~gafive'imp?,c;ts f() n9t oniY:Ardbirnedes. Banya l:i4t 
the QO[THiliJnity qffl)tji~:Ba§l(j l3ayvi¢W.anctH4nters p9i!][; . ··. 

t:Serore aen:1na m10 trii;3 tea$ohs wnv su¢n:. :ota1nEint(:l • ~meiiamerits w.ouiq .fiaV~ a 
sigiiificantand unavoidable negatlve' ii:npactfo J\r¢himedes. Bi:iiiya .and the community .Which 
Wbt;ilcf pqf c\dhere.tot he: Califqroi'i~ 'Enyirbriijiehfc11'Quality Act t wbuld Jike to inform you· a little 
aoot1i tne·J:Sanva~~we.· aJ:Arch1rneci'e$ tsilnva :·~b ttne • 1:$i:triVaL .are ¢otnrnitted . .to1rnotov1na• the 
:qu;;i(l~yof lif(3.fqta)l th~flj.Y,e 111 then~~r!Jy f9rprnilhity.andresiclen't$ 'qhd·v1s1tor.$ 9fthe, wtiol,e $p.: 
E3atAr¢c:1 '., Tt,:eB~ny~.fo :c\ Russian/Gerrn·an/Sc:anc:linayian. style h~thhcg:ise,.fhe only.on·e of its 
,Kin<1 in 1ne tsav Area; n: 1~. notor:uv a 01c;1ce roro.eoo1$, to ~Xoertence. 
Rtissian/German/{,candipa\(iafi:pl.lltllr'esI A 8€1SJJUickly become a i::ultµrat 'ipstitution. a,nq, fourist 
qestinatior:UnS@ Fn:Jnci.sco.The Banya l;:; ,~placewhere people ofc:111'.ages, ger:i~erl3~ :ethnic 
f;lna · cti.1tur~l o~c~arq1Xng$ cpnyeM to re1c1>c; soG1t:t11ze. pnct 1rni':>rQ\te. inert neatt;n, itMic'.Jueiv 
.attract$ vi~itor~rto JhJnters '.P9int. a dasffnation 'in Sc;1n Franti$Cb that was· previously. avoided by 
visitors and !o.cals alike, Thus• the Ban ·· a has. contdbutedfo thevibranc · .. · 0.ffhe, nei, hborho · d ·· .. .. ... .. ... . . .. . .. . . , .. .. .. y . . .. ... ..... .. . ....... · .... . . ... ........ Y .. ..... g .... o 
m·atnas. been unoreceaemea ov anv orrier i:sus1hesl> n'Une:area/ vve: .are. a otacewnere. oeoo1e, 
:can forgefltiattbeY ar~ io; a: btJ$!lin.9 cify ar:id ;ge{~w.ay:fror:n theti(eyery QclY roµtine, 

To $fart. 'off f Wciuld like to &icµ~'s withyoQ th~. n~gat.lve, effects' tha.l thi.$ .bi.Jiidiii9 WillhtiVe 
·irVouanowtne zon'intito cna'nqe to a $oecial V$e V1stri¢r;.wn1cnwou1a anowtdt two 14 ston/ 
.and various other 6 7 8 story bUlldiogJn the areathatwouid. enguifArch.lmede:s Banya.J strongjy 
ur9eth1s committee (9 m,c;tintain the currentzo.ning qt MC. lc1nd NC 2 Wl:lk:hwoulq keep th~ 
r.ieianr ,aP(u reet'thro~ailcim the ororecf VYhe)i we 'tfrst starred .com1iid)o triese OllDJlc n:ieet1nas 
yvlth tM pl91jb109'9omrt1i~s1qn ~poqt fb~ E:iRWeWanted fo fit~tofft>e foclt,ii:!e~' in the reportNbt . 
. one m!:inW:>n :ofAtphimi;:ldes ~any~w~s i11cluded qr:tne effects.this project W<'.>uld hav'3 :on our 
ous1he.ss. t nenaner we, came :aaa,n to sroo tne KeV1sed· l::.lKJrom oeina· oassea bec1;11,1seir.ien 
~ewereJq9t ref~rre.q to al> ,i:t con,m~rc:jal / re.sioi,mt1c1I i:iweJling 1.1ryih The acly'3r~e ~ffect§ were 
agc1fri not discussed in.th!;:} revii$Elct VElf$i.oh. T know som~ pElopie.frpJn 6u;i~ . b$ve, spqkElr:i Wifb, th¢ 
'oWner D~{.Mikhall ~r'Gd$ky hqt have c1ny of yoli com$ and usectour t~ciiify. lfis mote thanJusfa 
qorfimer¢i:c1l/residenHa1:dw.eUing Unit It a space I/Jere citizens come to heal thelr body ,cind relax; 
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It you Were to change the toning heights tot this proj(:)tt arid allow thE:IBe puUdfngs to erigu1t us 
you would drastically impact the wind speeds>and duration ofhatardous winds c1nd 111.ti.Jrrr 
negatively irnpacftneventilationof our buHding. As stated in the revisecl '.EIR"The EIR·concludep I 

thatthe proposed project would r~sult in. a sU:bstantialrn~rease)n i;he wind speed ~nd di.Jratiqn of 
haz9rdquswinds atthe project site. andinits vicinifyi which. wouid substantially affect public areas ot 
outdoor recr'eationfa9ili:ties and r'f!sUlt in a signifi~an( and imayoldabfe .Wind impact". Now Mitigaticiri 
measures were 1n1;roducec:1 lVFWVia. M-Wl~lb; c1nd_M-Vl/l~ic these discµssed wirjd i rnoact arialvsjs and 
mitigation.for buildings over 100 ft, temporary wind reduction inea~ures during ccinsthiction and redu~e 
effects o(groUnd level hazardous witids through ongoing :review: bnfqrtunately again as statedTri the 
revisedEiRwhkh was passed iilit itstated11,11.ffi::,ti~~-
' ki1Ddllilt_lt __ ~-~1B ·· ··-~lr-i\llt~---11•JIII · 
~~~~~-~-~t%1 ~-~-·:·:.~_:__c_ -~~~ .~.~~---Uu.WlJ lt~d®fflffl'~~li\ttiSlll· High0i~dseffi:!ctArc_hi~ede~ 
Hanva vent.,latiqn svster:n . . If i can auk)<lv summar)zeJn our tacilitv we hi3Ve, two oari)<;as. these are rqSSli:lf:• 
style sauna thatinvolve humidity, Now if winds fncre.ase that means t ne . air dll~t on our roof1Nould have 
more wind going iiii:o the sauri.:is and would cause the humidity andthetel}'.iperature to be reduce and 
those are tWo main kev conioor:ients thatVou need \.vheri, eniciVirifi ourfacintv: 1 tao .also !let h:ito how VOLi 

WoufdJ"emove our cl!stbrners· privacfaS Well; People enjoy our roof to sun hath arid db so in the, n,ude af 
times: ~utgetl:ing pastjListtheprivacythatWilJ be infringed Upoi:U 'v'{OUlc;l lik.eto c:9i)tjnue pecatjse :of 
these negative wind imo.acts I believe vou .shou.ld Jool(howthe c1rr dualitv vJiil ):le even more drastic . 

NoW the revised proposed project Would not propose any changeStb buiid1ng envelope$ or . . . . ·.· . . .. ·.. . ... . ... . 
locations,With thati Woufd like to mention that.the aifqi.lalitY:is gojng to have negative Jr:r.ipacts_ oh 
Archimedes Bamia .and the cor:nmuriitv. Mftigationmea$ures were intrciduced to M~AQ~:t.a.,. lb. ic •. c1n~ 

1d. These were said to n,inirTijzed off/on rqad construction equipment e111is~io11 ; utilize !:>est availabie 
contn:il technology for lr:i:wc1ter tO:nstruct:ioh ~qufprnent,:and·offsetemissfor,s fc:irtonstruction and 

71emoers ·nave aireactvbeen reoortei:I to ti ave r'nbfo a11ni_ent beta use ot the. havv v~rct be11it there tor 
years· and noWyou V-(anttp introduce new:con.ta1nn:,ents <1rid pot only t_hc1t the Banyq &llest ~ome to heal 
there J:mdies and you woulcl want.them bri;c1th in th'i$airtbat(s JiteraHylessthan s feetin either 
directiqn. 
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NqW since rnY tirn~ :mJijht be tJoming to a. ci9$e. i woulcf Hk$ to ~ddtess the big9est flaw 
\§ind issue. of why this project would hot be in actorda:ncetoJhe: safety of our environment and 
the 9E.QA c3ncf tha( this c:qmrnitJ1?$· on l.:;in<t Li{3g ~rid ![9h~portc3fiqn sbo~Ji:l. fllrth(:}r investigate th~ 
plot oefor¢ ~rne.ti<;{ln~ thes.E;! otdin1;1nces,. rs fhat Jhe oan.c:;er risk tor Gootioulng this project wii( b~ .. 

~~~~~1J~~~~~~~~t 
···1'~trnliii!d~~~~~~i!i~~~~~ctid1mt:~11.UJi!~tlf~~,@1)i"j~l@l!I~. 
~&'tfflti~-~~rmf~;!_~~~~~~~~~4rii~~~~iu.fut~~~*'t~ 
~d~tfillfl!fm!.~~~~~~1~~i]f~i{~r:;t~~~~~W~Ii~if~-~ii11t1u.~c.1~~~ 

high· evei1 with mifiga:tibn as; stated " .· . . . . .. . . . .. ' ,. 

liitir-l'liif.4Mcqristruct10n~related,and op~~ational ;;ictivlties 
c1ssociated with the pr:opos~d pt.oject Would result \n in¢rease:sJ1:1 ~rriis~iqns ofclies¢J 1;i~rtiq.tlc!t!:;! rnattet 
(PM) 1:hqt woufcfaffect lifetim~ exce?s ca11cer risk for poth,pn-,,and,ofi'~~ite receptors;, Over.all~ frrip~ct-s of 
"te; revised prooose«;i project would be the same as the: propqs~ct 'pr'qj¢tfs itiipacts:d¢.si:rihed; lri tf:te 'Draft 
EIR. Impacts of the revised proposed proj¢~ on. aif:,qi.n\iity<Wp.Ufd be slt{n1fii;:iltr~ and unavoidabfe With 
m)tig~tioh. T9 9p:ci td this just recently radjoacnve obje·i;:ts· Were'fbundless than a ql!arler mile frqliJ dur-
locatioi:l at the.Navy Yatds partelAas.stated'.tt:1 thesfchrtinkle.in ~tr ar:th:1.e lly . 
iaSOn Fa gone *n.g cy11thia Dizikes' , i h$ve worked at Ar'Ghi1Yie.de$, sine$ it .open and i hav~ S,E:eh 
m.at .cteve1opr;r:1eh'E go up as·Weil. f Know tnar rnams rrom mat sire wowa aurnp atrr ovenn ,me; 
project" site Wf} i:ite GUrre11tly disc.us,$fng{ ln t.he Elf{ s.oH samples were qnly d~n~ oq th€:l stJrfg<::ei 
the plot of t~e' 'proposeti ptojectfias b~en getting rtueo. tor over halt l'l c~ntlitgwn:n 01ner 
cont~mitii;lnts., Furth.er ;soil ::;arnp!e ::.houl<:l be foke.n <lS"Well: espedial!Y sir:rc!;!: backJn. 19_9,9 ~oif 
sample$,wer¢ !'.lone .. by Trans· P.c:1oifir; G.eqlec;b11J9.~L :dod~tilti,iri1$, ~rid fm.1nq 1rai:;¢$. ofieaq ani;l 
9thermrnerc:ii$ ~nd: gases. 

I ahi appealing:to Y,oU in embers of this c()mfriittee Tang, Kini;. and Safai to: further 
rnvest1Qate the:Jah.o yse of ttiis tn~f1:l J:iasiri Mixed, Used. ProJE3ct fo not r.nove,f<;>rwarcl wlm 
amending thei:;e ordinances-. Furthe(inv¢stigation sho1.,1kt Pe dpoe, on the effects if. will h~ve on 
thE:i coJnmuoity and rnw b.tJsJnE;Jss, \iqu are alk>WitiiJ :i;l cornmllriity t9 be greatlyaff'eqted, if y6u. 
amend· thes¢ ·tqa,3y ;yq,;r *Et s-ay,nQ·, ¥OW are ok: with gh/ing member$. ;qf th.ei :G<;>milJVnity ganqer 
and other health related: illness all for a few hundred un\ts ofhoUses that'wont e\ieri be 
affprdable to thqse tbat liYEf. ir\Jh~ neiQhbgrhQod yoq ar¢ Qaingi (q 4eva~tate. lf Yol! trwty waritE3d 
tQ help the c:ornrnunlty 13uHct:!:ih'C>ljlq not have TE3JT1QVE:ld the· $.Gh99l Q( be.tier yet a,ilpw. fql' {l hi9he.r 
amount of so · cc;1Ilec'l affO:rd<,3t>Je housing, ;Jf this pro Jed was to be: done in your di's(rf¢t .and :yqy 
were; aware off he ne.g·atrve ittipads,. r would expetHor you not to ~now it to cdnflrit1e. Y:oq all 
flaV,t:: ::illl.Vt;:.U, JO J.)tJtttJ\ U,l,t: IIV~::; (;11 Jc:iiYii1if./$' ,11 ~i:ii) rt:3t)¢iScq,6trjEtr' corntnqpn1es $'9 CfQlftn.Utt. th¢ 
liVes of those in this icornmunity, 
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TRANS PACIFIC GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS, INC. 

445 GRANT AVENUE, SUITE 403, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94108-3249 
TELEPHONE: (415) 788-8627 FAX: (415) 788-3121 

Banya 2000 
1600 Shattuck Avenue, *214-II 
Berkeley, California 94709 

Attention: Mr. Reinhard Imhof 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

J.une 28, 1999 

Our Job No. 1535-001 

Report 
Soil Sampling and Chemical Testing 
Proposed Russian Spa 
Assessor's Block 4644, Lot SA 
Innes Avenue · 
San Francisco, California 

This report presents the results .of our soil sampling and chemical testing 
for the site of the proposed Russian spa in San Francisco, California. The site, 
known as Lot 5A of Assessor's Block 4644, is located on the north side of Innes 
Avenue between Earl Street and Fitch Street as shown oh the Vicinity Map, Plate 
1. 

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

Present plans call for construction of a three-story building with a 
basement. The building will house an in-door swimming pool, hot tubs, exercise 
rooms, weight rooms, and a restaurant, among others. The basement will be used 
for parking and a mechanical room. Details of the proposed development have not 
been finalized and details of the loading information are not available at this 
time. 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The purpose of our service was to explore the subsurface soil and rock 
conditions at the site and to collect soil samples for analytical chemical 
testing. Our service was performed substantially in accordance with our proposal 
dated May 13, 1999. The scope of our services included a field exploration 
program of excavating two test pits and· performance of analytical chemical 
testing. 

FIELD EXPLORATION 

The subsurface conditions were explored on June 4, 1999, by excavating two 
test pits with a backhoe at the locations shown on the Plot Plan, Plate 2. The 
test pits were excavated to depths of about 11 feet to 14 feet below the existing 
ground surface. The field exploration was performed under the technical 
direction of one of our geologists who examined and visually classified the soil 
encountered, maintained a log of test pits, and obtained · samples for visual 
examination ahd analytical. chemical testing, Graphical presentation of the soils 
encountered is presented. on the Log of Exploratory Pit, Plates 3A through 3B. 
An explanation of the nomenclature and symbols used on the Log of Exploratory 
Pits is shown on Plate 4, Soil Classification Chart and Key to Test Data. The 

Page 1 
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Banya 2000 June 28, 1999 

logs of test pits show subsurface conditions on the date and at the locations 
indicated, and it is not warranted that they are· representative of subsurface 
conditions at other times or locations. After completion of the excavation 
operation, the test pits were loosely backfilled with the excavated soils and 
randomly ro_lled with the rubber-tired _ wheels. 

The soil samples were collected with appropriate sampling protocol. These 
samples were initially stored ·in an ice chest and subsequently refrigerated for 
proper storage and eventual transport to the analytical laboratory. A chain of 
custody of these samples was maintained. 

DISCUSSION 

Soil samples were hand delivered to the premise of 9altest Analytical 
Laboratory in Napa, California on June 7, 1999. We were directed by Mr. R. Imhof 
to hold the testing of soil samples obtained in Test Pit 1 in abeyance; 

_ therefore, analytical testing was assigned only on soil samples obtained in Test 
Pit 2. These tests included testing for heavy metals, asbestos, total petroleum 
hydrocarbons as gas and _ total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel and 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB). 

The results of the analytical testing, as presented by Caltest Analytical 
Laboratory, are presented in the Appendix . 

CLOSURE 

Our services have been performed with the usual thoroughness and competence 
of the engineering profession. No other warranty or representation, either 
expressed or implied, is included or intended. 

If you have any questions regarding this report - or require additional 
information, please contact us. The following plates and appendix are attached 
and complete this report. 

Plate 
Plate 
Plates 
Plate 

l 
2 
3A and 3B 
4 

Appendix . 

(Six copies st1brnitted) 

Vicinity Map 
Plot Plan 
Log Of Exploratory Pit 
Soil Classificatiort Chart and Key to Test Data 

Report prepared by Caltest Analytical Laboratory 
and dated June 25, 1999 

Yours very truly, 
Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. 

F~·,-~ 
E~ T~ ~au/ P.E. 
Reg. Civil Engineer 019897 
Reg. Geotechnical Engineer 506 
Expiration 9/30/2001 

cc: ARCUS Architecture and Planning (2) 
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 404 
San Francisco, California 94108 
Attention: Mr. Samuel Kwong 

WPN: -1535001. RE2 
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TEST PIT 1 DATE EXCAVATED: 614199 -----SURFACE ELEVATION: ____ _ 

LOGGED BY:~-- EQUIPMENT: _b_ac_k_ho_e ___ _ DATE BACKFILLED: 614199 -----

DEPTH 
WIDTH IN FEET 

DEPTH 
(FEET) 5 10 15 20 (FEET) 

A 

I 
1-1 

I I I 
5 -,- ,- -1- -1- - - - 5 

. I I 

10 
B 

- ,- - ·- ,- -,- 10 

I I 

15 15 

ii INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE 

[81 INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE 

A. GC, Sandy GRAVEL with trace day and serpentine rock fragments, occasional 
cobbles, dry to damp, (loose), [FILLJ. 

B. CL, Brown silty CLAY with rock fragments, moist. 

~ m LOG OF EXPLORATORY PIT Trans Pacific Geotechnlcal Consultants, Inc • 
.... ~-----------------------------;:;P:;--LA..;TE;:;;-;:3A:;--' 
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TEST PIT 2 SURFACE ELEVATION: ____ _ DATE EXCAVATED: _61_41_e9 __ _ 

. LOGGED BY: DRF EQUIPMENT: _b_a_ck_h_o_e ___ _ DATE BACKFILLED: 614199 

,,. 
DEPTH 

WIDTH IN FEET 
DEPTH 

(FEET) 5 10 15 . 20 (FEET) 

A 

,. 
B 

5 ,----,- -,- - - - 5 

I 

10 10 

15 -.L..---~~ .............. --------------------~------~---....... ~--...... --...,_15 

• INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE 

181 INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE 

o PIPE 

A GN, Sandy GRAVEL, dry, (loose), (FILL]. 

B. CL/GC, Dark brown and blaok layered sandy CLA.Y with wood, brick, 
reinforcing steel, large rock fragments, and a block of granite, moist, 
(loose and soft), (FILL]. Grading to yellowish brown clayey GRAVEL 
at around 11 feet to 12 feet, mols~ (loose), [FILL}. 

LOG OF EXPLORATORY PIT Trans Pacific Geotechnlcal Consultants, Inc. 

PLATE 3B 
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UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

DESCRIPTION 

WEll-ORADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND 
MIXTURES, umE OR NO FINES 

POOALY-ORADEDGRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND 
MIXTURES, LITTLE OR NO FINES 

SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SANO-SILT MIXTURES 

CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-CLAY MIXTURES 

WELL-OilADED SAND, GRAVELLY SANDS, 
LITTLE OR NO FINES 

POORLY-GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY SANDS, 
LITTLE OR NO FINES 

SILTY SANDS, SANO-SILT MIXTURES 

CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES 

MAJOR DIVISIONS 

CLEAN GRAVELS g;z~ WW 
Q(I) ID t,; 

(LITTLE OR NO FINES) ens>---" i(I) ul ~~g 
gj~ >_r'-~ 

~,-..w@ 
(/)Cl) 

' ... 
GRAVELS WlTH FINES CJ w~z ~d 

~8~ 
;;;z 

(APPRECIABLE i:~ AMOUNT OF FINES) a: 

~~ 

~~.~ ~~ CLEAN SANDS 

!i (um.E OR NO ANES) 
(l)~O~ 

~~e\ .;!w 
< o:wz if~ 

SANDS WlTH FINES cno~IB ~; (AP?REGIABLE §8~ 
AMOUNT OF FJNES) 

en 
d .;!~ 
0 ~l!I ti) V) 

0 ~~ w . 
~ ~g 
i:2 ~~ 
C, !fil • z . w < 
Cl) w~ cc 0: < Ou, 0 :li-
(.) 

w 

t~ 
~@ 
Cl)~ 

~!l! (I) I-

~ ~ 
~~ 
o!!! 

~~ 
~~ 

ff+fffr!-~-J-cl~NOR=-:GA:-.,-:N~JG~S71L~TS~AN.,.,,.,,O~VE-=RY~F~IN~E~S~AN~OS~.~R~OG~K:-:-~+--~~~~~~~-'--~~~~~~+-~~~~ 

FLOUR, SILTY OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, Cl.AVEY Sn.TS vj ~ 

60 

50 

WITH SLIGHT PLASTICITY ::, "-

INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY, SILTS & CLAYS (/) .;!W ~~ 
GRAVELLY CLAYS, SANDY CLAYS, SILTY CLAYS, LEAN ..J -iij o ~ 
C YS (LIQUID LIMITLESS THAN 50) Q ~ <J> z :;,! 

u,o ~S".? Ill~ OflGANICSILTSANDORGANICSll.T~LAYS .!,! J!: 
OFLOWPLASTJGITY W 11.(5 z Oz 

INORGANIC SILTS, MIOACEOUS OR DIATOMACEOUS < 5 w 
FINE SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, EU\STIC SILTS ffi 5; 
INORGANICCLAYSOFHIGHPLASTICITY, SILTS & CLAYS ~ ~iz 
FAT CLAYS (LIQUID LIMIT 50 OR MORE) ii: IIS l 
ORGANIC ClAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH 
PLASTICITY, ORGANIC SILTS 

PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY Of!GANIO SOILS 

PLASTICITY CHART 

V 

HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS 

KEY TO SAMPLES 

i40 CHi~/ 
UJe--z ,-'I'\) 

/ 

- lNDICAlES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE 

~ INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE 

(==:J INDICATES DEPTH OF SAMPUNG AnEMPT WITH NO RECOVERY 

INDICATES DEPTH DF STANDAl10 PENETRATION TEST 

INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED"$" (SHELBY) T'VPE 
SAMPLE 

~ 30 
Q 

~ . 

/ 
!/ 

~ 20 
CL 

V 0. MH OH 
10 ./ I 

0 
MLt,, "' ML&OL 

D 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
UOUIDLIMIT 

TYPES OF SOIL SAMPLERS 
MC - MODIFIED CALIFORNIA SAMPLER 
NX - ROCK CORING 

P - PISTON SAMPLER 
PT - PITCHER BARREL SAMPLER 
S- SHELBY SAMPLER 

SPT-ST ANDARD PENETRATION TEST SAMPLER 
U - UNDERWATER SAMPLER 

KEY TO TEST DATA 
GS - GRAIN-SIZE DISTRIBUTION 

DSCU - DIRECT SHEAR TEST, CONSOLIDATED - UNDRAJNED 
DSUU - DIRECT SHEAR TEST, UNCONSOLIDATED. UNDRAINED 
TXUU • TRIAXIAL COMPRESSION TEST, UNCONSOLIDATED· 
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~ORA~ro . 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION CHART 
AND KEY TO TEST DATA 

Trans Pacific Geotechnlcal Consultants, Inc. 

PLATE 4 
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- [885 N. Kelly Rd. • Napa, California 94558 

(707) 258,4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

June 25, 1999 

Mr. Eddy T. Lau, P.E. 
Trans Pacific GeoTeclutlcal 
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 403 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Dear Mr. Lau: 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP #)664 

On June 7, 1999, Caltest received four soil samples which were logged into our system as 
lab order number 9906181. Per your request, two of the· four ·samples were analyzed for 
California Assessment Manual (CAM) Metals, Asbestos, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
(TPH) as Gas, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) as Diesel, and Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls (PCB). 

The following analytical report indicates a detection on both soil samples for an 
unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon pattern which was quantitated as Diesel# 2. All 

· metals were below the Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) Limits, however, 
Chromium and Lead were detected above 10 times the Soluble Threshold Limit 
Concentration (STI,C) Limit. This is an indication that an STLC Extraction and analysis 
needs to be performed on both soil samples for Chromiwn, and Lead. 

Please do not hesitate to, call me at .the laboratory if you have any questions regarding this 
report. 

Sincerely, 
Caltest AnalytJcal Laboratory . 

~~r~ 
· Todd M. Albertson 

Project Man~ger 

Enclosure( s): 
Caltest Lab Order# 9906181 
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~ -_·,· ~B85 N. Kelly Rd. • Napa, California 94558 

(707) 258,4000 • Fax: (707) 226,IOOJ 

REPORT of ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

Client: Eddy T. Lau. P.E. . 
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical 
445 Grant Avenue. Suite 403 
San Francisco, CA 94108 

Project: 1535-001 RUSSIAN SPA 

Lab Number 

9906181-1 
9906181-2 
9906181-3 
9906181-4 

Sample Identi fication 

2-1 (A & Bl 3'6" 
2-2 (A & B) 5'6" 
1-1 (A & B) 3'3" 
1-2 (A·& B) 6'6" 

-~)~ ~ - ~ 
o.rtson 

- Project Manager 

LAB ORDER No. : 

Report Date: 
Received Date: 

Sampled by: 

Matrix 

SOIL 
SOIL 
SOIL 
SOIL 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP N"J664 

9906-181 
Page 1 or 6 

25 JUN 1999 
07 JUN 1999 

DON FOWLER 

·sampled Pate/Time 

04 JUN 99 09:20 
04 JUN 99 09:40 
04 JUN 99 08:30 
04 JUN 99 08:40 

Laboratory Director 

CALTEST authorizes this report to be reproduced only in its entirety. 
Results are· specific to the sample as submitted and only to the parameters reported. 
All analyses perform~d by EPA Methods or -Standard Methods (SM) 18th Ed . except where notect .· 
Results of 'ND' mean not detected at or above the listed Reporting Limit CR.L .) . 
'D.F. • means Dilution Factor and has been used to adjust the listed Reporting Limit (R.L . ) : 
Acceptance Criteria for all Surrogate recoveries are defined in the QC Spike Data Reports . 
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~ .~.11'85 N. Koll, Rd. • N,~, C.lifomm 9'5~ 
CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP ~!664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fnx: (707) 226-100! 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

INORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 2 of 6 

ANALYTE RESULT js.L. UNITS _QL METHQD A~LVZED QC BATCH NOTES 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181·1 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: ·04 JUN 99 09:20 

Antimony NO 2. ng/kg 10 60108 06.16. 99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Arsenic 6. 7 0.8 rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.9.9 A990421ICP 1,2 
Barium llO. 1. rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.15. 99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Beryllium ND 1. rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1,2,3 
Cadmium ND 0.2 rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Chromium 57 . 1. ll'IJ/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 

· Caba lt 11. 0.4 rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Copper 56. 1. rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Lead 210. 0.6 rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Mercury 0.6 0.1 ITY,J/kg 5 7471A 06.16.99 A990428MER 2.4 
Molybdenum ND 1. rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Nickel 80. 1. rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Selenium ND 2. mg/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Silver ND 0.6 rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Thallium ND 2. mg/kg 10 6010B 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Vanadium 42. 0.4 mg/kg 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Zinc 150. 4. rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Asbestos RR % 1 PLM 5.6 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & Bl 5'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40 

Antimony ND 2. rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.16 .99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Arsenic 4.7 0.8 rrr;i/~g 10 6010B 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Barium 84. 1. rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15. 99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Beryllium ND 1. TTY:J/kg 10 601GB 06.16°.99 A990421ICP 1.2.3 
Cadmium ND 0.2 rrr;i/kg 10 6010B 06.15. 99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Chromium 51. 1. TTY:J/kg 10 60108 06.15 .99 A990421ICP 1,2 
Cobalt 10. 0.4 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Copper 41. 1. rrr;i/kg 10 .60iOB 06.15. 99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Lead 89. .0.6 rrr;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A9904211CP 1,2 
Mercury 1.2 0.2 ng/kg 10 7471A 06.16. 99 A990428MER 2.4 
Molybdenum ND 1. irg/kg 10 60108 · 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Nickel 55. 1. irg/kg 10 6010B. 06.15. 99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Selenium ND 2. m;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-14-99 using 3050B 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 
3) The Reporting Limit (R.L.) was raised due to background interference noted in the sample. 

· 4) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using 7471A · . · 
5) Analysis performed by EMSL Analytical. ELAP certification# 1620. 
6) Refer to the attacheq ref~rence laboratory report for the original certificate of analysis and supporting 

Quality Control data. 
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' • CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
1885 N. Kelly Rd. • Napa, California 94558 CALIFORNIA ELAP "1664 

(707) 258,4000 • Fax: (707) 226, 1001 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

INORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 3 of 6 

ANALYTE RESULT R.~. u~rxs _!!L METI!OD ANALY~ED QC BATCH NOTES 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181·2 (continued) 

Silver ND 0.6 m;i/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
. Thallium ND 2 . mg/kg 10 60108 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1.2 

Vanadium 45. 0.4 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2 
Zinc 100. 4. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A9904211CP 1.2 
Asbestos RR % 1 PLM 3,4 

1) Sample·Preparation on 06-14-99 using 30508 · 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 
3) Analysis performed by EMSL Analytical, ELAP certification# 1620. 
4) Refer to the attached reference laboratory report for the original certificate of analysis ·and supporting 

Quality Control data. 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
· 1885 N. Kelly Rd. • Napo, California 94558 CALIFORNIA ELAP uJ664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-100! 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 4 of 6 

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS j1£_,_ ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
METHOD: EPA 8082 

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBS) 1 06 .19.9.9 T9901510CP 1.2.3 
PCB 1016 ND 0. I mg/kg 
PCB 1221 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1232 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1242 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1248 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1254 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
PCB 1260 ND 0.1 mg/kg 
Surrogate TCMX 94. % 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 103. % 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & Bl 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
METHOD: EPA 8015M 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 1 06.18.99 T990148TPH 2.4.5 
HYDROCARBONS 

. 
Diesel Fuel ND 4. mg/Kg 
TPH-Extractable, quantitated as 14. 4. ng/Kg 
diesel 

Surrogate o-Terphenyl 85. % 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
METHOD: EPA 8020A 

· AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 1 06 .09.99 V990064G9A 2,6 
Benzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg 
Toluene ND 0.0025 mg/kg 
Ethyl benzene ND 0.0025 ng/kg 
Xyl enes (Tota 1) ND 0.0025 ng/kg 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using EPA 3550 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 
3) The final volume of the sample extract was higher \han the nominal amount. resulting in (a) higher · 

reporting limit(s). 
4) Sample Preparation .on 06-11-99 using EPA 3550 
5) An unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon was present in the sample . An approximate concentration has been 

calculated based on Diesel #2 standards. 
6) Sample Preparation on 06-09-99 using EPA 5030 
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~ ':: ~m N. Kell, Rd. • N,,., C.UOm,, 9455' 
CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP ,rt664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 
lAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 5 of 6 

~LYTE RESULT R.L, UNITS JL..E... ANALYZEQ ..KJWQL NOTES 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3' 6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20 
METHOD: EPA 8020A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 1 06 .09.99 V990064G9A 
(continued) 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIDJ 106 . 

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40 
MEIBOD: EPA 8082 

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENVLS (PCBS) 1 06 .19.99 T9901510CP 1,2 
PCB 1016 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1221 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1232 NO 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1242 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1248 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1254 ND 0.02 ilY;J/kg 
PCB 1260 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
Surrogate TCMX 87. % 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 100 . % 

. LAB NUMBER: 9906181·2 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: 2~2 (A & B) 5'6" · 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09 :40 
METHOD: EPA 8015M 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 1 06.18.99 T990i48TPH 2,3,4 
HYDROCARBONS 

Diesel. Fuel ND 4. mg/Kg 
TPH-Extractable , quantitated as 
diesel 

59 . 4. mg/Kg 

Surrogate o-Terphenyl 94. % 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using EPA 3550 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 
3) Sample Preparation on 06-11-99 ·using EPA 3550 . 
4) An unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon was present in the sarrple. An approximate concentration has been 

calculated based on Diesel #2 standards , · 
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(707) 258-4000 • r'llx. (707) 226-lOOI 

ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALYJE 
LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 (continued) 
SAMPLE ID: . 2-2 (A & B) 5' 6" 
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40 
METHOD: EPA 8020A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 
Benzene 
Toluene 
Ethylbenzene 
Xylenes (Total) 

. Surrogate 4-Bromofl uorobenzene [PIO] 

RESULT 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

110 . 

1) Sample Preparation on 06-09-99 using EPA 5030 
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample. 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP ,.1664 

LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 
Page 6 of 6 

R.L UNITS ,.M,_ ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES 

0.0025 mg/kg 
0.0025 mg/kg 
0.0025 mg/kg 
0.0025 mg/kg 

% 
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EMSL Analytical, Inc. 
382 South Abbott Avenue 
Milpitas, CA 95035 

Sample 

9906181-1 

9906181-2 

Attn.: Todd Albertson 
Caltest Analytical Laboratory 
1885 N. Kelly Road 
Napa, CA 94558 

P!tone: (,108) 934-7010 Fax: (408) 934-7015 

Tuesday, June 15, 1999 

Ref Number: CA993492 

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM) 
Performed by EPA 600/R,-93/116 Method* 

Project: 9906181 

S11mple ASBESTOS ·NON-ASBESTOS 

Location Appearance Treatment % Type % Fibrous % Non-Fib_rous 

2-1 (A&8)3'6" Black Crushed None Detected 25% Quartz 

Non-Fibrous 7~%other 
Homogeneous 

2-2 (A & B) 3' 6" Black Crushed None Detected 25% Quartz 

Non-Fibrous 75%0ther 
Homogeneous 

Comments: For 1111 obviously heterogeneous samples easily separated Into subsamples, and tor layered samples, each component Is analyzed separately. 
Also, "# of Layers" refers to number of separable subsamples. 
• NY samples analyzed by ELAP 1 !lB.1 Method. 

• 

Approved 
Signatory 

Dl&dtmnera: PLM has been MOWn lo mlu aabest03 ln a .smell perc:enlage of Hm~as 'Milch contain aabGttot,· Thus n&gaWt PLM re1\Jtts cennol be 
guaranteed. EMSL 1uggule !ha\ umplaa reported BS <1% or none delocted be te,!od wllh eNhOr SEM or TEM. Tho •bove le,t report relalos only lo 
lh• tteme lesled. Toi• l'llpDrt moy not ba n>p<oduoed, except In full, wilhoot written approval by EMSL, The above tul mual not be used by !he cfronl lo 
elolm pioouct endortemont by NVlAP nor 8ny •gency of !ha Unllod Stales GovemmBIIL Lebonitory ~ nol n,&ponolbla ror lhe oocuracy of rosuJ\s when 
l'llq<Joeled to phyalc4lly teP8n'!e and enolyz.o layored umples . 
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~ · y t, N. Kcll, R&. • N.,,, C..l;foml, 9'558 

(707) 258-4000 • l'~x; (707) 226-1001 

·cERTlrlED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP..-1664 

SUPPLEMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL (QC) DATA REPORT 

Client: Eddy T. Lau , P.E. 
Trans Pacific GeoTechnica1 
445 Grant Avenue. Suite 403 
San Francisco. CA 94108 

Project: 1535-001 RUSSIAN SPA 

QC Batch ID 

A990421ICP 
A990428MER 
T990148TPH 
T9901510CP 
V990064G9A 

<Jt'ikli~ 
Project Manager 

Method 

6010B 
7471A 
8015M 
8082 

8020A · 

LAB ORDER No. : 

Report Date: 
Received Date: 

Matrix 

SOIL 
SOIL 
SOIL . 
SOIL 
SOIL 

Christine Horn 
Laboratory Director 

CALTEST authorizes this report to be reproduced only in its entirety . 
Results are specific to the sample as submitted and only to the parameters reported. 
All analyses performed by EPA Methods or Standard Methods (SM) 18th Ed. except where noted. 
Results of 'ND' mean not detected at or above the listed Reporting Limit (R.L.). 
Analyte Spike Amounts reported as 'NS' mean not spiked and will not have recoveries reported . 
'RPO' means Relative Percent Difference and RPO Acceptance Criteria is stated as a maximum. 
'NC' means. not calculated for RPO or Spike Recoveries . . 
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CERTIFlED Els'VIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

1885 N . Kelly Rd. • Napa, Cellfomla 94558 CALIFORNIA ELAP ;rt 664 

(707) 258-4000 • fpx, (707) 226-1001 
LAB ORDER No . : 9906-181 

MElr!OD BLANK ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 2 of 6 

ANALYTE RESULT R. L. UNIIS ANALYZED NOTES 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP 

Antimony ND 2. mg/kg 06.16.99 
Arsenic NO 0.8 mg/kg 06 .15.99 
Barium NO 1. mg/kg 06.15.99 
Beryllium ND 0.2 mg/kg 06.16.99 
Cadmium NO 0.2 mg/kg 06.15.99 
Chromium ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99 
Cobalt ND 0.4 mg/kg 06.15 .99 
Copper ND 1. mg/kg 06 .15.99 
Lead ND 0.6 mg/kg 06 .15.99 
Molybdenum ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99 
Nickel ND 1. rrg/kg 06.15.99 
Selenium ND 2. mg/kg 06.15.99 
snver ND 0.6 rrg/kg 06 .15.99 
Thallium ND 2. mg/kg 06.16.99 

· Vanadium ND 0.4 rrg/kg 06.15.99 
Zinc 4.45 4. rrg/kg 06.15.99 1 

QC BATCH: A990428MER 

Mercury, TTLC ND 0.01 mg/kg 06.16.99 

QC BATCH: T990148JPH 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS 06.18.99 
Diesel Fuel ND 4. rrg/Kg 
TPH-Extractable. quantitated as diesel ND 4. rrg/Kg 
surrogate o-Terphenyl 97. z 

QC BATCH: T9901510CP 

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS .(PCBS) 06 .19.99 
PCB 1016 ND 0.02 rrg/kg 
PCB 1221 ND 0.02 · rrg/kg 
PCB 1232 NO 0.02 rrg/kg 
PCB 1242 ND 0.02 rrg/kg 
PCB 124B ND 0.02 rrg/kg 
PCB 1254 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
PCB 1260 ND 0.02 mg/kg 
Surrogate TCMX 59. % 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 142. % 

1) Low level contamination noted in the Method Blank; sample results less than the RL or greater than 10 
times the contamination level are reported. 
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. · :: ~885 N. Kelly Rd. • Napa, C'.alifomla 94558 --------
(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

HEn!OD BLANK ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALVTE 

. QC BATCH: V990064G9A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 
Benzene · 
Toluene 
Ethyl benzene 
Xylenes (Total) 
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PID] 

RESULT 

NO 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

112. 

987 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP 111664 

LAB ORDER No . : 9906-181 
Page 3 of 6 

R,L. UNITS ANALYZED NOTES 

06 .09.99 
0.0025 mg/kg 
0.0025 mg/kg 
0.0025 mg/kg 
0.0025 mg/kg 

. 125 · rrg/kg 
% 



CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA El.AP#l664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

LABORATORY CONTROL SAMPLE ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 4of 6 

SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE REU 
ANALYTE AMOUNT . 81;;SULT XREC %REC ~8P[! DIFF ANALYZED NOTES 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP 

Antimorw 19.8 20 .9\ -106\ 75-125\35 06 .16 .99 
Arsenic 19.9 21.2\ 107\ 75-125\35 06.15 .99 
Barium 99 .6 105. \ 105\ 75-125\35 06.15.Q9 
Beryllium 19.8 21.6\ 109\ 75-125\35 06.16 .99 
Cadmium 9.96 10.6\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.15 .99 
Chromium 19.9 21.2\ 107\ 75-125\35 06 .15.99 
Cobalt 19.9 20 .4\ 103\ 75-125\35 06 .15 .99 
Copper 19.9 20.8\ 105\ 75-125\35 06.15.99 
Lead 99.6 106.\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.15 .99 
Molybdenum 19.9 21.1\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.15 .99 
Nickel 19.9 20.3\ 102\ 75-125\35 06.15.99 
Selenium 19.9 20 .7\ 104\ 75-125\35 06 .15 .99 
Silver 19 .9 20.3\ 102\ 75-125\35 06.15 .99 
Thallium 99.2 104.\ 105\ 75-125\35 06 .16.99 
Vanadium 19 .9 20 .8\ 105\ 75-125\35 06.15.99 
Zinc 99.6 108 .\ 108\ 75-125\35 06 .15. 99 

1C BATCH: A990428MER 

Mercury. me 0.200 0.229\ 114\ 75:125\35 06 .16.99 

QC BATCH: T990148TPH 

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 06.18.99 
HYDROCARBONS 

Diesel Fuel 66.7 · 58 .6\ 88\ 59-134\ 
surrogate o-Terphenyl 6.7 7.40\ 110\ 60-111\ 

QC BATCH: T9901510CP 

POLYCHLORINATEO BIPHENYLS _(PCBS) 06.25.99 
PCB 1260 0.133 0.166\ 125\ 70-130\ 
Surrogate TCMX 0.0133 0.0125\ 94\ 13-147\ 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 0.0133 0.0158\ 119\ 23-167\ 

oc·aATCH: V990064G9A 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 06 .09.99 
Benzene 0.033 0.0450\ 136\ 79-134\ 
Toluene 0.195 0.227\ 116\ 56-140\ 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIO] 0.100 0.113\ 113\ 72-123\ 
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1885 N .. Kelly Rd. • Napa, California 94558 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: (707) 226-1001 

MATRIX SPIKE ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

ANALYTE 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 . 

Antimony 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Arsenic . 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

· Barium 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Beryllium 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Cadmium 
1C BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB 'NUMBER: 9906181·1 

Chromium 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Cobalt 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Copper 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER : 9906181-1 

Lead 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Molybdenum 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Nickel 

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP #1664 

LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 
Page 5 of 6 

ORIGINAL SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE REL% 
RESULT AMOUNT RESULT ~ XREC \RPO DIFF ANALYZED NOTES 

ND 19.8 18.0\19.0 91\96 75-125\35 5.4 06.16.99 

6.67 19.9 26.3\25 .9 98\96 75-125\35 1.5 06.15.99 , 

111 . 99 .6 207.\209. 96\98 75-125\35 1 06.15 .99 

ND 19.8 19.2\19.1 97\96 75-125\35 0.5 06.16.99 

ND 9.96 9.61\9 .53 96\96 75-125\35 0.8 06 _15.99 

57.2 19.9 67 .8\64.5 53\37 75-125\35 5.0 06.15.99 1 

10.9 19.9 28.8\28.7 90\89 75-125\35 0.4 06_15.99 

55.8 19.9 72 .0\66.5 81\54 75-125\35 7.9 06 .15.99 1 

· 211. 99.6 289.\329. 78\118 75-125\35 13. 06 .15.99 

ND 19.9 20.4\20.3 103\102 75-125\35 0.5 06.15.99 

80 .3 19 .9 83.6\91.5 17\56 75-125\35 9.0 06.15.99 

1) Spike recovery outside control limits . Spike added less than one half sample concentration. LCS/LCSD 
and Method Blank are in control. 
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
CALIFORNIA ELAP .. 1664 

(707) 258-4000 • Fax: {707) 226-1001 
LAB ORDER No. : 9906-181 

MATRIX SPIKE ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 6 of 6 

ORIGINAL SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE RELX 
ANALYTE RESULT AMOUNT . ~SULT .....J'.BK_ .\'REC ~RPO filEE ANALYZED NOTES 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 

QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Selenium ND 19.9 20.3\20.1 102\101 75-125\35 1 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Silver ND 19 .9 19.5\19.4 98\97 75-125\35 0.5 06.15.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Thallium NO 99 .2 · 97 .3\97.2 98\98 75-125\35 0.1 06 .16.99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Vanadium 42.l 19.9 61.8\58.8 99\84 75-125\35 s_.o 06.15 .99 
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued) 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

Linc 154. 99.6 268.\245. 114\91 75-125\35 9.0 06 .15,99 

QC BATCH: A990428MER 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906289-1 

Mercury. TILC 0.0569 0.200 0.268\0 .254 106\98 75-125\35 5.4 06.16 .99 

QC BATCH: T9901510CP 
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 

POLYCHLORINATEO BIPHENVLS (PCBS) 06.19 .99 
PCB 1260 NO 0.133 0.121\0.124 91\93 70-130\20 2.4 
Surrogate TCMX 94.% 0.0133 0.0112\0. 0119 84\89 · 56-129\ 
Surrogate Decachlorobiphel'\Yl 103 .X 0.0133 0. 0133\0 . 0135 100\102 19-185\ 

QC BATCH: V990064G9A 
QG SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 06 .09.99 
Benzene ND 0.033 0.0280\0.0130 85\39 10-179\31 73 . 
Toluene ND 0.195 0.161\0 .185 83\95 10-188\14 14. 
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PIO] 110.% 0.100 0.106\0 .115 106\115 58-143\ 

,f:~I, 

·;t ·i; 
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[\~:~!:.~! LAB ~s ·_;t-1 g 1 1885 N. KELLY ROAD • NAPA, CA 94558 • (707' --'3-4000 • Fax (707) 226-1001 • www.caltestlab.com 

SAMPLE CHAIN PAGE / OF 

OF CUSTODY PRo.iEcrtNP~OJEcTNA~\: /') 1 IP.o . # 
/"?'? - ot?I K0'i">"<c.vt--i. ~ t\. . -~----------

~Ii~; T LAU ANALYSES 

lf/tL 

A4'4t 6'RM( Mb(fi 
. STATE: · ZIP: · 

S.A1T6-403 
1 
SAN ~ostv ,CA 941 o 'rs 

TURN-AROUND 
. TIME 

~STANDARD 

DRUSH 

~ 
iii BILLING ADDRESS: 

sA·-A 
PHONE //: 

( ::f1SJ1~{'6i; 
I I 

CAL TEST1 . DATE 
# i ~AMPLED PRESERV, 

~ ,et:-
i 

Yi 

)-/2- A 

/5,..2 :b 
/~// 

..,.I b Ir 

· _5-' ,? . ); 

5' .I ,t; )J . 

.._f 

' \. 

COMP. 
or 

GRAB 

C 

·, . . .- . .. -~ ' . ·.t . . . . .. .. . . 
By submittal of sample(s) , client agrees to abidei by the Terms arid Conditions set forth .. 011 the 'reverse of this document. 

.REMARKS 
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MATRIX: AO = Aque;us Nondrinking Wa1er, Digested Metals; 
FE= Low R.Ls, Aqueous Nondrinking Water, Digesled Metals; 
OW= Drinking.Water: SL= .So( Sludge, Solid; FP = Free Product 

CONTAINER TYPES: AL= Amber Liter; AHL= 500 ml 
Ambsr; PT= Pint (Plastic); OT=Ouart {Plastic); HG= Half Gal· 
Ion (Plastic); SiJ ~ sou Jar; 64 = 4 oz. BACT;BT = Brass Tube : 

V~~ = A.LVOA; OTC= Other Typa Container 

' A ' CQ V C 
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I 
Advocating for 
our community 
since 1994 

Board of 
Directors 

Jill Fox, Chair 

Allen Frazier 

Michael Hamman 

Sean Karlin 

Richard Laufman 

Monica Padilla
Stemmelen 

INDIA BASIN NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

September 17, 2018 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear: Ms. Calvillo, 

2Dl S SEP 
j (. 

- . ; ~- ... ·.~: 

I 9 PM 2: t;.5 

AK 

The India Basin Neighborhood Association {IBNA) supports the Build, Inc/ India Basin 

Investment, LLC (Developer) 700. Innes project to revitalize the India Basin community by 

creating a 21st century village for all San Francisco to enjoy. This support is based on our 
. shared goals: 

Comprehensive Planning 
• Economic Success 

• Environmental Protections 

Transportation Improvements 
• Recreation Opportunities 

IBNA created the above goals in its 2010 Community Vision for the India. Basin waterfront, 
which is cqnsidered a starting document for Developer. IBNA has continued involvement · 

in fashioning this addition to our community by meeting regularly for the last four years to 
provide input to Developer and participating in the India Basin Parks Task Force. 

IBNA support of the 700 Innes project is subject to the IBNA Board of Directors' 

Resolution of May 6, 2017, Establishing Public Benefit Criteria for Supporting Proposed 
Height Increases in India Basfn Neighborhood, which established clear guidelines 

surrounding any proposed building height increases in certain limited situations due to the 

clear public benefit conferred by a particular development, and not to be precedent setting 
for the entire neighborhood. It is also subject to ·the IB.NA and Developer agreement 

signed July 24, 2018, pledging to continue to work together on both interim and 

permanent community benefits at the. 700 Innes project and throughout the neighborhood. 
Please contact IBNA for document review. 

Advocating for our community since 1994, the India Basin Neighborhood Association is a 
membership organization of residents, local business owners and workers, and friends of 

the community who support the IBNA mission to "preserve the maritime history, natural 
beauty, diverse character and unique ambiance of the vibrant mixed-use neighborhood of 

India Basin through community organizing." IBNA is managed by an all-volunteer Board of 
Directors elected by members. 

IBNA looks forward to welcoming new neighbors. The hope is that the 700 Innes project, 

together with efforts by various city departments to pl;m and execute long-needed 
improvements, will make this a more livable, walkable, safe community where residents 

· and visitors can all enjoy the history, natural beauty, and .stunning views - and fincf t.he 

. recreation, shopping, transit, city service, education, and entertainment amenities other 
San Francisco neighborhoods enjoy. 

J;__,<L~ rn~· 
Jill Fox, Chair 

PO Box 880953, San Francisco, CA 94188 
www.lNDIABASIN.org 

992 



····-~.._, 
j 

Member, Board of Supervisors 
District4 

City and County of San Francisco 

KATYTANG 

DATE: September 17, 2018 

Angela Calvillo TO: 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Supervisor Katy Tang 

RE: 

Chairperson, Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
COlYilvilTTEE REPORTS 

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transportation C~mmittee, I have deemed 
the following matter is of an urgent nature and request it be considered by the full Board on Tuesday, 
September 25, 2018, as a Committee Report: · 

180816 General Plan - In.dia Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, and the 
Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation and Open Space Elements, to reflect 
the India Basin Mixe.d-Use Project; adopting findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code, Section 340, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, .and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. . 

180680 Planning Code, Zoning Map - India Basin Special Use District 

Ordinance amending the Planning Cocle to establish the India Basin Special Use District, 
located generally at Innes Avenue between Griffith Street and Earl Street, along the India Basin 
shoreline, in the south-east part of San Francisco; amending the Planning Code by amending 
the Zoning Map to change zoning designations, height districts, and add the India Basin Special . 
Use District; and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101 .1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 
302. 

.180681 Development Agreement - India Basin Investment LLC - India Basin 
Project- Innes Avenue at Griffith Street 

Ordinance approving a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco 
and India Basin Investment LLC, a California limited liability company, for the India Basin 
Project at the approximately 28-acre site located at Innes Avenue between Griffith Street and 
Earl Street, with various public benefits, including 25% affordable housing and 11 acres of 
parks and open space; making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act and 
findings of conformit:Y with the General Plan, and with the eight priority policies of Planning · 

City Hall · 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 · San Francisco, California 94102-4689 
(415) 554-7460 · TDD!ITY (415) 554-5227 · E-mail: Katy.Tang@sfgov.org · www.sfbos.org/Tang 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 4 

KATYTANG 

.. ....__, . , 
City and County of San Francisco 

Code, Section 101.l(b); approving a Public Trnst Exchange Agreement, making public trust 
findings, and authorizing the transfer and acceptance of real property and the recording of a 
land use covenant consistent with the Public Trnst Exchange Agreement; approving specific 
development impact fees and waiving any conflicting provision iri Planning Code, Article 4, 
or Administrative Code, Article 10; confirming compliance with or waiving certain provisions 
of Administrative Code, Chapters 14B, 23, 56, and 82, and Subdivision Code, Section 1348, 
and ratifying ce1tain actions taken in connection therewith. 

These mattei;s will be heard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee at a Regular Meeting on 
Monday, September 24, 2018, at 1:30 p.m. 

Supervisor Katy 
Chair, Land Use & Transportation Committee 

City Hall · 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 · San Francisco, California 94102-4689 
(415) 554-7460 · TDD!ITY (415) 554-5227 · E-mail: Katy.Tang@sfgov.org · www.sfbos.org/fang 
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l'j'csidcnt, Distrkt 10 
.BOARD. o fSUl'ER \ti S()RS 

Mal~a C::oheri 
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Date: 

;:::, =1=:·9=:=::;:. =· = · =J\=u=g=·~=la=C=: ·=W::;:v===ill=o=:,=C=: l=et=·k.=o=f=tb:=.· =e::;:B=· .=o=at='d=o;:::J=S=:i.:=1p=e=1.:,==11=· ~=o=rs=: =======i=i ;:::_ =c;::~;::::=;I~f; 
ttfadani Cletki · l. ·;i:'--·· o~'.; 
Pursuant.to Board 1,-Zules,I fiill he:;t~by: 1 · en :,::, 

_\ l:~. 

\81" Waiving 30-Day Rule (Board Rule No. '.t23) 
. . . ....... ... . , . ··· ···· .. ..... - · .... . 

File No. . ·.•·1"' ·si"·o·,··s\1>6. > ···•· · .· 
·::.: . . :- · _ _',:····· . t6r;~ri \ .. ·····•······· 

g>rimarj, Si)Ol1sqr) . 

Title, Qfd,fri~h~~ ~~l'lcl.frtktti~ q ¢~1et1ll1li?.tO t.#v-~~¥tl'ie_:~.ayy{e\V-:t-Iutiters:· 
P6l~1t:Af~£p1~b? :it1d¥e ·u;1;~11b~~ign;tan1¥efc~and..in.di:i~tiy~ ,i11d •· ;; 

D Tfansforrii1g
0

(Board R11li!}Jo.13}_· 

File No. 

title:. 

From:--'····-~----"'-'~.:......-'--'-------~---~-~--··com.ni.itte.e 
····. ,,· ... : . 

To: . . . . . . .. .. .. Comtmftee . 
D Assigb,ing'J:'emporaiy Cori:i:tn.itt~ehppointni<:;rtt(Bo:u:<l'Rt,1i'No. 3,1) 

$tJpervfaor ·~····•·-',-·. · ...... · ·. '--'--"'-C.......,.-'-"-~--',-""'--''---

Rep1,idng Supervfaor ._ ..•.•.. _ ..... _ .... ______ _ 

For: 
(D.ate) 
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TO: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation .Committee 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

October 2, 2018 

COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING . 
Tuesday, October 2, 2018 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board meeting, 
Tuesday, October 2, 2018. This item was acted upon · at the Committee Meeting on Monday, 
October 1, 2018, at 1 :30 p.in., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 40 (180816) General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point Area 
· Plan, and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation and Open 
Space Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed-Use Project; adopting findings 
under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under 

· Planning Code, Section 340, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

REFERRED WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 

Vote: Supervisor Katy Tang - Aye 
Supervisor Ahsha Safa[ - Aye 
Supervisor Jane Kim - Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Fr ancisco 94102-4689 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Katy Tang , Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

September 25, 2018 

SUBJECT: COMMITIEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING .· 
Tuesday, September 25, 2018 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITIEE REPORT at the Board meeting, 
Tuesday, September 25, 2018. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting on 
Monday, September 24, 2018, at 1 :30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 48, was NOT SENT as a Committee Report. 

180816 General Plan - India Basin Mixed-Use Project 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, 
and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and Recreation and Open Space 
Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed-Use Project; adopting findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings under Planning Code, Section 
340, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101 .1. 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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Ms. Artg~fa Cahiilio/ Clerk 
,$qpervisor Malia Collen· 
'Board ofS:t1pervisors . 
. City.al'1.d Courity .. of:SartFta:1kist.o. 
.CityBaJi,.Room i44; 
l bt C.aritoi1It Goocilettl'l11ce 
:Sap, ;taji¢facp, cA 94102; 
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.,ZQl~bo2s4} El'{VIGPA/J'.CA/I\1:if P/CWP:YSB;P ... 
1.nd.fa J3ash1 Mlxed.;;U$J! l'rojed 
.BOS:FileNq:•'.18068'1 
Pla;i:i,11i*&· ddniP.1issi9:t1 i{e_cpnjine'ndati@:· Jtpp1·dval. 

'Oei:ll' Ms:, C.:aivi.ll9 i;1hdSupervisot Coh¢n/ 

'OriJµly 26r,2dl.~.tb:~ $,an Fi.ciD¢foco Pl@i::tlr\g ( '.ohµi11s~fon ,(herein'aftfa" ''C,ommi:$S1Qh")' tqndbc,t~ .. a, 

•:::.::~e;!~::1~~~1~::ej::•~i~::z:~~d~~~J~::Ut~:~~~:1~:~~::~i:~:x~::t:;· 
201$ th~ S~n FfaL1dsfo ' Pl a11n{1\g :conJrrtiS$l{Jii ' (b:ei·ein:altef "'Cmttmissiqk') ' cprv:ludeq ·.i:l. dt11y 
noticed puhlk11ea:ring at a fegqlatly: scheduled "Q.1eetfi1g ~o · consider th~ proposed, Development 
Agree#i~nf fot 't1:r1;1Ir1q.ia B'a_Sll1 h.i.rix.ecl--TJ.se.F'tojecf . . . . 

At the July 2.6,. 2Ci1'8 hearing; the Cottunission voted. .to retor:nmend approval of the pro:posed 
Gener_zj.lPlai} lv;i1ei1_dtn~n:fa ~d Cig,Aµ_gtisf 23; 2dis voted, tp l'¢tcrp;unend apprciValo~ th~ proposed ' 
. Develop111ei1t Agtee111ent.. l?.iease find att:ached\;locttrnents.rei'Eitiiig to the Col"i'],n\issi:oriis a~i:i,qh.. 

lfyqqhav:e pny questfott$ or~;equl:reforther infotina}ior\ please do Ilof):iesifate fo coi'ltact me: 
Sj.ri.cetely, .. .. . 

. . . . ~ 

www.s·fplannihg,9rg 
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Transmital Materials 2014-002541 ENV/PCA/MAP/CWP/SHD 
Indi~ Basin Mixed Use Project 

. cc: Brittni Chicuata, Aide to Supervisor Cohen 
Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attorney · 
Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Alisa Somera, Office of Clerk of the Board 
John Carroll, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Anne Taupier, Office ofEconomic and Workforce Development 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20250 regarding General Plan Amendments 
Draft Ordinance for the General Plan Amendments 
Planning Commission Motion No. 20261 regarding the Development Agreement 
Draft Ordinance for the Development Agreement (Board File No: 180681) 
Draft Development Agreement 

.. 
SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca_rlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

·. NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will hold a 
public hearing to consider the following proposals and said public hearing will be held as follows, at 
which time all interested parties may attend and_ be heard: 

Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room .250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 180680. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the India 
'Basin Special Use District, located generally at Innes Avenue between Griffith 
Street and Earl Street, along the India Basin shoreline, in the south-east part of 
San Francisco; amending the Planning Code by amending the Zoning Map to 
change zoning designations, height districts, and add the India Basin Special 

. Use District; and making findings under the California Environmental Quality 
Act, findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies 
of Planning Code, Section 101 .1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, 
and welfare under. Planning Code, Section 302. 

' . 
File No. 180816. Ordinance amending the General Plan to revise the Bayview 
Hunters Point Area Plan, and the Urban Design, Commerce and Industry, and 
Recreation and Open Space Elements, to reflect the India Basin Mixed-Use 
Project; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings under Planning Code, Section 340, and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and the. eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend the 
hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins: 
These comments will be made part of the official public record on these matters, and shall be brought 
to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela 
Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 
94102. Information relating to these matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information relating to these· matters will be available for public review on Friday, September 
14,2018. 

~~v~ · 
{ Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

DATED/PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: September 7, 2018 
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